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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
Ohio Power Company for Authority to
Establish a Standard Service Offer
Pursuant to §4928.143, Ohio Rev. Code,
In the Form of an Electric Security Plan

Case No. 2013-0521

Appeal from the Public Utilities Commission
of Ohio

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

Case Nos. 11-346-EL-SSO
11-348-EL-SSO
11-349-EL-AAM
11-350-EL-AAM

In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
Ohio Power Company for Approval of
Certain Accounting Authority

FOURTH NOTICE OF APPEAL OF APPELLANT,
THE OHIO ENERGY GROUP

Appellant, The Ohio Energy Group (“OEG”), a party of record in the above-styled
proceedings, hereby gives notice of its appeal, pursuant to R.C. 4903.11 and 4903.13 and
S.Ct.Prac.R. 10.02(A), to the Supreme Court of Ohio and Appellee, the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio (“Commission”), from an Opinion and Order issued August 8, 2012
(Exhibit A), an Entry on Rehearing issued January 30, 2013 (Exhibit B), and a Second Entry on
Rehearing issued March 27, 2013 (Exhibit C) by Appellee in PUCO Case Nos. 11-346-EL-SSO,

11-348-EL-SSO, 11-349-EL-AAM, and 11-350-EL-AAM (collectively, “Commission cases’).

Appellant was and is a party of record in the Commission cases, and timely filed its
Application for Rehearing of Appellee’s August 8, 2012 Opinton and Order in accordance with
R.C. 4903.10. Appellant’s Application for Rehearing was denied, with respect to the issues on
appeal herein, by Appellee’s Entry on Rehearing issued January 30, 2013, Subsequently, other

parties to the Commission cases filed Applications for Rehearing of Appellee’s January 30, 2013

4



Entry on Rehearing, which were denied by Appellee’s Second Entry on Rehearing issued March

27, 2013.

Appellant complains and alleges that Appellee’s August 8, 2012 Opinion and Order and
January 30, 2013 Entry on Rehearing in the Commission cases are unlawful, unjust and

unreasonable in the following respects, as set forth in Appellant’s Application for Rehcaring.

1. The Commission has no authority to allow deferred wholesale capacity costs that
competitive retail electric service providers owe to Ohio Power Company to be
recovered from retail customers (either shopping or non-shopping). Such costs
are outside the scope of an Electric Security Plan and, therefore, cannot be
approved pursuant to R.C. 4928.143 or deferred pursuant to R.C. 4928.144.

WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully submits that Appellee’s August 8, 2012 Opinion
and Order and January 30, 2013 Entry on Rehearing in the Commission cases are unlawful,
unjust, and unreasonable and should be reversed. This case should be remanded to Appellee

with instructions to correct the errors complained of herein.

Respectfully submitted,

W~ A
Michae] L. Kurtz, Esq.: Counsel of Record
(0033350)

David F. Boehm, Esq.

Jody M.K. Cohn, Esq.

BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY

36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Ph: (513) 421-2255

Fax: (513) 421-2764
dboehm@bkllawfirm.com
mkurtz@bkllawfirm.com
jkylercohn@bkllawfirm.com
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIRES COMMISSICN OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
Chio Power Company for Authorty to
Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant
to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the

)

; Case No. 11-46-EL-550

)

)
Form of an Electric Security Flan. )

)

)

)

)

Case No, 11-348-E1- 8SO

In the Mater of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
Chio Power Company for Approval of
Certain Accounting Authority.

Case No. 11-349-EL-AAM
Case No. 11-350-EL-AAM
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The Cammission, considering the above-entitied applications, and the record in
these proceedings, hereby issues its opinion and order in these matters.

APPEARANCES:

Steven T. Nourse, Matthew ]. Satterwhite, and Yazen Alami, American Electric
Power Service Corporation, One Riverside Plaza, 29¢ Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215-2373,
and Porter, Wright, Morris & Arthur, LLP, by Daniel R. Conway and Christen Moore, 41
South High Street, Columbms, Ohio 43215, onbetmif of Ohio Power Company.

Mike DeWine, Attorney General of the State of Ohio, by Werner L. Margard TI,
John H. Jones, and Steven L. Beeler, Assistant Attormeys General, 180 East Broad Street,

Columbus, Ohio 43215-3793, on behalf of the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of
Ohio.

Bruce J. Weston, Interim Ohio Consumers’ Counsel, Office of the Ohio Consumers’
Counsel, by Maureen R, Grady, Joseph P. Serio, and Terry L. Etter, Assistant Consumers’
Counsel, 10 West Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485, onbehalfotﬂwmsidenﬁal
utility consumers of Ohio Power Company,

Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry, by Michael L. Kurtz, Kurt J. Boehm and Jody Kyler, 36 East
Seventh Street, Suite 1510, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, on behalf of Ohio Bnergy Group.

Taft, Stettinius & Hollister, LLP, by Mark 5. Yurick and Zachary D, Kravitz, 65 East
State Street, Suite 1000, Columbus, Ohio 432154213, on behalf of The Kroger Company.

McNees, Wallace & Nurick, LLC, by Samuel C. Randazzo, Frank P. Darr, and
Joseph E. Oliker, nFastStamStrem,Suitelm,Columbus Ohilo 43215-4228, on behalf of
Industrial Energy Users-Ohio. :

Bell & Royer Co,, LPA, by Barth E. Royer, 33 South Grant Avenne, Columbus, Ohio
43215-3927, on behalf of Dominion Retail, Inc.

Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease, LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff, Lija Kaleps-Clark,
and Stephen M. Howard, 52 East Gay Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008, and Covington

& Burling, by William Massey, 1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20004, on
behalf of The COMPETE Coalition.

Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease, LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff, Lija Kaleps-Clark,

and Stephen M. Howard, 52 East Gay Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008, on behalf of PIM
Power Providers Group.
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Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease, LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff and Lija Kaleps-Clark,
52 East Gay Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008, and Joseph M. Clark, 6641 North High
Street, Suite 200, Warthington, Ohio 43085, on behalf of Direct Energy Services, LLC and
Direct Energy Business, LLC.

Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease, LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff and Lija Kaleps-Clark,
52 Bast Gay Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008, on behalf of Retail Energy Supply
Association,

Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease, LLP, by M. Howard Petricoff, Lija Kaleps-Clark,
and Stephen M. Howard, 52 East Gay Street, Columbns, Ohio 43216-1008, and Eimer,
Stahl, Klevorn & Solberg, LLF, by David Stahl and Scott Solberg, 224 South Michigan
Avenue, Suite 1100, Chicago, Ilinois 60604, on behalf of Exelon Generation Company,
Consteliation NewEnergy, Inc., and Constellation Energy Commodities Group, Inc.

Ice Miller, LLF, by Christopher L. Mifler, Gregory ]. Dunn, and Asim Z. Haque, 250
West Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of the Association of Colleges
and Universities of Ohio, the city of Hillsboro, the city of Grove City and the city of Upper
Arlington.

Bricker & Bckler, LLP, by Lisa Gatchell McAlister and J. Thomas Siwo, 100 South
Third Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215-4291, on behalf of Ohio Manufacturers Association.
Energy Group,

Bricker & Eckler, LLP, byThomasI O'BMI,IUDSouth'IhrdSh'eet,Columbus

' Ohio 432154291, and Richard L. Sites, 155 East Broad Street, 15% Floor, Columbus, Ohio

43215-3620, on behalf of Ohio Hospital Association,

Calfee, Halter & Griswold, LLP, by James F. Lang, Laura C. McBride, and N. Trevor
Alexander, 1400 KeyBank Center, 800 Superior Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio 44114; Jones Day,
by David A. Kutik and Allison E. Haedt, 901 Lakeside Avenue, Cleveland, Chio 44114
119, and Mark A. Hayden, 76 South Main Street, Akron, Ohio 44308, on behalf of
FirstEnergy Solutions Corporation.

Joseph V. Maskovyak and Michael Smalz, Ohio Poverty Law Center, 555 Buttles
Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of Appalachian Peace and Justice Network.

Keating, Muething & Klekamp PLL, by Kenneth P. Kreider, One Bast Fourth Street,
Saite 1400, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 and Holly Rachel Smith, HITT Business Center, 3803
Rectortown Road, Marshall, Virginia 20115, on behalf of Wal-Mart Stores Bast, LP, and
Sam’s Hast, Inc.
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~ SNR Denton US, LLP, by Emma F. Hand, Daniel D, Barnowskd, and Thomas Millar,
James Rubin, 1301 K Street NW, Suite 600 East Tower, Washington, D.C. 20005, on behalf
of Ormet Primary Aluminum Corporation.

Bricker & Eckler, by Christopher L. Montgomery, Matthew Wamock, and Terrence
O'Donnell, 100 South Third Strest, Cotumbus, Chio 432154291, and Richard L. Sites, 155
Bast Broad Street, 15% Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3620, on behalf of Paulding Wind
Farm I, LIC,

Gregory J. Poulos, 471 East Broad Street, Suite 1520, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on
behalf of EnetNOC Inc.

William, Allwein & Moser, by Christopher J. Allwien, 1373 Grandview Avenue,
Suite 212, Columbus, Chio 43212, on behalf of Natural Resources Defense Council.

Matthew White, 6100 Emerald Parkway, Dublin, Ohio 43016 and Whitt Sturtevant,
LLP, by Mark A. Whitt, Melissa L. Thompson, and Andrew J. Camphbeil, 155 East Broad
Street, Suite 2020, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behrlf of Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.

Bailey Cavalieri, LLC, by Dane Stinson, 10 West Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio
43215, on behalf of Ohio Association of School Business Officials, Ohio School Boards
Association, Buckeye Association of School Administrators, and Chio Schools Council.

Chad A. Endsley, 280 North High Street, P.O, Box 182383, Columbus, Ohio 43218,
on behalf of the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation

Buckley King, by Deim N. Kaelber, 10 West Broad Street, Suite 1300, Columbus,
Ohio 43215, on behalf of Ohio Restaurant Association.

Elizabeth Watts and Rocco DY Ascenzo, 139 East Fourth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio
45202 and Eberly McMahon, LLC, by Robert A. McMahon, 2321 Kemper Lane, Suite 100,
Cincinnati, Ohio 45206, on: behalf of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.

Amy B. Spiller and Jeanme W. Kingery, 139 East Fourth Stxeet, Cincinnati, Ohio
43215, and Thompson Hine, LLP, by Philip B. Sineneng, 41 South High Street, Suite 1700,
Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of Duke Energy Retail Sales and Duke Energy
. Commercial Asset Management Inc.

Charles Howard and Sarah Bruce, 655 Metro Place South, Suite 270, Dublin, Ohio-
43017, on behalf of Ohio Automobile Dealers Association. '
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Judi L Sobecki, 1065 Woodman Drive, Dayton, Ohio 45432, on behalf of Dayton
Power and Light Company.

Kegler, Brown, Hill & Riiter, LPA, by Roger P. Sugarman, 65 East State Street, Sujte
1800, Columbus, Chio 43215, on behalf of National Federation of Independent Business -
Ohio Chapter,

Thompson Hine, LLP, by Carolyn S. Flahive, Stephanie Chmiel, and Michael
Diflard, 41 South High Street, Suite 1700, Columbus, Ohio 43215, on behalf of Border
Energy Electric Services, Inc,

The Behal Law Group, LLC, by Mr. Jack D’Aurora, 501 South High Street,
Columbns, Ohic 43215, on behalf of Univessity of Toledo Innovation Enterprises
Corporation.

Hahn, Loeser & Parks, LLP, by Randy Hart, 200 Huntington Building, Cleveland,
Ohfo 44114, on behalf of Summit Ethanol, LLC d/b/a POET Bioreﬁningbeipsic and
Foetoria Bthanol, LLC d/ b/a POET Bicrefining-Fostoria.

Jay E. Jadwin, 155 West Nationwide Bivd., Suite 500, Colhumbus, Ohio 43215, on
behalf of AEP Retail Energy Partners, LLC.

Matthew Cox Law, Ltd,, by Matthew Cox, 4145 St. Theresa Boulevard, Avon, Ohio
44011, on behalf of the Council of Smaller Enterprises.

Williams, Allwein & Moser, by Todd M. Williamns, Two Maritime Plaza, Toledo,
Ohio 43604, an behalf of the Ohio Business Counxil for a Clean Economy.

Dickstein Shapiro LLP, by Larry F. Eisenstat, Richard Lehfeldt, and Robert L.
Kinder, 1825 Eye St. NW, Washington, D.C. 20006, on behalf of CPV Power Development,
Inc.
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QPINION:
L. YO QCEEDINGS

A EirstElectricSecurity Plan

On March 18, 2009, meConmsuonmnedltsopirﬁmandorderregudmg
Columbus Southern Power Company’s (CSF) and Ohio Power Company’s (OP) (jointly,
AEP-Ohio or the Companies) application for an electric security plan (ESP 1 Order) in
Case Nos, 08-917-EL-SSO and 08-918-EL-550. The ESP 1 Order was appealed to the
Supreme Court of Ohio (Court). On April 19, 2011, the Court affirmed the BSP Order in
numerous respecis, bitt remanded the proceedings to the Commission, The Commission
issued its order on remand on October 3, 2011. In the order on remand, the Commission
found that AEP-Ohio should be authorized to continue its recovery of incremental capital
carrying costs incurred after January 1, 2009, on past environmental investments (2001-
2008) that were not previously reflected in the Companies’ existing rates prior to the ESP1
Order. In addition, the Commission found that the provider of last resort (POLR) charges
authorized by the ESP 1 Order were not supparted by the recard on remand, and directed
the Companies to eliminate the amount of the provider of last resort (POLR_ charges
authorized in the ESP Order and file revised tariffs consistent with the order on remand.

On January 27, 2011, AEP-Ohio filed the instant application for a standard service
offer (S50) pursuant to Section 4928.141, Revised Code. This application is for approval of
an electric security plan (ESP 2) in accordance with Section 4928143, Revised Code. As

filed, AEP-Ohio’s SSO application for ESP 2 would commence on January 1, 2012, and
continue through May 31, 2014,

The following parties wese granted intervention by entries dated March 23, 2011,
and July 8, 2011: Industrial Energy Users-Ohio (IEU), Duke Energy Retail Sales, LLC
(Duke Retail), Ohio Energy Group (OEG), Ohio Hospital Association (OHA), Ohio
Consumers’ Counsel (OCC), Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy (OPAE),! The Kroger
Company (Kroger), FirstBnergy Solutions Corporation (FES), Paulding Wind Farm I LLC
(Paulding), Appalachian Peace and Justice Network (APIN), Ohio Manufacturers’
Association Energy Group (OMAEG), AEP Retail Energy Partners LLC (AEF Retail),
Distributed Wind BEnergy Association (DWEA)? PJM Power Providers Group (F3),
Constellation NewEnergy, Inc. and Constellation Energy Commodities Group, Inc.

Subsequently, OPAE filed a motion to withdraw from the ESP 2 proceedings and the request granted in
the Copunission’s December 14, 2011 Order,

On August 4, 2011, DWEA filed a motion to withdraw from the ESP 2 proceedings. DWEA's request o
w:&dnwwmhdin&umumu}rdﬂ
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(Constellation), COMPETE Coalition (Compete), Natural Rescurces Defense Courncil
(NRDC}, The Sierra Club (Sierra), city of Hilliard, Ohio (Hilliard), Retai]l Energy Supply
Asgociation (RESA), Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon), city of Grove City, Ohio
(Grove City), Association of Independent Colleges and Universities of Ohio (AICUO),
Wal-Mart Stores East, LP and Sam’s East, Inc, (Wal-Marf), Dominion Retail, Inc,
{Domiinion Retail}, Environmental Law and Policy Center (ELPC), Ohio Environmental
Council {OEC), Ormet Primary Aluminum Corporation (Ormet) and EnertNOC, Inc.
(EnerNOC),

On September 7, 2011, numerous parties (Signatory Pasties) to the ESP 2
proceedings filed a Joint Stipulation and Recommendation (Stipulation). The Stipulation
proposed to resolve the ESF 2 cases as well as a number of other related AEP-Ohio matiers
pending before the Commission® The evidentiary hearing in the ESP 2 cases was
consolidated with the related proceedings for the sole purpose of considering the
Stipulation. On December 14, 2011, the Commission issued its Opinion and Order,
concluding that the Stipulation, as modified by the order, should be adopted and
approved. As part of the December 14, 2011, Order, the Commisslon approved the merger
of CSP with and into OP, with OP as the surviving entity 4

Several applications for rehearing of the Commission’s December 14, 2011, Order in
the ESP 2 and consolidated cases were filed. On February 23, 2012, the Commission issued
its Entry on Rehearing finding that the Stipulation, as a package, did not benefit ratepayers
and was not in the public interest and, thus, did not satisfy the three-part test for the
consideration of stipulations. AEP-Ohio was directed to provide notice to the Commission
within 30 days whether it intended to modify or withdraw its ESP.

On March 30, 2012, AEP-Ohio filed a modified ESP (modified ESP) for the
Commission’s consideration. As proposed, the modified ESP would commence June 1,
2012, and continue through May 31, 2015. As proposed in the application, the Company
states for all customer classes, customers in the CSP rate zone will experience, on average,
an increase of two percent anmually and customers in the OP rate zone will experience, on
average, an increase of four percent annually. The modified ESP proposes the recovery of
other costs through riders during the term of the electric security plan. In addition, the

3

Including an emergency curtaliment proceeding in Case Nos. 10-343-EL-ATA and 10-344-EL-ATA
{(Emergency Curtailment Cases); & request for the merger of CSP with OP in Case No. 10-2376-EL-VUNC
{(Merger Case); the Commission review of the state compensation mechanism for the capacity charge to
be assessed on competitive retail electric service (CRES) providers in Case No. 10-2820-F1.UNC
(Capacity Case); and & request for approvel of a mechanism to recover deferred fuel costs and
accounting treatment in Cage Nos, 11-4920-EL-RDR and 11-4921-EL-RUR (Phase-in Recovery Cases).

By enizy issued on March 7, 2012, the Commission agein approved and confirmed the merger of CSP
intn OP, effective Decemnber 31, 2011, in te Merger Case.
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modified ESP contains provisions addressing distribution service, economic development,
alternative energy resource requirements, and energy efficiency requirements,

The modified ESP also sets forth that AEP-Ohio will begin an energy auction for 100
percent of its S50 load beginning in 2015, with full delivery and pricing through a
competitive auction process for AEP-Ohio’s SSO customers beginning in June 2015.
Beginning six months after the final order in the modified BSP case, the application states
AEP-Ohio will begin conducting energy auctions for five percent of the SSO load. In
addition, the modified ESP provides for the elimination of American Electric Power
Corporation’s East Interconnection Pool Agreement and describes the plan for corporate
separation of AEP-Chio's generation assets from its distribution and transmission assets.

In addition to the parfies previously granted intervention in this matter, following
AEP-Ohio’s submission of its modified ESP, the following parties, were gramted
intervention on April 26, 2012: Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (IGS); The Ohio Association of
School Business Officials, The Ohio School Boards Assodiation, The Buckeye Association of
School Administrators, and The Ohio Schools Coumeil (collectively, Ohio Schools); Ohio
Farm Bureau Federation; Ohio Restaurant Association; Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke);
Duke Energy Commercial Asset Management Inc. (DBCAM); Direct Energy Services, LLC
and Direct Energy Business, LLC (Direct); The Ohlo Automobile Dealers Associaticn
(OADA); The Dayton Power and Light Company; The Ohio Chapter of the National
Federation of Independent Business (NFIB); Ohio Construction Materials Coalition;
Council of Smaller Enterprises; Border Energy Electric Services, Inc,; University of Toledo
Innovation Enterprises Corporation; Summit Ethanol, LLC d/b/a POET Biorefining-
Leipsic and Fostoria Bthanol, LLC d/b/a POET Biorefining-Fostoria (Summit Ethanol);
city of Upper Arlington, Chio; Ohio Business Council for a Clean Economy; IBEW Local
Union 1466 (IBEW); city of Hillsboro, Ohio; and CPV Power Development, inc.

D!

Four local pablic heatings were held in order to allow AEP-Ohio’s customers the
opportunity to express their opinions regarding the issues raised within the modified
application. Public hearings were held in Canton, Columbus, Chillicothe, and Lima. At
the local hearings, a total of 67 witnesses® offered testimony; 17 witnesses in Canton, 31
witnesses in Columbus, 10 witnesses in Chillicothe, and nine witnesses in Lima. In
addition to the public testimony, numercus letters were filed in the docket regarding the
proposed BSP applications.

5 One witness, Doug Leuthold, testified at both the Colunbus and Lima public hearings. ~
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At each of the public hearings, numerous witnesses testified in support of AEF-
Ohio’s modified ESP. Specifically, many witnesses testified on behalf of community
groups and non-profit organizavions that praised AEP-Ohic’s charitable support to their
organizations. Witnesses that testified in favor of the modified ESP also noted that AEP-
Ohio maintains a positive corporate presence and promotes economic dev
endeavors thronghout its service territory. Members of local unions testified in support of
AEP-Ohio’s proposal, explaining it would not only allow AEP-Ohio to retain jobs, but also
create new jobs as AEP-Ohio continues to expand its infrastructure throughout the region.

Several residential customers testified at the public hearings in opposition to AEP-
Ohio’s modified ESP, noting an increase in customer rates would be burdensome in light
of the current economic recession. Many of these witnesses pointed out that low-income
and fixed-income residential customers would be particularly vulnerable to any rate
increases, Several wilnesses also argued that the proposed application might limit
customers’ ability to shop for a CRES supplier.

In addition, many witnesses testified on behalf of small business and comunercial
customers. These witnesses argued the proposed rate increases would be burdensome on
small businesses who cannot take on any electric rate increases without either laying off
employees or passing costs on to cusbomers. Representatives on behaif of school districts
also testified that the modified ESP could create a financial strain on schools throughout
ABP-Ohio’s service territory.

2.  Pvidentiary Hearing

The evidentiary hearing commenced on May 17, 2012, Twelve witnesses testified
on behalf of AEP-Ohio, 10 witnesses on behalf of the Staff, and 54 witnesses offered
testimony on behalf of various interveners to the cases. In addition, AEP-Ohio offered
three witnesses on rebuttal. The evidentiary hearing concluded on june 15, 2012, Initial
" briefs and reply briefs were due June 29, 2012, and July 9, 2012, respectively. For those
parties that filed a brief or seply brief addressing select issues, oral arguments were held
before the Commission on July 13, 2012

E.  Procedyzal Matters
1 Motiops to Withdrgw

On May 4, 2012, the city of Hilliard filed a notice requesting to withdraw as an
intervenar from the modified ESP cases. Also on May 4, 2012, IBEW filed a notice stating
that it intends to withdraw as an intervenor in these proceedings. The Commission finds
IBEW's and Hilliard's requests to withdraw reascnable and should be granted,
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2 Motions fora Protective Order

On May 2, 2012, AEP-Ohio filed a motion for a protective ozder, seeking protective
treatment of supplemental testimony and corresponding exhibits of AEP-Ohio witness
Nelson containing confidential and proprietary information relating fo the Turning Point
Solar project (Turning Point). On May 4, 2012, OMAEG filed a motion for a protective
order relating to proprietary business information of OSCO Industries, Summitville Tiles,
Belden Brick, Whirlpool Corporation, Lima Refining, and AMG Vanadium. Also, on May
4, 2012, 1EU fled a motion for a protective order seeking to protect confidential and
proprietary information contained within witness Kevin Murray's testimony. FES filed a
motion for protective treatment on May 4, 2012, for confidential items contained in
attachments to witness Jonathan Lesser’s testimony. In addition, Exelon filed a motion for
protective order seeking protection of confidential and proprietary information contained
within witness Fein's direct testimony, On May 11, 2012, AEP-Ohio filed an additional
motion for protective order to support the protection of confidential AEP-Ohio
information contalned within IFU witness Murray, FES witness Lesser, and Exelon
witness Fein's testimony. Finally, on the record in these proceedings May 17, 2012, AEP-
Ommomg}ltﬂewnﬁ:mahonofprmvemmdedﬂuuammm-OMO
witness Jay Godirey, as previously set forth in AEP-Ohio’s July 1, 2011, motion for a
protective order (Tr. at 24).

At the evidentiary hearing on May 17, 2012, the attorney examiners granted the
motions for protective arder, finding the information spercified within the parties’ motions
constitutes confidential, proprictary, and trade secret information, and meets the
requirements contained within Rule 4901-1-24, Ohio Administrative Code (O.A.C) (Id. at
23-24). Rule 4901:1-24(F), O.A.C., provides that, unless otherwise ordered, protective
orders prohibiting public discdlosure pursuant to Rule 4901:1-24(D), O.A.C,, shall
automatically expire after 18 months. Therefore, confidential treatment shall be afforded
for a period ending 18 months from the date of this order, until February 8, 20i4. Until
that date, the Docketing Division should maintain, under seal, the conditional diagrams,
filed under seal. Rule 4901:1-24(F), O.AC,, requires any party wishing to extend a
protective order 1o file an appropriate motion at least 45 days in advance of the expiration
date, including a detailed discussion of the need for continuied protection from disclosure.
If no such motion to extend confidential treatment is filed, the Commission may release
this information without prior notice to the parties.

In addition, on June 29, 2012, TEU and Ormet filed motions for protective order
regarding items contained within their fnitial briefs, Specifically, both the information for
which IEU and Ormet's are seeking confidential treatment was already determined to be
confidential in the evidentiary hearing and was discussed in a closed record. On July 5,
2012, AEP-Ohio filed a motion for protective order over the items contained within Ormet
and [EU’s briefs, noting that it contains proprietary and trade secret information. On July
9, Ormet filed an additional motion for protective order for the same information, which it
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also included in its reply brief filed on July 9, 2012 Similarly, AEP-Ohio filed a motion for
protective order on July 12, 2012, in support of Ormet's motion, as it contains AEP-Ohio’s
confidential trade secret information. As the attorney examiners previously found the
information contained within the IBU and Ormet's initial briefs and Ormet's reply brief
was confidential in the evidentiary hearing we affinn this decision and find that
confidential treatment shall be afforded for a period ending 18 months from the date of
this order, until February 8, 2014. '

[EU argues that the record improperly includes evidence of stipulations as
precedent. Specifically, IEU argues that several witnesses relied on Duke Energy-Ohic’s
ESP to indicate that certain proposed riders were appropriate. TEU also points out that a
witness relied on AEP-Ohic’s distribution rate case stipulation as evidence of AEP-Chio’s
capital structure. IEU claims that these stipulations expressly state that no party or
Commission order may cite to a stipulation as precedent, and accordingly, IEU requests
that the references to stipulations be struck.

The Comumission finds that [HU's request to strike portions of the record should be
denied. We acknowledge that individual components agreed to by parties in one
proceeding should not be binding on the parties in other proceedings, but we find that
references to other stipulations in this proceeding were limited in scope and did not create
any prejudicial impact on parties that signed the stipulations. Consistent with our Finding
and Order in Case No, 11-5333-EL-UNC, we also note that, while parties may agree not to
be bound by the provisions contained within a stipulation, these limitations do not extend
to the Commission.

In addition, IEU claims the attorney examiners impropersly denled [EU’s motions to
compel discovery. In jts motions to compel discovery, IEU sought information related to
AFP-Chio's forecasts of the RPM price for capacity, which IEU alleges would have

provided information relating to the transfer of AEP-Ohio’s Amos and Mitchell generating
units,

The Commission finds the attomey examiners’ derdals of IEU’s motions to compel
discovery were proper and should be upheid. As noted in AEP-Ohio’s memorandum
contra the motion to compel; the information IEU sought relates to AEP-Ohdo forecasts
beyond the period of this modified ESP. As these proceedings relate to the
appropriateness of AEP-Ohio’s modified ESP, we find that any forecasts beyond the terms
contained within AEP-Ohio's application are irrelevant and unlikely to lead to
discoverable information. Accordingly, the attorney examiners’ ruling is affirmed.

On July 13, 2012, OCC filed a motion to strike four specific portions of AEP-Ohio’s
reply brief at pages 29-30, 33-34, 68-69, 97.99, including footnotes, and attachments A and
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B, a8 OCC agserts the information is not based on the record in the modified ESP
proceeding but reflects the Commiseion’s Order issued in the Capacity Case on July 2,
2012 OCC submits that the Commission has previously recognized that “it is improper to
rely on ciaims in the brief that are unsupported by evidence within the record,” In this
instance, OCC points out that ABP-Ohio attached to its reply brief, documents that were
not part of the record evidence or designated late-filed exhibits, a statement by Standard
and Poor's (Attachment A) and the Company’s recalculation of its ESP/MRO test
(Attachment B) based on the Comunission’s decision in the Capacity Case. Since neither
documert is part of the modified BSP recard evidence, OCC reasons that the attachments
are hearsay which are not excused by any exception to the hearsay rule. OCC also notes
that the reply brief includes discussion cof recent storms in the Midwest and the East Coast,
and there i8 nothing in the record regarding the strength of the winds or the abilily of the -
Company’s system to withstand huwrricane force winds. Furthermore, neither the
attachments nor AEP-Ohio’s assertions was subjected to cross-examination by the parties
nor the parties afforded an opportunity to rebut the associated arguments of the
Company. For these reasons, OCC requests that Attachments A and B and the specified
portions of the reply brief be stricken. . .

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio asserts that discussion of matters related to
the Commission’s Capacity Case decision were appropriate. AEP-Ohio notes that it is faar
to rely on a Commission opinion and order and reasonable to consider the impact of the
Capacity Case on these proceedings, as evidenced by Commission questions during the
oral . arguments held on July 13, 2012. In addition, AEP-Ohio points out that several
parties’ reply briefs also included significant discussion of the impact of the Capacity Case
on the modified ESP, Similarly, AEP-Ohio notes that the attachments indicate the financial
impact of the Capacity Case on AEP-Ohio, and that the itema are consistent with the
testimony of AEP-Ohio witness Hawkins. Finally, AEP-Ohio provides that its references

to major storms that occurred this summer refate to customer expectations and AEP-
Ohio’s need for the DIR.

The Commission finds that OCC's motion o strike portions of AEP-Ohio’s reply
brief should be demied. The Company’s reply brief reports the impact of the
Commission’s Order in the Capacity Case based on subject matters and information.
subjected to extensive cross-examination by the parties in the course of this proceeding.
Furthermore, several of the parties to this proceeding discuss in their respective reply
briefs the Order in the Capacity Case. For these reasons, we conclude that it would be
improper to strike the portions of AEP-Ohio’s reply brief, including Attachment B, which
reflect AEP-Ohio’s interpretation of the Commission Capacity Order as requested by OCC.
We, likewise, deny OCC's request to strike the Company’s reference to recent storms,
where the Company offered support for its position on customer reliability expectations.
Customer service reliability was an issue raised and discussed by AEP-Ohio as well as
OCC. However, Attachment A to the Company’s reply brief is a July 2, 2012 statement by
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Standard & Poor's regarding the effect of the Commission’s Capacity Charge Order, and
should be stricken. We find that the Company’s Atiachment A is not part of the record
and should not be considered by the Commission in this proceeding.

On July 20, 2012, OCC/AP]N filed a motion to take administrative notice of several
iters contained within the record of the Capacity Case. Specifically, OCC/APN seck
administrative notice of pages 3, 9, and 12 of the direct testimony of AEP-Ohio witness
Munczinski, pages 19-20 of the rebuttal testimony of AEP-Ohio witness Allen, pages 304,
343-350, and 815 of the hearing transcripts, and AEP-Chio’s post-hearing initial and reply
briefs. OCC/APIN opine that the record should be expanded to include these materials in
order to have a more thorough record on issues pertaining to customer rates. Further,
OCC/APF]N state that no parties would be prejudiced as parties, particularly those
involved in the Capacity Case, who had opportunities to explain arl rebut these ibems.

AEP-Ohio filed a memorandum contra OCC/ APJN's motion on July 24, 2012. AEP-
Ohilo argues that OCC/APJN improperly secks to add documents into the record at this
late stage, is not only inappropriate, but also unnéceasary as there are no further actions to
these proceedings except the Commission opinion and order and rehearing. AEP-Ohio
notes the Commission has broad discretion in handling its proceedings, but points out that
the small subset of information could have a prejudicial effect to parties, and due process
would require that other parties-be permitted to add other items to the record. In
addition, AEP-Ohio explains that OCC/ APIN had the opportunity in the ESP proceedings

to further explore areas of the Capacity Case that were related to parts of the modified
BSP.

On August 6, 2012, FES also filed a memorandum contra OCC/APJN’s motion. On
August 7, 2012, OCC/APJN filed a motion to strike FES's memarandem conira. In
support of its motion to strike, OCC/APIN argues that FES filed its memorandum contra
17 days after OCC/APIN filed its motion, past the procedural deadlines established by
attomey examiner entry issued April 2, 2012, The Commission finds that OCC/AP]N's
motion to strike FES's memorandum contra OCC/APJN's motion should be granted. By
entry issued April 2, 2012, the attorney examiner set an expedited procedural schedule
establishing that any memoranda contra be filed within five calendar days after the service
of any motions. Therefore, as FES filed its memorandum contra 17 daysafhrOCC]AP]N
filed its motion, OCC/ APIN's mation to skrike shall be granted.

The Commission finds that OCC's motion to take administrative notice should be
deried. AEP-Ohio correctly points out that the tming of OCC/APIN's request is
troublesome and problematic. While the Commission has broad discretion to take
administrative notice, it must be done in a manner that does not harm or prejudice any
other parties that are participating in these proceedings. ‘Were the Commission to take
notice of this narrow window of information, we would be aflowing a party to supplement
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the record in a misleading manner. Further, while we acknowledge that parties may rely
on the Commission’s order in the Capacity Case, as it speaks for itself, to show effects on
items in this proceeding, to exclusively select narrow and focused items in an attempt to
supplement the record is not appropriate. Accordingly, we deny OCC's motion.

I  DECUSSION
A Applicable Law

Chapter 4928 of the Revised Code provides an integrated system of regulation in
which specific provisions were designed to advance state policies of ensuring access o
adequate, rcliable, and reasonably priced electric service in the context of significant
economic and environmental challenges. In reviewing AEP-Ohio’s application, the
Commission is cognizant of the challenges facing Ohiocans and the electric industry and
will be guided by the policies of the state as established by the General Assembly in
Section 4928.02, Revised Code, amended by Senate Bill 221 (5B 221).

Section 4928.02, Revised Code, states that it is the policy of the stats, tnler alia, to:

(1)  Ensure the availability to consumers of adequate, reliable, safe,

efficient, nondiscriminatory, and reasonably priced retail
electric service,

Vi) Ensutetheavallabihtyofunbundledandcompmblemﬂ
electric service.

(3) Ensure diversity of electric supplies and suppliers.

(44 Encourage innovation and macrket access for cost-effective
supply- and demand-side retail electric service including, buf
not limited to, demand-side management (DSM), time-
differentiated pricing, and implementation of advanced
metering infrastructure (AMI).

(®) Encourage cost-effective and efficient access to information
regarding the operation of the transmission and distribution
systems in order to promote both effective customer choice and
the development of performance standards and targets for
setvice quality.

(6) Ensure effective retail competition by avoiding anticornpetitive
subsidies.
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(7}  Bnsure retail consumers protection against unreasonable sales
practices, market deficiencies, and market power.

(8) Provide a means of giving incentives to technologies that can
adagpt to potential environmental mandates.

(%) Encourage implementation of distributed generation’ across
customerdassesbymviewmgamiupdatmgnﬂeagwemng
issues stuch as interconnection, standby charges, and
metering.

(10) Protect at-risk populations induding, but not iimited to, when
considering the implementation of any new advanced energy
or renewable energy resource,

In addition, SB 271 enacted Section 4928141, Revised Code, which provides that
effective January 1, 2009, electric utilities must provide consumers with an S5O i

of either a market rate offer (MRO) or an BSP. The SS0 is to serve as the electric utility’s
default SSO,

AEP-Ohio’s modified application in this proceeding proposes an ESP pursuant to
Section 4928.141, Revised Code. Paragraph (B) of Section 4923.141, Revised Code, requires
the Commission to hold a hearing on an application filed under Section 4928.143, Revised
Code, to send notice of the hearing to the electric utility, and to publish notice in a
newspaper of general circulation in each county in the electric utility’s cestified territory..

Section 4928.143, Revised Code sets out the requirements for an ESP. Under
paragraph (B) of Section 4928.143, Revised Code an ESP must include provisions relating
to the supply and pricing of generation service. The ESP, according to paragraph (BX2) of
Section 4928.143, Revised Code, may also provide for the automatic recovery of ‘certain
costs, a reasonable allowance for certain construction work in progress (CWIF), an
unavoidable surcharge for the cost of certain new generation facilities, conditions or
charges relating to customer shopping, automatic increases or decreases, provisions to
allow securitization of any phase-in of the SSO price, provisions relating to tansmission-
related costs, provisions related to distribution service, and provisions regarding economic
development.

The statute provides that the Commission is required to approve, or modify and
approve the ESP, if the ESP, including its pricing and all other terms and conditions,
including deferrals and future recavery of defecrals, is more favorable in the aggregate as
compared to the expected results that would otherwise apply in an MRO under Section
4928.142, Revised Code. In additiont, the Commission must reject an ESP that contains 2
surcharge for CWIP or for new generation facilities if the benefits derived for any purpose
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for which the surcharge is estabfished are not reserved or made available to those that bear
the surcharge.

B.  Anpalysis of the Application
1. Base Generation Rates

As part of its modified ESP application, AEP-Ohio proposes to freeze base
generation rates until all rates are established through a competitive bidding process.
AEP-Ohlo maintains that the fixed pricing is a benefit to customers by providing
reasonably priced electricity in furtherance of Section 4928.02(A), Revised Code. AEP-
Ofuoexplamsﬂutwhﬂe&wbamgmaahonntamnmmainﬁmﬂwxnrdmmﬂm
current Environmental Investment Carrying Cost Rider (EICCR) into the base generation
rates, which will result in the elimination of the EIQCR. AEP-Ohio witness Roush
provides the change is merely a roll in and will be “bill neutral” for all AEPOhio
customers (AEP-Ohio Ex, 118 at 8; AEP-Ohio Ex. 111 at 10-11).

While AEP-Ohio's base generation rates wiil be frozen under the modified ESP,
AEP-Ohio witness Roush notes that the generation rates are based on cost relationships,
and include cross-subsidies among tariff classes, which, upon class rates being based onan
auction, may result in certain customer classes being disproportionately impacted by rate
changes. Mr. Roush notes that residential customers with high winter usage may face
unexpected impacts, but that a possible solution may be to phase-out lower rates for high
winter nsage customers (Jd. at 14-15),

OADA supports the adoption of. the base generation rate design as proposed,
advecating that the consistency in the rate design is beneficial for GS-2 customers (OADA
Br. at 2)..OCC and APJN daim that frozen base generation rates is not a benefit to
customers, as the price of electricity offered by CRES providers have declined and may .
continue to dedline through the term of the ESP {OCC Ex. 111 at 15). OCC and APJN also
point out that the inclusion of numerous riders, including the retail stability rider (RSR)
mdﬂuddaralaeahdhthe&pauty&senﬁﬂmsﬁmkm&um&uemt&smdmﬁﬂ.
customers continue to pay. (OCC/AP]N Br. at43-44.) '

The Commission finds that AEP.-Ohio's proposed base generation rates are
reasonable, We note that AEP-Ohio’s base generation rate design was generally
unopposed, as most parties supported AEP-Ohic’s proposal to keep base generation rates
frozen Although OCC and AFJN conclude that the base generation rate plan does not
benefit customers, OCC and APIN failed to justify their assertion and offer no evidence
within the record other than the fact that the modified ESP contains several ridera.
Accordingly, the modified ESF's base generation rates should be approved. In addition, as
AEP-Ohio raised the possibility of disproportionate rate impacts on customers when class
rates are set by auction, we direct the attorney examiners to establish a new docket within
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90 days from the date of this opinion and order and issue an entry establishing a
procedural schedule to allow Staff and any interested party to consider means to mitigate
any potential adverse rate impacts for customers upon rates being set by auction. Further,
the Commission reserves the right to implement a new base generation rate design on a
revenue neutral basis for all customer classes at any time during the term of the modified
ESP. ‘

{a)  Pus] Adjustment Clanse

The Commission approved the current fuel adjustment clause (FAC) mechaniam in
the Company’s ESP 1 case pursuant to Section 4928.143{B)}{(2)(a), Revised Codes In this
modified ESP application, ABP-Ohdo requests continuation of the current FAC mechanism,
with modifications. The Company proposes to modify the FAC by separating out the
renewable energy credit (REC) expense component of the fuel clause and recovering the
REC expense through the newly proposed alternative energy rider {AER) mechanism. The
Company also requests approval to unify the CSP and OF FAC rates into a single FAC rate
effective june 2013, AEP-Ohio reasons that delaying unification of the FAC rates until
June 2013, to coincide with the implementation of the Phage-In Recovery Rider (PIRR),
limits the impact on both CSP and OF rate zones which resulis in a net decrease in rates of
$0.69 per megawatt hour (MWh) for a typical CSP transmission voltage customner and a net
increase in rates of $0.02 per MWh for a typical OP transmission voltage customer. (AEP-
Ohio Ex. 111 at 5-6; AEP-Ohio Fx. 103 at 14-20.)

Begirming January 1, 2014, after corporate separation is effective, AEP-Ohio’s
generation affiliate, AEP Generation Resources Inc. {GenResources), will bill AEP-Ohio its
actual fuel costs in the same manner and detail as currently performad by AEP-Ohio, and
the costs will continue to be recovered through the FAC, As a component of the modified
ESP, AEP-Chio proposes that as of January 1, 2015, all energy and capacity to serve the
Company’s SSO load be supplied by auction, wheteupon the FAC mechanism will no
longer be necessary. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 103 at 14-20.)

In opposition to the FAC, Ormet argues that the FAC has caused significant
increases in the cost of electric service, rising 22 percent for GS-4 customers since 2011,
Ormet asks that the Commission temper the impact of FAC increases and improve the
transparency of the cause for increasing FAC costs, as well as reconsider the FAC rate
design, to avoid cost shifts between low load factor customers and high load factor
customers. Ormet, a 98.5 percent load factor customer, asserts that it pays an equal share
of the FAC costs as a customer that uses all its energy on-peak. As such, Ormet contends
that the FAC rate design violates the principle of cost causation. Ormet suggests that this

€  Inre AEP-Ofrio, ESP 1 Order at 13-15 (March 18, 2009).
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modified ESP presents the Commission with the opportunity, as it is within the
Commission’s jurisdiction, to redesign the FAC, such that FAC costs are separated into
charges which reflect on-peak and off-peak usage. (Ormet Ex. 3068 at 19; Ormet Br. at 13-
15; Ormet Reply Br. at 14-16.)

. The Company responds that Ormet’s arguments on the FAC reflect improper
calculations and is based on forecasted FAC rates. More impostantly, AEP-Ohio points
out that the FAC is ultimately based on actual FAC costs and any ircreases in the FAC rate
cannot appropriately be attributed to the modified ESP. Ormet is served by AEP-Ohio
pursuant to a unique arrangement and as such avoids charges that other similarly situated
customers pay; however, the Company requests that Ormet nok be permitted to avoid fuel
costs. (AEP-Ohio Reply Br. at5-6) :

The Commission notes that currently, through the FAC mechanism, AEP-Ohio
recovers prudently incurred fuel and associated costs, including consumables related to
environmental compllance, purchase power costs, emission allowances, and costs
nssociated with carbon-based taxes. We note that, since January 1, 2012, AEP-Ohio has
been collecting its full fuel expense and no further fuel expenges are being deferred.

We interpret Omnet's arguments to mare accurately request the institution of a fuel
rate cap on the FAC or to zevise the FAC rate design. The Conmmission rejects Ormet's
request to review and redesign the FAC. The FAC rate mechanism is reconciled to actual
FAC cosis each guarter and annually audited for accounting accuracy and prudency.
Furthermare, a8 AEP-Ohio nobes, Ormet’s rates are set pursuant to its unique arrangemnent
as opposed fo the Company s SSO rates paid by other high load industrial and commercial
customers, By way of Ommet's unique arrangement, Ormet is provided some rate stability
and rate certainty and we see no need to redesign the FAC for Ormet’s benefit No other
intervener took issue with the continuation and the proposed modification of the FAC.
The Commission finds that the FAC rates should continue on a separate rate zone basis.
We note that there are a few Commission proceedings pending that will affect the FAC -
rate for each rate zone which the Commission believes will be better reviewed and’
adjusted if the FAC mechanisms remain distinguishable, Further, as discuseed, below,
maintaining FAC rates on a separate basis is necessary to be consistent with our decision
regarding recovery of the PIRR.

()  Altemative Energy Rider

As noted above, AEP-Ohio proposes to begin recavery of REC expenses, associated
with renewable energy purchase agreements (REPAs) or REC purchases by means of the
new AER mechanism to be effective with this modified ESP. With the proposed
maodification, the Company will continue to recover the energy and capacity components
of renewable energy cost through the FAC, until the FAC expires. After the FAC ends,
energy and capacity associated with REPAs will be sold into the PJM Interconnection, LLC
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(PTM) market and offset the total cost of the REPAS, with the balance of REC expense to be
recovered from SSO customers through the AER. AEP-Ohio proposes that the AER be

bypassable for shopping customers. The Company also proposes that where the REC is
" part of the REPA, the value of each component be based on the residual method using the
monthly average PJM market price to value the energy component, the capacity will be
valued using the price at which it can be sold into the PJM market and the remaining value
would constitute the cost of the REC. The AER mechanism, according to AEP-Ohio, is
consistent with Section 4928.143(B)(2)(a), Revised Code, and is emsentially a partial
unbundling of the FAC to provide greater price visibility of prudendy-incurred REC
compliznce costs under Section 4928.66, Revised Code. The Company will make quarterly
filings, in corjunction with the FAC, to facilitate the audit of the AER. AEP-Ohio reasons
that the establishment of the AER for recovery of costs is uncontested, reasonable, and
should be approved. The Company argues continuation and umification of the FAC and

development and implementation of the AER, is reasonable and should be approved.
(AEP-Ohio Ex, 103 at 18-19.)

Staff endorses the Company’s requests to continue and consolidate the FAC rates
for CSP and OP rate zones and to reclassify the RECs and REPA components for recovery
through the AER, as proposed by the Company. However, Staff recommends that annual
AER audit procedures be established and that the AER audit be conducted by the same
auditor and in conjunction with the FAC audit to determine the appropriateness and
recoverability of costs as a part of and between the AER and FAC mechanisms. As to the
allocation of cost components, Staff agrees with the Company’s proposal to allocate cost
components of bundled products but suggests that the auditor detail how to best
determine the cost components and how to apply the allocation to specific situations in the
context of the FAC/AER audits. Staff recommends, and the Company agrees, that the
auditor’s allocation process be applied to AEP-Ohic’s renewable generation from existing
generation facilities, (Staff Ex. 104 at 2-3.)

No party took exception to.the implementation of the AER mechanigm. As
proposed by AEP-Ohio, continuation of the FAC and establishment of the AER, through
this modified ESP, is consistent with Section 4928.143(B)}2)(a), Revised Code, for the
recovery of prudently incurred fuel costs and fuel-related costs and alternative energy and
associated costs. We find the Company’s proposal to continue the FAC and create the
AER to better distinguish fuel and alternative energy costs to be reasonable and
appropriate during the term of the modified ESP. We approve the continuation of the
FAC and implementation of the AER mechanisms, consistent with the audit
recommendations made by Staff. The next andit of AEP-Ohio’s FAC shall also include an
audit of the AER mechanisms and the allocation method for classification of the REPA
components and their respective values., In all other respects, the Commission approves
the continuation of the FAC rate mechanisms and the creation of the AER rate mechanism
for each rate zone,
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3. TimberRoad

AEP-Ohio states that it conducted a request for proposal (REP) process to
competitively bid and secure additional renewable resources. As a result of AEP- Ohio’s
need for in-state renewables, AEP-Ohio only considered bids for projects in Ohio, and
ultimately selected the proposal from Paulding for its Timber Road wind farm.
Specifically, the Timber Road REPA will provide AEP-Ohio a 99 MW portion of Timber
Road’s electrical output, capacity and environmental atiributes for 20 years as necessary
for the Company to meet its increasing renewable energy benchmarks as required by
Section 4928.64(C)(3), Revised Code. (AEP-Ohio Bx. 109 at 10-15; Paulding Ex. 101 at 1-4)

AEP-Ohio testified that the 20-year agreement facilitates long-term financing by the
developer, reduces up front costs, and allows for price certainty for AEP-Ohio custamers.
Paulding offers that although the project is capital intensive the fact that there are no fuel
costs equates to no significant cost variables creating long-tarm risk for customers. AEP-
Ohio argues that the Timber Road REFA provides the Company and its customers, with
access 10 affordable renewable energy from an in-state resource supporting the state policy
1o facilitate the state’s effectiveness in the global economy, Section 4928.02(N), Revised
Code. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 109 at 16-18; Paulding Ex, 102 at 4-5.)

Staff supports AEP-Ohio’s REPA with Panlding and the Timber Road contract as
reasonable and prudent. Accordingly, Staff advocatea its approval and that AEP-Ohio be
permitted o recover costs associated with energy, capacity, and RECs outlined in the
contract, subject to annual FAC and AER audits. The Company agrees with Statf that the
implementation of the Timber Road REPA should be subject to the FAC and AER audit, as
offered in the testimony of AEP.Ohio witness Nelson. AEP-Ohic comumits to acquiring
RECs to meet its portfolio requirerents on behalf of its S50 load and to recover the costs

through the AER once the FAC is terminated. (Staff Ex. 103 at 2-3; Tr. at 2498-2499; AEP-
Ohio Ex. 103 at 18)

The Commission finds that the long-term Timber Road REPA promotes diversity of
supply, consistent with state policies set forth in Section 4928.02, Revised Code. Further,
based on the evidence of record, the Timber Road project benefits Ohio consumers and
supports the Ohio economy. Accordingly, the Comunission finds it reasonable and
appropriate to allow the Company to recover the cost of the Timber Road REPA through
&xebypasmbhFACfAEanhamsms.

4. Genemation Resource Rider

AEP-Ohio requests establishment of a non-bypassable, Generation Resource Rider
(GRR) pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)(2), Revised Code, to recover the cost of new
generation resources including, but not limited to, renewable capacity that the Company
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owns or operates for the benefit of Ohio customers. At this time, the Company proposes
the rider as a placeholder and expects that the only project to be included in the GRR will
be the Turning Point facility, assuming need is established in Case Nos. 10-501-EL-FOR
and 10-502-EL-POR’ To be clear, although the Company provided an estimate of the
rTevenue requirement for the Turning Point project, as requested by the Commission, AEP-
Ohio is not seeking recovery of any costs for the Turning Point facility in this ESP. The
Company asks that the GRR be established at zero with the amount of the rider to be
determined, and the remaining statutory requirements to be met, as part of a subsequent

Comunission proceeding. (AEP-Ohio Ex, 103 at 20-21; AEP-Ohio Ex. 104; Tr. at 2514, 599,
1170, 2139- 2140.) ‘ :

UTIE encourages the Comunission’s approval of the GRR as a regulatory
mechanism pursuant to the authority granted under Section 4928.143(B){(2)(c), Revised
Code, to adopt a non-bypassable surcharge for new electric generation (UTIE Br. at 1-2).
NRDC and OBC support the proposed GRR, including the Timber Road REPA and the
Tmﬁng?ointproject,wimceminmodi&caﬁnns,aspermmedunde:&cﬁon
4928.143(B)(2){(c), Revised Code. NRDC and OBC recommend that the GRR be limited to
only renewable and alternative energy projects or qualified energy eificiency projects, and
also yecommend that the Company develop a crediting system to ensure that shopping
customers da niot pay twice for renewsble energy. NRDC and OEC reason that AEP-Ohio
could make the RECs available to CRES providers based on the CRES provider's share of
the load served or by liquidating the RECs in the market and crediting the revenue to the
GRR. (NRDC Ex. 101 at 11; NRDC/OEC Reply Br. at 1.)

However, while Staff does not foresee any need for additional generation by AEP-
Ohio, Staff and UTIB acknowledge and endorse the adoption of the GRR mechanism to
facilitate the Commission’s allowance for the constraction of new generation facilities
{Staff Ex, 110 at 7; Tr. at 4599; UTIE Reply Br. 1-2),

On the other hand, numerous interveners oppose the adoption of the GRR. IGS
requests that the Commission reject the GRR or if it is not rejected, that the GRR be made
bypassable or modified so the benefits flow to shopping customers (IGS Ex. 101 at 27-28),
Wal-Mart requests that the GRR not be impased on shopping customers because approval.
of a nan-bypassable GRR would violate cost causation principles, send an incorzect price
signal, and cause shopping customers to pay twice but receive no benefit (Wal-Mart Ex.
101 at 5-6),

7 A stipnlation between the Company and the Statf was filed agreeing, among ather things, that as a result
of the requirements of Sections 4928.143(B)(2)ic) and 4528 64(B){2), Revised Code, Which Tequire AEP-
Ohio ty obtain alternative energy resources including solar resources in Ohio, the Comumission should
find that theve is a need for the 499 MW Tuming Point Solar project. The Commission dectsion in the
case is pending.
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RESA and Direct contend that the GRR will inhibit the growth of the competitive
retail electric market and violates the state policy set forth in Section 4928.02(H), Revised
Code, which prohibits the collection of generation-based rates through a non-bypassabie
rider. Similarly, IGS reasons that the GRR is intended to recover the cost for new
generation to serve SSO customers and, therefore, the GRR amounts to an anticompetitive
subsidy on CRES providers for the benefit of noncompetitive retail electric service, or,
according to Wal-Mary, requires shopping customers to pay twice. IGS recommends that
AEP-Ohio develop renewable energy projects on its own with recovery through market
prices. RESA and Direct reason that AEP-Ohio’s request is premature and creates
uncertainty for CRES providers who are elso required fo comply with Ohio’s renewable
energy portfolio standards. RESA and Direct contend that, to the extent the Comendssion
adopis the GRR, the GRR should not be assessed to shopping customers. RESA and Direct
propose that the GRR be set at zero and incorporation of the Turning Point project or other

facilities should occur in a separate case. (RESA Ex. 102 at 12; RESA/ Direct Br, 18-21; IG5
Br. at 13; Wal-Mart Ex. 101 at5.)

To make the GRR benefit shopping and non-shopping customers, IGS suggests that
AEP-Ohio sell the generated electricity on the market with revenues to be credited against
the GRR or the renewable energy credits used to meet the requirements for all customers,
IGS notes that AEP-Ohio witnesses agree that crediting the revenues against the GRR is
reasonable. (IGS Ex. 101 at 27-28; Tr. 599, 1169-1170.)

OCC, APJN, IEU and FES contend that AEP-Ohio has inappropriately conflated
two unrelated statutes, Sections 4928.143(B)(2)(c) and 4928.64, Revised Code, in support of
the GRR. The goals of the two sections are different according to the interpretation of the
aforementioned interveners. They contend that the purpase of Section 4928.64, Revised
Code, i to require electric distribution utilities and CRES providers to comply with
renewable energy benchumarks and paragraph (E) of Section 4928.64, Revised Code, direcis
that costs incurred to comply with the renewable energy benchmarks shall be bypassable.
Whereas, according to IEU and FES, Section 4928,143(B)(2){c), Revised Code, permits the
Commission to implement a market safety valve under specific requirements should Ohio
tequire aclditional generation. FES notes that AEP-Ohio has sufficlent energy and capacity
for the foresgeable future, IEU and FES interpret the two statutory provisions to
affirmatively deny non-bypassable cost recovery under Section 4928.143(B){2)(c), Revised
Code, for renewable energy profects. IEU and FES contend that their interpretation is
confirmed by the language in Section 4928.143(B), Revised Code, which states
“Notwithstanding any other provision of Title XLIX of the Revised Code to the contrary
except...division (E) of section 4928.64... .” Thus, FES reasons the Commission is expressiy
prohibited from authorizing a provision of an ESP which conflicts with Section 4928.64(E),
Revised Code. (FES Br, at 87-90; IEU Br. 74-76; Tr. at 226-227.)

Further, IEU, FES, OCC, IGS and AFJN argue that the statute requires, and AEP-
Ohio has failed to demonsirate, the need for and the terms and conditions of recovery for
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the Turning Point project in this proceeding pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)(2){c), Revised
Code. Finally, IEU submits that AEP-Ohdo has failed to offer any evidence as to the effect
of the GRR on governumental aggregation, a8 required in accordance with the
Commission’s obligation under Section 4928 20(K), Revised Code. For these reasons, [EU,
IGS, FES, OCC and AFPJN request that the Company’s request to implement the GKR be
denied. (Fr. 1170, 570-574, 2644-2646; FES Br. at 87-94; FES Reply Br. at 22-24, IGS Reply
Br. at 5-6; OQC/ AP]N Br. at 84-85; [EU Br. 74-76)

Staff notes that there are a number of statutory requirements pursuant to Section
4928 143(BX2)(c), Revised Code, that OF has not satisfied as a part of this modified ESP
proceeding but will be addressed in a future proceeding including the cost of the
proposed facility, altematives for satisfying the in-state solar requirements, a
demonstration that Turning Point was or will be sourced by a competitive bid process, the
facility is newly used and useful on or after Jarmary 1, 2009, the facility’s output is
dedicated to Ohio consumers and the cost of the facility, among other issues. Staff notes
the need for the Turning Point facility has been raised by parties in another case and a
decision by the Commissior is pending.$ Staff emphasizes that the statutory requirements
would need to be addressed, and a decision made by the Commission, before recovery
could commence via the GRR mechanism. Further, Staff suggests that it is in this future
proceeding that parties should explore whether the GRR should be appiled to shopping
customers, (Staff Ex. 106 at 11-14.)

FES responds that the language of Section 4928.143(B)(2)(c). Revised Code, omits
any asserted discretion of the Commission to consider the yequirements to comply with
the statute outside of the ESP case, as AEP-Ohio and Staff offer. Nor is it sufficient policy
suppott, according to FES and 1GS, that customers may transition from shopping to non-
shopping and back during the useful life of the Tuming Point facility as ciaimed by AEP-
Ohio. The interveners argue AEP-Ohio overlooks that, as proposed by the Company, the .
load of all its non-shopping customers will be up for bid as of June 1, 2015, With that in
mind, FES ponders why customers of AEP-Ohio competitors should pay for AEP-Ohio
facilities after May 31, 2015. (FES Reply Br. at 24-25; IGS Reply Br. at4.)

UTIE notes that parties that oppose the approval of the GRR, on the premise that it
will require shopping customers to pay twice, overlook AEP-Ohio’s proposal to allocate
RECs between shopping and non-shopping customers, to gell the energy and capadity
from the Tumning Point facility into the market and credit such transactions against the
GRR (UTIE Reply Br. at 2),

NRDC and OEC respond that it is disingenuous for parties to argue that
establishing a placeholder rider as a part of an ESP is unlawful The Commission has
adopted placeholder riders in several previous Commission cages for AEP-Ohio, Duke

8 - Case Nos. 10-501-EL-FOR and 10-502-EL-FOR.
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Energy Ohio and the PirstEnergy operating companies? Further, NRDC and OEC note

that no party has waived its right to participate in subsequent GRR-related proceedings
before the Comunission. (NRDC/OEC Reply Br. at 2.)

The Company notes that four interveners support the adoption of the GRR and of
ﬁefousuppormmrequestmodtﬁmﬁomwhchmcamponmmdmadypmposed
by the Cornpany.

First, AEP-Ohio addresses the arguments of FES and IBU that Section 4928.64(E),
Revised Code, prohibils the use of Section 4928.143(B){2){c), Revised Code, for renewable
generation projects. AEP-Ohio states that it recognizes the overlapping policies of the two
statutes and offers that each section relates to the cost recovery aspect of the project, which
as the Company interprets the statutes, will be addressed when cost recovery is requested
in a future proceeding. Further, AEP-Ohio reasons that JEU's and FES's arguments are
inappropriate as they would lead to the disallowance of a statutorily prescribed option
merely because another option exists. In addition, AEP-Ohio contends, proper statutory

consiruction seeks to give all statutes meaning and, therefore, both options are available to
the Commission at its discretion.

it is premature, AEP-Ohio retorts, to assert as certain interveners have done, that
the statutory requirements of Section 4928.143(B)2)(c), Revised Code, have not been met
by the Company. The statutory requirements of Section 4928.143(B){2)(c), Revised Code,
will be addressed in a separate proceeding before any costs can be recovered via the
proposed GRR. AEP-Ohio asserts that the Commission is vested with the discretion to
establish the GRR, as a zero-cost placcholder, as it has done in other Commission
proceedings. The Company also proposes, and Staff agrees, that as & part of this future
proceeding, the amount and prudency of costs associated with the Turning Point project
and whether the GRR results in shopping customers paying twice for renewable energy
compliapice costs, among other issues will be determined. AEP-Ohio reiterates its plan to
ghare the RECs from the Turning Point project between shopping and 850 customers on
an aruwal basis. IGS, NRDC and Staff endorse AEP-Ohio’s proposal to share the value of
the Turning Point project between shopping and non-shopping customers, (AEP-Ohio
Reply Br. at 7-10; Tr. at 2139-2140; NRDC/OEC Reply Br. at 1; Staff Ex. 110 at 7; Staff Br. at
20)

The Commission interprets Section 4928.143(B)(2)(c), Revised Code, to permit a
reasonable allowarwe for construction of an electric generating facility and the
establishment of a non-bypassable surcharge, for the life of the facility where the electric
utility owns or operates the generation facility and sourced the facility throngh a
competitive bid process. Before authorizing recovery of a surcharge for an electric
generation facility, the Commiasion must determine there is a need for the facility and to

%  In re AEP-Ohio, ESP 1 (Masch 18, 2009); In re Duke Encrgy-Ohio, Case No. 08-920-BLS60 (December 17,
2008); In re FirstEnergy, Case No. 08-935-EL-S50 (March 25, 2009),
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continue recovery of the surcharge, establish that the faclity is for the benefit of and
dedicated to Ohio consumers. AEP-Ohkio will be required to address each of the statutory
requirements, in a future proceeding, and to provide additional information including the
costs of the proposed facility, to justify recovery under the GRR. However, the
Comemission notes that there shall be no allowances for recovery approved unless the need
and competitive requirements of this section are met.

Furthermore, we disagree with the arguments that the language in Section
4928.143(B)(2)(c), Revised Code, requires the Commission to first determine, within the
ESP proceeding, that there was a need for the facility. The Commission is vested with the
broad discretion to manage its dockels to avoid undue delay and the duplication of effort,
ircluding the discretion to decide, how, in light of its internal organization and docket
considerations, it may best proceed to manage and expedite the orderly flow of its
business, avoid undue delay and eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort. Duffv. Pub.
Utit. Comm. (1978), 56 Ohio St. 2d 367, 379; Toledo Coalition for Safe Energy v, Pub. Uil
Compm. (1982), 69 Ohio St. 2d 559, 560. Accordingly, it is acceptable for the Commission to
determine the need for the Turning Point facility as a part of the Company’s long-term
forecast case filed consistent with Section 4935.4, Revised Code, wherein the Commission
evaluates energy plans and needs. To avoid the unnecessary duplication of processes, the
Cormnnission has undertaken the determination of need for the Turning Point project in the
Company's long-term forecast proceeding. The Commission interprets the statute not to
restrict our determination of the need and cost for the facility to the time an-ESP is
approved but rather to ensure the Conunission holds a proceeding before it authozizes any
allowance under the statute. FES raises the issue of whether shopping customers should
imcur charges associated with AEP-Ohio’s construction of generation facilities, The
Commission finds that Section 4928.143(B}(2)(c). Revised Code, specifically provides that
the surcharge be non-bypassable. However, the statute also provides that the electric
utility must dedicate the energy and capecity to Ohio consumers. AEP-Ohio has
represented that any renewable energy credits will be shared -with CRES providers
proportionate with such providers’ share of the load. Accordingly, as long as AEP-Ohio
taken steps to share the benefits of the project’s enetgy and capacity, as well as the
renewable energy credits, with all customers, we find that the GRR should be non-
bypassable. Further, in the subsequent application for any cost recovery AEP-Ohio will
have the burden to demonstrate compliance with the statutory reguirements set forth in
Section 4928.143(B}(2)(c), Revised Code.

Accordingly, the Commission appioves the Company’s request to adopt as a
component of this modified ESP the GRR mechanism, at a rate of zero. It is not
unprecedented for the Commission to adopt a mechanism, with a rate of zero, as a part of
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an ESP.10 The Commission explicitly notes that in permitting the creation of the GRR, it is
not authorizing the recovery of any costs, at this time. .

5. Integruptible Service Rates

In its modified ESP, AEP-Ohio suggests it would be appropriate to restructuze its
cuxrent interruptible service provisions to make its offerings consistent with the options
that will be available upon AEP-Ohio’s pasticipation in the PJM base residual auction
beginning in June 2015. AEP-Ohio wiiness Roush provides that interruptible service 15
more frequently represented as an offset to standard service offer rates as opposed to a
sepatate and distinct rate (AEP-Ohio Ex. 111 at 8), To make AEP-Ohio’s interruptible
service options consistent with the current regulatory environment, AEP-Ohio proposes
that Schedule Interruptible Power-Discretionary (IRP-D) become available to all current
customers and any potential customers seeking interruptible service (Id). The IRP-D
credit would increase to $8.21 per kw-month upon approval of the modified ESP (AEP-
Ohio Ex. 100 at 9). AEP-Ohic proposes to collect any costs associated with the IRP-D
through the RSR to reflect reductions in AEP-Ohio’s base generation revenues (Id.).

OCC believes the IRP-D propoeal violates cost causation principles, as the
beneficiaries are customers with more than 1 MW of interruptible capacity, and does not
apply to residential customers, OCC witness ITbrahim argues it is unfair for non-
participating customers to make AEP-Ohio whole for any lost revenues associated with
the IRP-D (OCC Ex. 110 at 11-12). Therefore, OCC recommends the IRP-D should not
allow for any lost revenue associated with TRP-D credits to be collected through the RER
(1.

Staff suggests modifying the IRP-D credit based upon the siate compensation
mechanism approved in the Capacity Case (Staff Ex. 105 at 6-9). Staff witness Scheck
recommended lowering the IRP-D credit to $3.34/kw-month (I1). Further, Staff notes its
preference of any interruptible service t6 be offered in-conjunction with Commission
approved reasonable arrangements, as opposed to tariff service (Id). EnerNOC states that
a reasonable arrangement process is more transparent than an interruptible service credit,
and notes that a subsidized IRP-D rate may impede AEP-Ohic’s transition to a competitive
matket by reducing the amount of demand response resources that may participate in
RPM auctions (EnesNOC Br. at 6-9). :

OMARG and OEG support the proposed IRP-D credit, but recommend it not be tied
fo approval of the RSR (OMAEG Br. at 21, OEG Br. at 15). Ormet also supports the IRP-D
credit, noting that customers should be compensated for taking on an interruptible load
(Ormet Br. at 21-22). OEG explains it is reasonable and consistent with state policy

10 Iy re AEP-Ohio, ESP 1 (March 18, 2009); In re Ducke Energy-Ohio, Case No. 08-920-EL-850 (December 17,
2008); I ve FirstEnergy, Case No. 08-935-FL-550 (March 25, 2009).
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objectives under Section 4928.02, Revised Code, as it will promote economic development
and innovation and market access for AEP-Ohio’s customers, OEG witness Stephen Baron
provides that the credit is beneficial to customers that participate in the IRP-D

who received a discounted price for power in exchange for interruptible setvice, which
retains existing AEP-Ohio customers and can attract new customers to benefit the state’s
economic development {Tt. IV at 1125-1126, OEG Ex. 102 at 6-8). Mr. Baron notes that the
IRP-D is beneficial to AEP-Ohio as well by allowing AEP-Ohio to have increased flexibility
in providing its service, thus increasing overall system reliability (OEG Ex. 102 at 6-8).
However, Mr. Baron believes that costs assoclated with the IRP-D would be more
appropriate fo recover under the EE/PDR rider ({4 at 9-10). OEG also disputes Staff’s
proposal to lower the IRP-D credit to the capacity rate charged to CRES providers, as the
credit is only available to SS0 custamers, arud not customers of CRES providers (OEG Br.
at 16-21). ‘

The Commission finds the IRP-D credit should be approved as proposed at
$8.21/kW-manth. In light of the fact that customers receiving interruptible service must
be prepared to curtail their electric usage on short notice, we believe Staff's proposal to
lower the credit amount to $3.34/kW-month understates the value interruptible service
provides both AEP-Ohio and ity customers. In addition, the IRP-D credit is beneficial in
that it provides flexible options for energy intensive customers to chaose thelr quality of
service, and is also consistent with state policy under Section 4928 02(N), Revised Code, as
it furthers Ohico's effectiveness in the global economy. In addition, since AEP-Ohio may
utilize interruptible service as an additional demand response rescurce to meet its capacity
obligations, we direct AEP-Ohio to bid its additional capacity resources into P[M's baze
residual auctions held during the ESP. ‘

The Comemission agrees with several parties who correctly pointed out that the IRP-
D eredit should not be tied to the RSR. As we will discuss below, the RSR is tied to rate
certainty and stability, and while we have no qualms in finding that the IRP-D is
reasonable, it is more appropriate to allow AEP-Ohio to recover any costs-associated with
the IRP-D under the EE/PDR rider. As the IRP-D will result in reducing AEP-Ohio's peak

demand and encourage energy efficiency, it should be recovered through the EB/PDR

6. Retail Stability Rider

In its modified ESP, AEP-Ohio proposes a non-bypassable RSR. AEP-Ohin siates
the RSR is justified under Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, as it promotes stability
and certainty with retail electric service, and Section 4928.143(B)}2)(e), Revised Code,
which allows for automatic increases or decreases by revenue decoupling mechanisma that
relate to 850 service. AEP-Ohio provides that in addition to the RSR's prosotion of rate
stability and certainty, it is essential to ensuve the Company does not suffer severe

financial repercussions as a result of the proposed ESP's capacity pricing mechanism.
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AFEP-Ohio witness William Avera explains that the Comumission has the duty to ensure
there is not an unconstitutional taking that may result in material harm to AEP-Ohio
(AEP-Ohjo Ex. 150 at 4-6). Dr. Avera stresses that not only does the Commission maintain
this obligation to avoid confiscation, but in the event the rate plan is confiscatory, AEP-
Ohio's credit rating would likely drop, limiting the ability to attract future capital
investmants (id.). '

The proposed RSR functions as a generation revenue decoupling charge that all
shopping and non-shopping customers would pay through June 2015. As proposed, the
RSR relies on a 10.5 percent return on equity to develop the non-fuel generation revenue
target of $529 million per year, which, throughout the term of the modified ESP, would
collect approximately $284 million in revenue (AEP-Ohio Ex. 100, 116 at WAA-6). In
establishing the 10.5 percent target, AEP-Ohio witness William Allen considered. CRES
capacity revenues as based on the proposed two-tered capacity mechanism, auction
revenues, and credit for shopped load to determine where the RSR shouid be set. AEP-
Ohio notes that while the RSR is designed to produce consistent non-fuel generation
revenues, the RSR does not guarantee a company total ROE of 10.5 percent, as there are
other factors affecting total company eamings, which AEP-Ohio witness Sever estimated
at 9.5 percent and 7.6 percent (AEP-Ohio Ex. 151 at 2-4, AEP-Ohio Ex. 108 at OJS-2). Thus,
AEP-Ohio expiains the RSR only ensures a stable level of revenues during the term of the
ESF, not a stable ROE (Id, at 3). For every $10/MW-day decrease in the Tier 2 price for
capacity, Mr. Allen explains the RSR would increase by $33M (or $.023/MWh) (AEP-Ohio
Ex. 116 at 14-15). Mr. Allen explains that the $3 shopped load ¢redit is based on AEP-
Ohio’s estimated margin it earns from off-system saies (OSS) made as a result of MWh
freed as a result of customer shopping. In his testimony, Mr. Allen provides that AEP-
Ohio only retains 40 percent of the OSS margins due to its participation in the AEP pool,
and of that 40 percent only 50 to 80 percent of reduced retail sales result in additional OS5,
thus demonstrating the $3/MWh credit is reasonably based on appropriate OSS
assurnptions (AEP-Ohio Ex. 151 at 5-8),

In designing the RSR, AEP-Ohio explaina that a reverme target is preferable to an
eamings target, a3 decoupling will provide greater stability and cettainty for customers
and is easier to objectively measure and audit as compared to earnings, which are prone to
litigation as evidenced by SEET proceedings (AEP.Ohio Ex. 116 at 13-16). AEP-Ohio
believes a revenue target provides for risks associated with generation operations to be on.
AEP-Ohio while avoiding the need for evaluating returns associated with a deregulated
entity after corporate separation (/4.) As proposed, the RSR would average $2/MWh (Id.
At WAA6).

AEP-Ohia believes the RSR is beneficial in that it freezes non-fuel generation rates
and ailows for AEP-Ohio’s transition to a fully competitive auction by June 2015 (AEP-
Ohio Ex. 119 at 24). AEP-Ohio opines that the RSR mechanism reflects a careful balance
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that will encourage customer shopping through discounted capacity prices while retaining
reasonable rates for SSO customers and ensure that AEP-Ohio is not financially harmed as
it transitions towards a competitive auction (Id.). AEP-Ohio also touts an increase in its
interruptible service {IRP-D) credit upon approval of the RSR. AEP-Ohio witness Selwyn
Dias explains that the increase in the IRP-D credit will benefit numerous major employers
in the state of Ohio and promote economic development opportunities within AEP-Ohio’s
service territory (Id. at 7).

Without the Comunission’s approval of the RSR as proposed, AEP-Ohio claims that
the modified ESP would result in confiscatory rates. In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Allen
argues that if the established capacity charge is below AEP-Ohia's ensts, AEP-Ohio will
face an adverse financial impact {(AEP-Ohio Ex, 151 at 9). As such, AEP-Ohio points out
that the 10.5 percent return on equity used ta develop the RSR's target revenue is not only
appropriate to prevent financial harm but is also necessary to avoid viclating regulatory
standards addressing a fair rate of return. Mr. Allen contends that the non-fuel generation
revenue, which the RSR addresses, is separate and distinct from the total company
earnings, which are not addressed by the RSR. This distinction, Mr. Allen states, shows

. the 10.5 percent retum on equity is appropriate for the RSR because when the RSR is

combined with total company earnings, AEP-Ohio would be locking at a total company
teturn on equity of 7.5 percent in 2013. Therefore, ARP-Ohio argues it would be
Inappropriate to allow a RGR rate of return of less than 10.5 percent, as any reduction
would lower the total company return on equity downward from 7.5 percent, harming

AEP-Ohio's ability to attract capital and potentially putting the company in an adverse
financial situation {{d. at 4-5).

DER, DECAM, FES, NFIB, OCC, and JEU all contend that the RSR lacks statutery

" authority to be approved. FES claims that Section 4928.143(BN2)(d), Revised Code, only

authorizes charges that provide stability and certainty regarding retail electric service,
which AEP-Ohio Has failed to show. OCC witness Daniel Duann argres that the RSR will
raise custorner rates and cause financial uncertainty to all native load customers (OCC Ex.
111 at 10). OCC contends that even if the RSR provided certainty and stability, it does not
qualify as a term, conditicm, or charge pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code
(OCC Br. at 40). IEU anc Exelon also argue the RSR violates Section 4928.02(H) Revised
Code, as it would be tied to a distribution rate based on its charge to shopping customers
despite the fact it is a non-bypassable charge designed to recover generation related costs
(IEU Br. at 63-64, Exelon Br. at12).

IEU, Ohio Schools, Kroger, and DECAM/DER argue that AEP-Ohio is impropesly
utilizing the RSR to attempt to recover transiion revenue. IEU notes that AEP-Ohio’s
atterapt to recover generation-related revenue that may not otherwise be collected by
statute is an ilegal attempt to recover transition revenue ((EU Ex. 124 at 4-10, 24-25).
Kroger and Ohio Schools point out that not only has the opportunity to recover generation
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transition costs expired with the establishment of electyic retail competition in 2001, AFP-
Ohic waived its right to generation transition costs when it stipulated to a resolution in
Case Nog. 99-1729 and 93-1730 (Kroger Br. at 3-5, Ohio Schools Br. at 18-20). Exelon and
'FES maintain the RSR is anticompetitive and would stifle competition.

Ormet, OCC, Ohio Schaols, OBG, and Exelon indicate that, if the RSR is approved,
it shonld contain exemptions for cectain customer classes. Ohio Schools request an
exemption from the RSR, peinting out that not only are schools relying on limited funding,
but also that the Commigsion has traditionally considered schools to be a distinct custorner
class that Is entitled to special rate treatment (Ohio Schools Br. at 2230, citing to Case Nos.
90-717-EL-ATA, 95-300-EL-AIR, 79-629-TP-COI, Ohio Schools Ex. 103, and Tr. XV at 4573-
4574). Exelon believes the RSR should not apply to shopping customers and should be
bypassable. While Exelon notes it does not oppose affarding AEP-Ohio protection as it
transitions its business structure, witness David Fein argues that shopping customers will
undairly be forced pay both the CRES provider and AEP-Ohio for generation (Exelon Ex.
101 at 13-14).

On the contrary, Ormet believes the RSR should not apply to customers like Ormet
who cannot shop, as Ormet neither causes costs associated with the RSR nor can Ormet
receive the benefits associated with it (Ormet Ex, 106 at 15-17). Ormet maintzins that the
RSR, as currently proposed, violates cost causation principles (Id). OCC and OBG suggest
that if the RSR is approved, it should not be charged to SSO customers, as these customers
are not the cause of the RSR costs, and it would be unfair to force these customers to
subsidize shopping customers and CRES providers (OEG Br. at 5-6, OCC Ex. 111 at 1617).

While OEG -does not support the creation of the RSR, it understands the
Comumission may need to provide a means to ensure AEP-Ohio has the ability to atiract
capital, and as such suggests that the Cammission look to AEP-Ohio actual earnings as
opposed to revenme (OHG Ex. 101 at 12-18). OEG argues that the RSR’s use of revenues
does not accurately reflect a utility’s financial condition or ability to atiract capital in the
way that earnings do, as evidenced by eamings being the foundation used by credit
agencies to determine bond ratings (ld). OEG witness Lane Kollen points out that
revenues are just a single component of AEP-Ohio’s earnings and do not reflect a full
pmaaspmdsmmmm {Id). M. Kollen suggests that if the Commission
were to look at AEP-Ohio’s earnings, an appropriate return on equity (ROE) would be
between seven percent and 11 percent (OEG Ex. at 4-6). If the Commission were to use
revenues to determine ABP-Ohio’s ROE, as propoeed in the RSR, Mr. Kollen believes the
ROE should be at s2ven percent, as it is still double the cost of AEP-Chio’s long-term debt

and falls within the Ohio Supreme Court's zone of reasonableness (Id. at 7, Tr. X at 2877-
7). -
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In the event the Comumission adopts RPM priced capacity, RESA also supports the
use of earnings as opposed to revenues in calculating the RSR in the event it is necessary to
avoid confiscatory rates (RESA Ex. at 11, Br. at 13-16). RESA also suggests the
Commission consider projecting an amount of monsy necessary for AEP-Ohio to earn a
reasonable rate of return and set the RSR accordingly (RESA Br. at 14-16). RESA maintains
that ejther of these alternalives may reduce the poesibility that AEP-Ohio and its new
affiliate make tneconomic investments or other risks that may result from AEP-Chio
receiving a guarantee of a certain level of annual income (Id.). NFIB and OADA express.
similar concerns that the RSR, as proposed, creates no incentive for AEP-Ohjo to limit its
expenses (NFIB Br. at 4-6, OADA Br. at 2-3).

In’ addition, several other parties suggest modifications to the RSR, including its
proposed ROE.  Ormet ‘states that the 10.3 percent ROE is excessive and unreasonably
high. Ormet witness John Wilson explained that AEP-Ohic failed to sustain its burden of
showing 105 percent ROE was just and reasonable, and upon utilizing Staffs
methodology in 11-3531-EL-AlR, determined that, based on current economic conditions
and AEP-Ohio and comparable utility financial figures, an appropriate ROE would be
between eight and nine percent (Ormet Ex. 107 at 8-30). Kroger witness Kevin Higgins
testified that the average ROE for electric utilities is 10.2 percent, and based on the fact that
AEP-Ohio’s proposed two-tier capacity mechanism is above markat, the ROE should be
below 10.2 percent (Krogex 101 at 10). FES and Wal-Mart state that AEP-Ohio failed to
justify its 105 percent figure, with Wal-Mart witness Steve Chriss suggesting the ROE be
no higher than 10.2 percent (Wal-Mart Ex. 101 at 8-9, FES Ex. 102 at 79-80).

OCC recommends that the Commission allocate the RSR in proportion to each class
share of the swilkched kWh sales as opposed to customer class contribation to peak load, as
an allocation based on contribution to peak load is not fust and reasonable (OCC Ex. 110 at
89). OCC witness [brahim points cut that the residential customer class share of switched
kWh sales is only eight percent, thus, if the Commission reallocates RSR costs, residential
customer increases would drop from six percent to three percent (Id. at 24-26). Kroger
argues the RSR allocates costs to customners by demand, but recovers through an energy
cost, resulting in cross subsidies amongst customers (Kroger Ex, 101 at 8). Kroger
recommends that costs and charges should be aligned and based on demand as opposed
to energy usage (Id)

OCC, FES, and Ormet also submit modifications related to the calculadon AEP-
Chio’s shopping credit included within the RSR calculation. Ormet argues that AEP-Chio
underestimates its $3 shopping credit. Ornet states that based on AEP-Ohio’s 2011 resale
percentage of 80 percent, the actual shopping credit increases to $3.75 MWh, with the total
amount increasing to $78.5 million (Crmet Br, at 10-12, citing to Tr. XVII at 4905). Ormet
also shows that AEP-Ohio will not need to reduce the credit by 60 percent beginning in
2013, as ABP-Ohio will no longer be in the AEP pool, resulting in the credit increasing to
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$6.50 per year in 2014 and 2015 (Id). OCC also points out that the shopping credit should
increase based on AEP-Ohio’s 2011 shopping percentage, as well as the termination of the
AEP poal agreement, and recommends the Commission adopt a shipping credit higher
than $3/MWh but less than $12/MWh (OCC Br. at 49-54).

The Commission finds that, upon review of the record, it is apparent that no party
disputes that the approval of the RSR will provide AEP-Ohic with suffident revenue to
ensure it maintains its financial integrity as well as its ability to attract capital. There is
dispute, however, as o whether the RSR is statutorily justified, and, if it is justified, the
amount AEP-Ohio should be entitled to recover, and how the recovery should be allocated
among customers. The Commission must first determine whether RSR mechanism is
supported by statute. Next, if we find that the Commission has the authority to approve
the RSR, we must balance how much cost recovery, if any, should be permitted to ensure
customers are not paying excessive costs but that the recovery is enough to allow AEP-
Ohio to freeze its base generation rates and maintain a reasonable SSO plan for its current

customers as well as for any shopping customers that may wish to return to AEP-Ohic’s
$S0 plan,

In beginning our analysis, we first look to AEP-Ohio’s justification of the RSR.
While AEP-Ohio argues there are numercus statutory provisions that may provide
support for the RSR, the thrust of its arguments in support of the RSR pertain to Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, which AEP-Ohic notes is met by the RSR's prometion of
rate stability and certainty. AEP-Ohio also suggests that Sectlon 4978.143(B)(2){e), Revised
Code, which allows for automatic increases or decreases, justifies the RSR, as its design
includes a decoupling mechanism.

Pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)K2)(d), Revised Code, an ESP may include terms,
conditions, or charges relating to Emitations on customer shopping for retail electric
generaﬁmthatwould have the effect of stabilizing retil electric service or provide

certainty regarding retail electric service. We believe the RSR meets the criteria of Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), as it promotes stable retail electric service prices and ensuses customer
certainty regarding retail electric service. Further, it also provides rate stability and
certainty through CRES services, which clearly fall under the classification of retail electric
service, by allowing customers the oppdrtunity to mitigate any 55O increases through
increased shopping opportunities that will become available as a result of the
Commission’s decision in the Capacity Casge.

In addition, we find that the RSR freezes any non-fuel generation rate increase that
might not otherwise occur absent the RSR, allowing current customer rates to remain
stable throughout the term of the modified ESP. While we understand that the non-
bypassable components of the RSR will result in additional costs to customers, we believe
any costs associated with the RSR are mitigated by the effect of stabilizing non-fuel
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generation rates, as well as the guarantee that, in less than three years, AEP-Ohio will
establish its pricing based on energy and capacity auctions, which this Commission again
maintains is extremely beneficial by providing customers with an opportunity to pay less
for retail electric service than they may be paying today.

Therefore, we find that the RSR provides certrinty for retuil electric service, a8 is
consistent with Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d); Revised Code. Until May 31, 2015, AEP-Ohio‘s
S50 rate, as a result of this RSR, will remain available for all customers, including those
who are presently shopping, as well as those who may shop in the future. The ability for
AEP-Ohio to maintain a fived S50 rate is valuable, particularly #f an unexpected,
indervening event occurs during the term of the ESP, which could have the effect of
increaging market prices for electricity. The ability for all customers within AEP-Ohic’s
service territory to have the option to return to AEP-Ohio’s certain and fixed rates allows
custorners to explore shopping opportunities. This is an extremely beneficial aspect of the
RSR and is undoubtedly corsistent with legisiative intent in providing that electric
security plans may include retail electric service terms, conditions, and charges that relate
to customer stability and certainty. Further, we reject the claim that the RSR allows for the
collection of inappropriate transition revenues or stranded costs that should have been
collected prior to December 2010 pursuant to Senate Bill 3, as AEP-Ohio does not argue its
ETP did not provide sufficient revenues, and, in light of events that occurred after the ETP
proceedings, including AEP-Ohio’s status g3 ar FRR entity, AEP-Chio is able to recover its
actual costs of capacity, pursuant to our decision in the Capacity Case, Therefore,
anything over RPM auction capacity prices cannot be labeled as transition costs or
stranded costs.

Morecver, we find that the certainty and stability the RSR provides would be all but
erased by its design as a decoupling mechanism. We agree with OCC that the ability for
AEP-Ohio to decouple the RSR would cause financial uncertainty, as tuing up or down
each year will create customer confusion in their rates. NFIB, OADA, and RESA correctly
raise concerns that the RSR design creates no incentive for AEP-Ohio to limit its expenses
and the Company may make uneconomic investments by its guaranteed level of annual
income. While AEP-Ohlo should have the opportunity to earn a reasonable rate of return,
there is not a right to a guaranteed rate of return, and we will not allow AEP-Ohio to shift
its risks onto customers. Thus, because its design may lead to a perverse outcome of AEP-
Chio making imprudent decisions, we find it necessary to remove the decoupling
component from the RSR.

Although the RSR is justified by statute, AEP-Chio has failed to sustain its burden
of proving that its revenue target of $929 million is reasonable, The basis of AEP-Ohio’s
$929 million targst is to ensure that its non-fuel generation revenues are stable and that
stability may be ensured through a 10.5 percent ROE. However, as we previously
established, it is inappropriate to guarantee a rate of return for AEP-Ohio, therefore, we
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find it more appropriate to establish a revenue target that will allow AEP-Ohio the
Opportunity to earn a reasonable rate of return. We note that our analysis of an ROE is not
to guarantee a rate of return, as evidenced by the removal of the decoupling components
but rather o determine a revenue target that adequately ensures AEP-Ohio can keep its
base generation rates frozen and maintain its financial health. Although we believe the
more appropriate method to balance these factors would have been through the use of
actual dollar figures that relate to stability, because AEP-Ohio utilized 2 ROE in calculating
its proposals, and parties responded with alternative ROE proposals, the record limits us
to this approach. Therefore, in determining an appropriate quantification for the RSR, we
will consider a ROE of the non-fuel generation revenue only for the purpose of creating an
appropriate revenue target that will ensure AEP-Ohio has sufficlent capital while
maintaining s frozen base generation rates.

Cnly three witnesses, AEP-Dhio witness Avera, OEG witness Kollen, and Ormet
witness Wilson, developed tharough testimony exploring how an appropriate revenue
target for the RSR should be established, all of which were driven by an analysis of AEP-
Ohio’s ROE. Although OEG witness Kollen proposed a mechanism driven by adjusting
AEP-Chio’s ROE upward or downward if it does not fall within a zone of reasonableness,
Mr. Kollen established that anything between seven and 11 percent could be deemed
reasonable (OEG Ex. 101 at 89). Mr. Kollen preferred focusing on a zone of
reasonablaness, but notes that if the Commission preferred to establish a baseline revenue
target, it should be set at $689 million {I4 at 16-18). Ormet witness Wilson utilized Staff
models from Case No. 11-351 including discounted cash flow and capital asset pricing
models, and updated calculations in the Staff models to reflect current economic factors,
reaching a conclusion that AEP-Ohio's ROE should be between eight and nine percent
{Ormet Ex. 107 at 8-18). AEP-Ohio used witness Avera to rebut Dr. Wilson's testimony,
noting that Dr. Wilson did not consider a sufficient number of utilities in the proxy group,
and the utilities that were considered were not similarly situated to AEP-Ohio (AEP.Ohio
Ex. 150 at 5-6). Based on this information, Dr. AveratewmmgndedanROBmgaoﬂﬁ.M
percent to 11.26 pexcent ({d.). i

The Commission finds that all three experts provide credible methodologies for
determining an appropriate ROE for AEP.Ohie, therefore, we find OEG wiiness Kollen's
zone of reagonableness of seven to 11 percent to be an appropriate starting point. We
again emphasize that the Commission does not want to guarantce a ROE nor establish
what an appropriate ROE would be, but rather, establish a reasonable reverue target that
would allow AEP-Ohio an opportunity to eamn somewhere within the seven to 11 percent
range. We believe AEP-Chio's starting point of $929 is too high, particularly in light of the
fact that AEP-Ohio is entitled to a deferral recovery pursuant o the Capacity Case but that
a baseline of $689 million would be too low to support the certainty and stability the RSR
provides. Accordingly, we find that a benchmark shall be set in the approximate middle
of this range, and the $929 million benchmark shall be adjusted downward to $826 million.
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While we have revised the benchmark amount down to $826 million, we also need

+ to revigit the figures AEP-Ohio used in determining its RSR revenue amounts. In

designing the RSR benchmark, Mr. Allen focused on four areas of revenue: retail non-fuel
generation revenues; CRES capacity revenues; auction capacity revenues; and credit for
shopped load (AEP-Ohio Ex. at WAA-6). In calculating the inputs for these revenue
figures, Mr. Allen relied on AEP-Ohio’s own estimates ofshopping loads of 65 percent for

residential customers, 80 percent for commercial customers, and 90 percent for industrial
customers by the end of 2012 (Id. at 5).

However, evidence within this record indicates Mr. Allen’s projected shopping
statistics may be higher than actual shopping levels, On rebuital, FES presented shopping
statistics based on actual AEP-Ohio numbers provided by Mr. Allen as of March 1, 2012,
and May 31, 2012 (FES Ex. 120). FES concluded that, based on AEP-Ohio’s achual
shopping statistics to date, Mr. Allen’s figures overestimated the amount of shopping by
36 percent for residential customers, 17 percent for commercial customers, and 29 percent
for industrial customers, creating a total overestimate across all customer clagses of 27.54
percent. The Commission finds it is more appropriate to utilize a shopping projection
which is roughly the midpoint between AEP-Ohio’s shopping projections end the more
conservative shopping estimates offered by FES. Therefore, we will estimate shopping in
the first year at 52 percent, and then increase the shopping projections for years two and
three to 62 percent and 72 percent, respectively. These numbers represent a reasonable

estimate and are consistent with shopping statistics of other EDUs throughout the State
{Gee FES Ex. 114).

Based upon the Commission’s revised shopping projections, we need to adjust the
calculation of the RSR. The record indicates that lower shopping figures will result in
changes to retail generation revenues, CRES margins, and OSS margins, which affects the
u-editforahopped!oad.alltesulﬁngmanadjushnenttnthemR(SuFESEx 121). Qur
ad;ustzrmtsmhighligbﬁdbelow
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i1z PY 13/24 PY14/15
Retail Non-Fuel Gen Revenues $528 $419 $308
CRES Capacity Revenues (5] $85 S
Cradht for Shepped Load . $75 a9 $104
Subtotat $636 $574 $757
Revenue Target $826 $826 5826
Retali Stability Rider Amount $189 $251 $68
All figures in milfions

To appropriately correct the RSR baged on mare conservative shopping projections,
we begin our analysis with retail non-fuel generation revenues. As the figures of $402,
$309, and $182 are based on Mr. Allen’s assumed shopping figures, when we adjust these
figures to 52, 62, and 72 percent shopping, AEP-Ohio’s revenues would increase to §528
million, $419 million, and $308 million, respectively.

Conversely, as a result of decreasing the shopping statistics, CRES capacity
revenues would decrease. Assuming our shopping estimates of 52, 62, and 72 percent, as
well as the use of RPM capacity prices, the CRES capacity revenues lower to $32 million,
$65 million, and $344 million. Finally, we need to adjust the credit for shopped load based
on the revised non-shopping assumptions, Because we assume lower shopping statistics,
AEP-Ohio will have less opportunity for off-system sales due to an increased load of its
non-shopping customers, which will lower the credit o $75 million, $89 million, and $104
million for each year of the modified BSP. Aocordingly, upon factoring in our revised
revenue benchmark based on a nine percent retumn on equity; we find a RSR amount of

$508 million is appropriate. The $508 miflion RSR amount is limited only to the term of the
modified ESP,

Although our corrected RSR mechanism ensures customer stability and certainty by
providing a means for AEP-Ohio ko move towards competitive market pricing, in addition
to the $508 million RSR, which allows AEP-Ohio to maintain frozen base generation rates
arvl an accelerated auction process, we must also address the capacity charge deferral
mechanism, created in the Capacity Case. As our decision in the Capacity Case to utilize
RPM priced capacity considered the importance of developing competitive electric
markets, we believe it is appropriate to begin recovery of the deferral costs through AEP-
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Ohio’s RSR mechanism, as the RSR aliows for AEP-Ohio to continue to provide certainty
and stability for AEP-Ohio’s SSO plan while competitive markets continue to develop as a

result of RFM priced capacity. Therefore we believe it is appropriate to begin collection of
the deferral within the RSR.

Based on our conclusion that a $508 million RSR is reasonable, as well as our

_ determination that AEP-Ohio is entitled to begin recovery of its deferral, AEP-Ohio will be

permitted to collect its $508 million RSR by 2 recovery amount of $3.50/MWh, through
May 31, 2014, and $4/MWh between June 1, 2014 and May 31, 2015. The upward
adjustment by 50 cents to $4/ MWh reflects the Commission's modification to expedite the
timing and percentage of the whalesale energy auction beginning on June 1, 2014. Of the
$3.50/MWh and $4/MWh RSR recovery amounts, ABP-Ohio must allocate $1.00 towards
AEP-Ohio’s deferral recovery, pursuant to.the Capacity Case. At the conclusion of the
modified ESP, the Commission will determine the deferral amount and make appropriate
adjustments based on AEP-Ohio’s actual shopping statistics and the amournt that has been
collected towards the deferral through the RSR, as necessary. Further, although this
Comunission is generally opposed to the creation of deferrals, the extracrdinary
circumstances presented before us, which allow for AEP-Ohio to fully participate in the
market in two years and nine montha as opposed to five years, necessitate that we remain
flexible and utilize a deferral to ensure we reach ocur finish line of a fully-established
competitive electric market,

Any remaining balance of this deferral that remains at the conclusion of this
maodified ESP shall be amortized over a three year period unless otherwise ordered by the
Commission. In order to ensure this order does not create a disincentive to shopping, at
the end of the term of the ESP, AEP-Ohio shall file its actual shopping statistics in this
docket. To provide complete transparency as well as to allow for accurate deferral
calculations, AEP-Ohio should maintain its actual monthly shopping percentages on a
month-by-month basis throughout the term of this modified ESP, as well as the months of
June and July of 2012. All determinations for future recovery of the deferral shall be made
fnllmﬁngABl’-Olnosﬂlingoﬁisactualshoppingm

We believe this balance is in the best interests of both customers and AEP-Ohio.
For customers, this keeps the RSR costs stable at $3.50/ MWh and $4/MWh, and with $1.00
of the RSR being devoted towards paying back AEP-Ohio’s deferrals, customers will avoid
paying high deferral charges for years into the future. In addition, our modifications to
the RSR will provide customers with a stable rate that will not change during the term of
the ESP due to the elimination of the decoupling components of the RSR. Further, as
result of the Capacity Case, customers may be able to lower their bill impacts by taking
advantage of CRES provider offers allowing customers to realize savings that may not
have otherwise occurred without the development of a competitive retail market. In
addition, this mechanism is mutually benefictal for AEP-Ohio because the RSR will ensure
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AEP-Ohio has sufficient funds o maintain its operations efficiently and revise its
corporate structure, as opposed to a deferral only mechanism.

Firally, we find that the RSR should be collected as a non-bypassable rider to
recover charges per kWh by customer class, as proposed. We note that several parties
pitched reasons as to why certain customers classes should be excluded, but we believe
these arguments are meritiess, Ormet contends that the RSR should not apply to
customers like Ormet who cannot shop. Interestingly, Ormet again tries to play both sides
of the table, forgeiting that it is the beneficiary of a unique arrangement that resulis in
Ormet receiving a discount at the expense of other AEP-Ohio customers. We reject
Ommet’s argument, and note that while Ormet cannot shop pursuant to its unique
arrangement, it directly benefits from AEP-Ohio’s customers receiving stability and
certainty, as these customers ultimately pay for Ormet’s discounted electricity. We also
find Ohlo Schools’ request to be excluded from the RSR to be without merit, as it too
would resuit in other AEP-Ohio customers, including taxpayers that already contribute to
the schools, paying significantly higher shares of the RSR. It is urwreasonable to make AEP-
Ohio's customers pay the schools twice.

In addition, in light of the fact that the Commission has established a revenue target
to be reached through the RSR in this proceeding, the Commission finds that it is also
appropriate to establish a significantly excessive eamnings test (SEET) threshold to ensure
that the Company does not reap disproportionate benefits from the ESP. The evidence in
the record demonstrates that a 12 percent ROE would be at the high end of a reasonable
range for retumn on equity (OEG Ex. 101 at 4-6; Kroger 101 at 10; Ormet Ex. 107 at 8-30;
Wal-Mart Ex, 101 at 8-9, FES Ex. 102 at 79-80), and even AHP-Ohio witness Allen agreed
that a ROE of 10.5 percent is appropriate. Accordingly, for purposes of this ESP, the
Commission will establish a SBET threshold for AEP-Ohio of 12 percent.

Likewise, multiple parties argue that either shopping customers or SSO customers
should be excluded frém paying the RSR. “For non-shopping customers, the RSR provi
rate stability and certainty, and ensures all S50 rates will be market-based by June 2015.
For shopping customers, the RSR not only keeps a reasonably priced SSO offer on the table
in the event market prices increase, but it also enables CRES providers to provide offers
that take advantage of current market prices, which is- a benefit for shopping customers,
Accordingly, we find the RSR, as justified by Section 4928.143(b)(2)(d), Revised Code is

. just and reasonable, and should be ron-bypassable.

kaﬂy,&xe&mmissionmtes&mtuuxdemﬁmﬁonregudmgﬂwkﬂﬂsheavﬂy
dependent on the amount of SSO ioad still served by the Company. Accordingly, in the
event that, during the term of the ESP, there is a significant reduction In
load for reasons beyond the control of the Company, other than for shopping, the
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Company is authorized to file an application to adjust the RSR to account for such
changes.

7. Auctipn Procesy

As part of its modified BSP, AEP-Ohio proposes a transition to a fully-competitive
auction based SSO format. The first part of AEP-Chio’s proposal inclzdes an energy-only,
slice-of system auction of five percent that will occur prior to AEP-Ohio’s S50 energy
auction. The energy-only slice-of-system auction would commence upon a final order in
this proceeding and the corporate separation plan, with the delivery period to extend to
December 31, 2014 (AEP-Ohio Ex. 101 at 20-21). AEP-Ohio notes that specific details
would be addressed upon the issuance of final orders in this proceeding (id).

AEP-Ohic’s transition proposal also includes a comunitment to conduct an energy
auction for 100 percent of the SS0 load for delivery in Janmary 2015, By June 1, 2015, AEP-
Ohio will conduct a competitive bid procurement (CBP) procass to commit to an energy
and capacity auction to service its entire S50 load (/4. at 19-21, AEP-Ohio Ex. 100 at 10-11).
AEP-Ohijo witness Powers explained that the June 1, 2015 energy and capacity auction will
permit competitive suppliers and marketers to bid into AEP-Ohio’s load, as its FRR
obligation will be terminated (Id.). AEP-Ohio anticipates the CBP process will be similar to
other Ohlo utility CBP filings, and explaing that specific details of the CBP will be
addressed in a future filing.

AEP-Ohio explains that the June 1, 2015, date to service its entire SSO load by
auction is based on the need for AEP’s interconnection pool to be terminated and AEP-
Ohin's corporate separation plan being approved. AEP.Ohio witness Philip Nelson

ins that an SO auction occurring prior to pool teymination may expose AEP-Ohdo o
significant financial harm, and if the auction occurs prier to corporate separation, it is
possible that AEP-Ohic’s generation may not be utilized in the auction (AEP-Ohio Ex. 103
at 8). Further, ABP-Ohio points out that a full auction prior to June 1, 2015, would conflict
with its FRR commitment that continues until May 31, 2015 (AEP-Ohio Reply Br. at 46)-

FES and DER/DECAM argue that AEP-Ohio could hold an immediate CBP without
waiting for pool termination and corporate separation. FES witness Rodney Frame
testified that the AEP pool agreement contains no provisions that would prevent a CBP
(FES Ex. 103 at 3). DER/DECAM provide that a delay in the implementation of the CBP

process harms customers by preventing them from taking advantage of the current market
rates (DECAM Ex. 101 at 5).

Other parties, including RESA and Exelon, propose modifications to AEP-Chio's
proposed auction process. Exelon believes the first energy and capacity auction for the
SSO Ioad should be accelerated to June 1, 2014, in order to permit customers to take
advantage of competition. Exelon witness Fein notes the June 1, 2014 date would be six
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months after the date by which AEP-Ohio indicated its corporate separation and pool
termination would be completed (Exelon Ex. 101 at 15-20). RESA makes a similar
proposal, but that a June 1, 2014, auction be energy only, as this still allows AEP-Ohio six
months to prepare for auction and provides customers with the benefits associated with a
competitive market (RESA Br. at 16-17). On the contrary, OCC argues the interirn auctions
to be held during the first five months of 2015 would be detrimental to residential
customers, and suggests that the Commission adopt a different approach (OCC Br. at 100-
103). OCC contends that competitive market prices in 2015 may be higher than prices that
would result from AEP-Ohio continuing to purchase energy from its affiliate, and
WMN@MW&EW&MAKPQMWI&
affiliate to continue during the first five months of 2015, or, in the alternative, AEP-Ohio
should purchase SSO capacity from its generation affiliate at RPM prices (4. at 103).

In addition, Exelon also recommends that the Commission direct AEP-Ohio to
conduct ite CBP in a manner that is consistent with the processes that Duke Energy Ohio
and FirstEnergy used in their most recent auctions. Exelon sets forth that establishing
defzils of the CBP process in a timely manner will expedite AEP-Ohio’s transition to
competition and ensure there are no delays assoclated with setiling these issues in later
proceedings. Specifically, Exelon proposes that the CBP should be consistent with
statutory directives set forth in Section 4928.142, Revised Code, and should ensure the
dates for procurement events do not conflict with dates of other default service
procurements conducted by other EDUs. Exelon warns that if the substantive issues of the
procurement process are left open for interpretation, there may be uncertainty that could
limit bidder participation and lead to less efficient prices. Exelon also recommends that
the Commission ensure the CBP process is open and transparent by having substantive
detalls established in a titnely manner (Exelon Ex. 101 at 20-31).

The Commission finds that AEP-Ohio’s proposed competitive auction process
should be modified. First, we believe AEP-Ohio’s energy only slice-of-system of five
percent of the SSO load is too low, as AEP-Ohio will be at full ensrgy auction by January 1,
2015, and the slice-of-systern. auctions will not commence until six months after the
corporate separation order is issued. Accordingly, we find that increasing the percentage

malOpemmdmofaysﬁemmmhonwﬂlfadlimteamooﬂmmihontoaﬁmmergy
auction,

Second, this Commission understands the importance of customers being able to
take advantage of market-based prices and the benefits of developing a healthy
competitive market, thus we reject OCC's arguments, as slowing the movement to
competitive anctions would ultimately harm residential customers by precluding them
from enjoylng any benefits from competition. Based on the importance of customers
having access to market-based prices and ensuring an expediticus transition to a full
energy auction, in addition to making the modified ESP more favorable than the results
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that would otherwise apply under Section 4928.142, Revised Code, we find that AEP-Ohio
is capable of having an energy auction for delivery commencing on June 1, 2014.
Therefore, we direct AEP-Ohio to conduct an energy auction for delivery commeneing on
June 1, 2014, for 60 percent of its load, and delivery commencing on January 1, 2015, for
the remainder of ABP-Ohio's energy load. AEP-Ohic’s June 1, 2015, energy and capacity
auction dates are appropriate and should be maintained. In addition, nothing within this
Order precludes AEP-Ohio or any affiliate from bidding into any of these auctions.

Finally, we agree with Exelon that the substantive details of the CBP process need
to be established to maximize the number of participants in AEP-Ohio’s auctions through
an open and transparent auction process. We clirect AEP-Ohio to establish a CBY process
consistent with Section 4928142, Revised Code, by December 31, 2012. The CBP should
include guidelines to ensure an independent third party is selected to ensure there is an
open and transparent solicitation process, a standard bid evaluation, and clear product
definitions. We encourage AEP-Chio to lock to recent succesaful CBP processes, such as
Duke Energy-Ohio’s, in formulating its CBP. Further, AEP-Ohio is ordered to initiate a
stakeholder process within 30 days from the date of this opinion in order.

8. CRES Provider Issues

The modified application includes a continuation of current operational switching
prachces,charges,andminimumstay provisions related to the procass in which customers
can switch to a Competitive Retall Electric Service (CRES) provider and subsequently
return to the S50 rates (AEP-Ohio Ex_ 111 at 4). AEP-Ohio poinis out that the application
includes beneficial modifications for CRES providers and customers, including the
addition of peak load contribution (PLC) and network service peak load (NSPL)
information to the master customer list. AEP-Ohio witness Roush testified that AEP-Ohio
also eliminates the 90-day notice requirement prior to enrolling with a CRES provider, the
12 month stay requirements for commercial and industria) customers that return to S80
rates beginning January 1, 2015, and requirements for residential and small commercial
customers that return to S5O rates be required to stay on the S50 plan untit April 15% of
the following year, beginning on January 1, 2015 (d.) '

Exelon argues that AEP-Ohio needs to make additional changes in order to develop

 the competitive market, Specifically, Exelon requests the Commission implement rate and

bill ready billing and a standard purchase of receivablea (POR) program, eliminate the 90-
day notice requirement immediately, and implement a process to provide CRES providers
with data relating to PLC and NSPL values. Exelon witness Fein recormmends that,
consistent with the Duke ESP order, the Commission order AEP-Ohio provide via
electronic data interchange, pertinent data including historical usage and historical
interval data, NSPL and PLC data, and provide a quarterly updated list for CRES
providers to show accounts that are currently enrolled with the CRES provider. (Exelon
Ex. 101 at 33-34). Exelon maintains that this information will allow CRES providers to
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more effectively serve customers and result in cost efficient competition (Jd) Mr. Fein
further provides that clear implememation tarifts will lower costs for customers, plainly
describe rules and contract terms, and allow both CRES providers and customers to easily
understardd AEP-Ohin’s competitive proceas (Id. at 35-36).

RESA and IGS provide that AEP-Ohio’s billing system is confusing to customers
and creates numerous problems for CRES providers, all of which may be corrected
through the implementation of a POR program that would provide customers with a
single bill and collection point (RESA Ex. 101 at 12-17, IGS Ex. 101 at 15). 1G5 witness
Parisi points out that switching statistics of natural gas utilities and Duke have increased
upon the implementation of POR programs (IGS Ex. 1-1 at 18-19). RESA witness
Rigenbach also recorumends that the Commission direct AEP-Ohio o develop a web-
based system Yo provide CRES providers acress o customer usage and account data by
May 31, 2014 (RESA Ex. 101 at 1213). RESA and DER/DECAM also recommend that
AEP-Chio reduce or eliminate customer switching fees, as well as customer minimum stay
periods (74, DER Ex. 101 at ). FES witness Banks noted that the fees and minimum stay
requirements hinders competition by making it difficult for customers to swikch (FES Ex.
105 at 31).

While the Commission supports AEP-Ohio’s provisions that encourage the
development of competitive markets, modifications need to be made. AEP-Ohio witness
Roush notes that customer PLC and NSPL information will be included in the master
customer list, AEP-Ohio fails to make any commitment to the time frame this information
would become available, nor the specific format in which customers would be able to
access this data. We note that recent updates have been revised to the electronic data
interchange (EDI) standards developed by the Ohio EDI Working Group (OEWG). This
Commission values the efforts of OBWG in developing uniform operational standards and
we expect AEP-Ohio to follow such standards and work within the group to implement
solutions which are fair and reasonable, and do not discriminate against any CRES
provider.

Accordingly, we direct AEP-Ohio to develop an electronic system to provide CRES
providera access to pertinent customer data, including, bat not limited to, PLC and NSPL
values and historical usage and interval data no later than May 31, 2014. Within 30 days
from the date of this opinion and order, we direct representatives from AEP-Ohio to
schedule a meeting with members of the OEWG fo develop a roadmap towards
developing an EDI that will mare effectively serve customers, and promote state policies
in accordance with Section 4928.02, Revised Code. Further, as AEP-Ohio explains that it
neither supports nor is opposed to the idea of a POR program (AEP-Ohio Reply Pr. at 64-
66), we encourage interested stakeholders to attend a workshop in conjunction with the
five year rule review of Chapter 4901:1-10, O.A.C, a3 established in Case No. 12-2050-EL-
ORD et al, to be held on August 31, 2012. In our recent order on FirstEnergy’s electric




11-346-EL-550, et al. 42-

security plan (See Case No. 12-1230-EL-650), we noted that this workshop would be an
appropriate place of stakeholders in the FirstEnergy proceedings to review issues related
o POR programs, Similarly, we believe this workshop would also provide stakeholders in
this proceeding an opportunity to further discuss the merits of establishing POR programs
for other Ohio EDUs that are not currently using them. The Commission conciudes that
the modified ESP's modification t0 ABP—Ohio's switching rules, charges, and minimura
stay provisions that are set to take effect on January 1, 2015, are consistent with AXP-
ONo’s previously approved tariffs. Further, as we previously established in our original
opinion and order in this case, these provisions are not excessive or inconsistent with other
electric distribution utilities, and will further support the development of competitive

markets beginning in January 1, 2015. Thereforé, we find these provisions to be
reasonable. . ‘

9’ EIE! ﬂ !. 1 ! !Bn:

The Company’s modified ESP application includes a Distribution Investment Rider
{DIR), pursuant to the provisions of Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h) or {(d), Revised Code, and
consistent with the approved settlement in the Company’s distribution rate case1} to
provide capital funding, including carrying cost on incremental distribution infrastructure
to support customer demand and advanced technologies. Aging infrastructure, according
to AEP-Ohio, is the primary cause of customer cutages and reliability issues. AEP-Ohio
reasons that the DIR will facilitate and encourage investments to maintain and improve
distribution reliability, align cnstomer expectations and the expectations of the distribution
utility, as well as streamline recovery of the associated costs and reduce the frequency of
base distrfbution rate cases, Replacement of aging distribution equipment will also
support the advanced technologies of gridSMART which will reduce the duration of
customer outages based on preliminary gridSMART Phase 1 information. The Company
argues that its existing capital budget forecast includes an annual investment in excess of
$150 million plus operations and maintenance in distribution assets. The DIR mechanism,
as proposed by the Company, includes components to recover property taxes, commercial
activity tax, and to earn a return on plant in-service based on a cost of debt of 5.46 percent,
a return on common equity of 102 percent utilizing a 47.72 percent debt and 52.28 percent
common equity capital structure. The net capital additions to be inciuded in the DIR
reflect gross plant in-service after August 31, 2010, as adjusted for accumulated
depreciation, because August 31, 2010, is the date certain in the Company’s most recent
distribution rate case and any increase in net plant that occurs after that date is not
recovered in base rates. The Company proposes to cap the DIR mechanism at $86 million
in 2012, $104 nillion for 2013, $124 million for 2014 and $51.7 million for the period
January 1 through May 31, 2015, for a total of $365.7 million. As the DIR mechanism is
designed, for any year that the Company’s investment would resuit in revermes to be

N p re ABP-Ohio, Case Nos. 11-351-EL-AIR, et al, Opinion and Order at 3-6 (December 14, 2011) in
" reference to paragraph IV.A3 of the Joint Stipulation and Recommendation filed on November 23, 2011.
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collected which exceed the cap, the overage would be recovered and be subject to the cap
in the subsequent period. Symmetrically, for any year that the revenue collected under the
DIR is less than the annual cap allowance, then the difference shall be applied to increase
the cap for the subsequent period. The Company notes that the DIR revenue requirement
must recognize the $62.344 million revenue credit reflected in the Commission approved
Stipulation in the Company’s distribution rate case)? As proposed by the Company, the
DIR would be adjusted quarterly to reflect in-service net capital additions, excluding
capital additions reflected in other riders, and reconciled for over and under recovery. The
Company specifically requests through the DIR project, that when meters are replaced by
the inatallation of smart meters, that the net book vaiue of the replaced meter be included
as a regulatory asset for recovery in a future filing. The DIR mechanism would be
collected as a percentage of base distribution revenues. Because the DIR provides the
Company with a timely cost recovery mechanism for distribution investment, AEP-Ohio
will agree not to seek a change in distribution base rates with an effective date earlier than
June1, 2015, (AEP-Ohio Ex. 116 at 3-12; AEP-Ohio Ex. 110 at 18-19)

The Company notes that Staff continuously monitors the Company’s distribution
system reliability by way of service complaints, electric outage reports and compliance
provisions pursuant to Chapter 4901:1-10, O.A.C. In reliance on Staff testimoriy, the
Company offers that the reliability of the distribution system was eveluated as a part of
this case. (Staff Ex. 106 at 5-6; Tr. at 4339, 43454346.)

Customer expectations, as determined by AEP-Ohio, are aligned with the
Company’s expectations. AEP-Ohlo witness Kirkpatrick offered that the npdated
customer survey results show that 19 percent of residential customers and 20 percent of
commercial customers expect their reliability expectations to increase in, the next five
years. AXP.Ohio points out that when those customers are considered in conjunction with
the customers who expect the utility to maintain the level of reliability, customer
expectations increase to % percent of residential customers and 93 percent of commenrcial
customers. AEP-Ohio states it is carrently evaluating, based on several criteria, various
asset categories with a high probebility of failure and will develop a DIR program, with

Staff input, taking into consideration the number of customers affected. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 110
at 11-19.)

OHA supports the adoption of the DIR as proposed by the Company (OHA Br. at
2). Kroger, OCC and APJN, on the other hand, ask the Commission 1o reject the DIR, as
this case is not the proper forum to consider the recovery of distribution-related costs.
Kroger, OCC and APJN reason that prudently incurred distribution costs are best
considered in the context of a base distribution rate case where such cost are more
thoroughly reviewed by the Commission, Kroger asserts that maintaining the distribution

12 g4
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system is a fundamental responsibility of the utility and the Company should continue to
operate under the terms of its last distribution rate case until the next such proceeding. If
the Commission elects to adopt the DIR mechanism, Kroger endorses Staff's position that
the DIR be modified to account for accumulated deferred income taxes (ADIT) and
accelerated tax depreciation. In addition, Kroger asserts that the DIR for the CSP rate zone
and the OP rate zone are distinct and the cost of each unique service area should be
maintained and the distribution costs assigned on the basis of cost causation. OCC and
APJN add that the Company’s reason for pursuing the DIR, as a component of the ESP
tather than in the distribution case, is the expedience of cost recovery and when that
rationale is considered in conjunction with the lack of detail on the projects to be covered
within the DIR, suggest that the DIR is not needed., (Kroger Ex. 101 at 13-19; Kroger Reply
Br. at 3-4; OCC/APIN Br. at 87.89; Tr. at 1184.)

OCC and APIN argue that in determining whether the DIR complies with the
requirements of Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h), Revised Code, the Company focuses exclusively
on the percentage of residential and commercial customers {71 percent and 73 percent,
respectively) who do not believe that their eleciric service reliability expectations wil
increase rather than the minority of customers who expect their service reliability
expectations to increase (19 percent and 20 percent, respectively). OCC and AFIN note
that 10 percent of residential customers and seven percent of commercial customers expect
their reliability expectations to decrease over the next five years. At best, these interveners
assert, the customer survey resulis are inconclusive regarding an expectation for reliability
improvements as the majority of customers are content with the status quo. OCC and
AP]N state that with the lack of project details, and without providing an analysis of
customer reliability expectation alignment with project cost and performance
improvements, AEP-Ohio has failed to meet its burden of proof to support the DIR.
Accordingly, OCC and APIN request that this provision of the modified ESP be rejected.
{AEP-Ohio Ex. 110 at 11-12; OCC/ APIN Br. at 987-994).

NFIB and COSE emphasize that the DIR, as AEP-Ohio witness Roush testified,
would, if approved as proposed, result in General Service tariff xate customers recelving

an increase of approximately 142 percent in distribution charges, about $2.00 monthly

Staff testified that consistent with the requirements of Rule 4901:1-10-1B)(3),
0.A.C.,, AFP-Ohio has rate zone specific minimum reliability performance standards, as
measured by the customer average interruption duration index (CAIDI) and system
average interruption frequency index (SAIFI)3 According to Staff, development of each
CAIDI and SAIF] takes into account the electric utility’s three-year historical system
performance, system design, technological advancements, the geography of the utility’s

18 See In.re AEP-Ohio, Case No, 09-756-EL-ESS, Opinion and Order (September 8, 2010).




11-346-EL-SS0, et al. ~45-

service territory, customer perception surveys and other relevant factors. Staff monitors
the utility’s compliance with the relinbility standards, Staff offers that based on customer
surveys, 75 to 80 percent of residertial and commercial customers are gatisfied overall with
the Company's service reliability. However, the Company’s 2011 reliability measures
were below their reliability measures for 2010 for CSP and the SAIFI mweasure was worse
in 2011 than in 2010 for OP. Accordingly, Staff determined that AEP-Ohlo’s reliability
expectations are not currently aligned with the reliabflity expectations of its customers.
Staff further offered that a rumber of conditions be imposed on the Commission’s
approval of the DIR, itrgluding that the Company be ordered to work with Staff to develop
2 distribution capital plan, that the DIR mechanism include an offset for ADIT, irrespective
of the Company’s asserted inconsistency with the distribution rate case settlernent, and
that gridSMART related cost not be recovered through the DIR, 50 as to better facilitate the
tracking of gridSMART expenditures and savings and benefits of the gridSMART project.
Further, Staff proposes that AEP-Ohio be directed to make quarterly filings to update the
DIR mechanism, with the filed rate to be effective, unieas suspended by the Conunission,
60 days after filing. The DIR mechanism, as advocated by Staff, would be subject to
annual audits after each May filing and, in addition, subject to a final reconciliation filing
on or about May 31, 2015. With the final reconciliation, Staff recomunerdds that any
amounts collected by AEP-Ohio in excess of the established cap be refunded to customers

as a one-time credit on customer bills. (Staff Ex. 106 at 6-11; Staff Ex. 108 at 3-4; Tr. at
4398,

. AEP-Ohio disagrees with the Staff's rationale that the Company’s and customer’s
expectations are not aligned. The Company reasons that the Staff relies on the reliability
indices and the fact that the Company performed below the level of the preceding year.
AEP-Ohio notes that in the most recent customer survey results, with the same questions
as the prior year, the Company received an 85 percent positive rating from residential
customers and a 92 percent positive rating from comumnercial customers for providing
reliable service. Further, AEP-Ohio points out that missing one of the eight applicable
reliability standards during the two year period does not, under the rules, constitute a
violation. The Campany also notes that the reliability standards are affected by storms,
which are not defined as major storms, and other factors like treecaused outages. (Tr. at
43444345, 4347, 4366-4367; OCC Bx. 113, Att. JDW-2))

AEP-Ohio also opposes Staff's recommendation to file the DIR plan in a separate
docket, subject to an adversarial proceeding. The Company expresses great concern that
this recommendation, if adopted, will result in the Commission micromanaging and
becoming ovesdy involved in the “day-to-day operations of the business units within the
utility.”

As to Staff's and Kroger's proposal to reduce the DIR to account for ADIT, the
Company responds that such an adjustment would have resulted in a reduced DIR credit
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if taken into account when the distribution rate case settlement was pending. AEP-Ohio
argues that the decision on the DIR in the modified ESP should continue to mirror the
understanding of the parties o the distribution rate case as any change would improperly
impact the overall balanced FSP package. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 151 at 9-10.)

As authorized by Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h), Revised Code, an ESP may include the
recovery of capital cost far distribution infrastructure investment to improve reliability for
customers. A provision for distribution infrastructure and modemization incentives may,
but need not, include a long-term energy delivery infrastructure modernization plan. We
find that the DIR is an incentive ratemaking to accelerate recovery of the Company’s
investment in distribution service. In deciding whether to approve an ESP that contains
any provision for distribution service, Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h), Revised Code, directs the
Commission, as part of its determination, o examine the reliability of the electric ntility’s
distribution system and ensure that customers’ and the electric utility’s expectations are
aligned and that the electric utility is placing sufficient emphasis on and dedicating
sufficient resources to the reliability of its distribution system.

In this modified ESP, there is some disagreement between Staff and the Company
whether or not AEP-Ohio's reliability expectations are aligned with the expectations of its
customers. The Company focuses on customer surveys to conclude that expectations are
aligned while Staff interprets the alight degradation in the reliability performance
measures to indicate that expectations are not aligned. Despite the different conclusions
by the Company and Staff, the Commission finds that both Staff and the Company have
demonstrated that indeed, customers have a high expectation of reliable electric service.
Given that customer surveys are one component in the factor used to establish the
reliability indices and the alight reduction in the level of measured performance on which
the Staff concludes that reliability expectations are not aligned, we are convinced that it is
merely a slight difference between the Company’s and customers’ expectations. We also
recognize that customer satisfaction is dependent on whether the customer has recently
experienced any service outages and how quickly service was restored.

The Commission finds that, adoption of the DIR and the improved service that will
come with the veplacement of aging infrastructure will facilitate improved service
reliability and better align the Company’s and its customers’ expectations. The Company
" appears to be placing sufficient proactive emphasis on and will dedicate sufficient
resources to the reliability of its distribution system. Having made such a finding, the
Commission approves the DIR as an appropriate incentive 1o accelerate recovery of AEP-
Ohio’s prudently incurred distribution investment costs. We emphasize that the DIR
mechanism shall not include any gridSMART costs; the gridSMART projects shall be
separate and apart from the DIR mechanism and projects. With this clarification, we
believe it is unnecessary to address the Company’s request to allow the remaining net




book value of rernoved meters to be included as a regulatory asset recoverable through the
DIR mechanism,

We agree with Staff and Kroger that the DIR mechanism be revised to account for
ADIT. The Commission finds that it is not appropriate to establish the DIR rate
mechanism in a manner which provides the Company with the benefit of ratepayer
supplied funds. Any benefits resulting from ADIT should be reflected in the DIR revenue

requirement. Therefore, the Commission directs AEP-Ohio to adjust its DIR to reflect the
ADIT offset. i

As was noted in the Decemnber 14, 2012 Order on the ESP 2, we find that granting
the DIR mechanism requires Commission oversight. We believe that it is detrimental to
the state’s economy to requite the utility to be reactionary or allow the performance
standards to take a negative turn before we encourage the electric ullity to proactively
and efficiently replace and modernize infrastructure and, therefore find it reasonable to
permit the recovery of prudently incurred distribution infrastructure investment costs.
AEP-Ohio Is correct o aspire to move from a. reactive to a more proactive replacement
maintenance program. TI'mCompanymdmectedmworkmﬁlSh&wdedepaphnto
emphasize proactive distribution maintenance that focuses spending on where it will have
the greatest impact on meintaining arxl improving reliability for customers. Accordingly,
AEP-Ohio shall work with Staff to develop the DIR plan and file the plan for Commission
review in a separate docket by December 1, 2012,

With these modifications, we approve the DIR mechanism, and direct Staff to
monitor, as part of the prudence review, by an independent auditor for in-service net
capital addidons and compliance with the proactive disiribution maintenance plan
developed with the assistance of the Staff. The proactive distribution infrastructure plan
shall quantify reliability improvements expected, ensure no double recovery, and inciude
a demonstration of DIR expenditures over projected expenditures and recent spending
levels. The DIR mechanism will be reviewed annually for accounting accuracy, prudency
and compliance with the DIR plan developed by the Staff and AEP-Ohio.

10.  Pool Modification Rider

The modified BSP application includes the planned termination of the AEP East
Pool Agreement (Fool Agreement). As a provision of this ESF,. AEP-Ohio requests
approval of a Pool Termination Rider (PTR), initially set at zero. If the Company’s
corporate separation plan filed in Case No. 12-1126-EL-UNC is approved as proposed by
the Company, and the Amos and Mitchell units are transferved as proposed to AEP-Chio
affiliates, then AEP-Ohio will not seek to implement the PTR imrespective of whether lost
revenues exceed $35 million annually. However, if the corporate separation plan is denjed
or modified, then AEP-Ohio requests permission to file for the recovery of lost revenue in
association with termination of the Pool Agreement via a non-bypassable rider. The PIR,




11-346-EL~850, et al. -48-

according to AEP-Ohio, is designed to offset the revenue losses caused by the termination
of the Pool Agreement since a significant portion of AEP-Ohio’s tatal revenues come from
sales of power to other Pool members. The Company azgues that with the termination of
the Pool Agreement, the Company will need to find new or additional revenue to recover
the costs of operating its generating assets, or it will need to reduce the cost associated
with those assets. As AEP-Ohio claims the lost revenues!4 from capacity sales to Pool
Agreement memnbers cannot be mitigated by off-system sales in the market alone. The
Company agrees that it will only seek to recover lost pool termination revenues in excess
of $35 million per year during the term of the ESP. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 103 at 21-23.)

OCC, APJN, FES and IEU appose the adoption of the PTR, as they reasan there is
no provision of Section 4928.143(BX(2), Revised Code, which authorizes such a charge and
no Commission precedent for the PTR. [EU asserts that approval of the PTR would
essentially be the recavery of above-market or trangition revenue in violation of state law
and the electric transition plan (ETF) Stipulations,)¥ As proposed, the interveners claim
that the FIR is one-sided to the benefit of the Company. FES offers that there is
insufficient information in the record to allow the Commission to evaluate the terms and
condjtions of the PTR, as a part of the modified BSP, to require ratepayers to submit $350-
$400 million over the term of the ESP. Furthermore, OCC and AFJN note that the
Commission has disregerded transactions related to the Pool Agreement for the purpose
ofcmdeﬁngmmnemsahsmrgms&omoppoﬁﬁtyda(mpe&yuﬂmgy)uw
FAC costs or consideration of off-system sales in the evaluation of significantly excessive
eamings test1® Accordingly, OCC and APJN reason that because the Commission has
previously disregarded transactions related to the Pool Agreement, that it would be unfair
and unressonable 1o ensure ABP-Ohlo is compensated for Jost revenme based on the Pool
Agreement at the cost of ratepayers. For these reasons, OCC and APIN believe the PIR
should be rejected or modified such that AEP-Ohio customers receive the benefits from the
Company’s off-system sales. IEU says the PIR provides a competitive advaniage o
GenResources and, therefore, violates corporate separation requirements. (OCC/APJN Br.
at 85-87; TEU Br. at 69; IEU Ex. 124 at 30-31; FES Br. at 106-109; Tr. at 582, 698))

The Company dispels the assertion that there is no statutory basis for a pool
termination cost recovery provision in an ESP on the basis that the Commiselon has
already rejected this argument in its December 14, 2011, Order on the ESP 2, where the
Commission determined s pocl termination rider may be approved “pursuant to Section

¥ AEP.Ohio would determine the amount of lost revenue by comparing the lost pool capacify revenue for

the moat recent 12 month period preceding the effective daie of the change in the AEF Pool to incresses
in net revenue related to new wholesale transaciions or decrsases in genaration asset costs as a result of

ferminating the Fool Agresment.
B 1y ye AEP-Ohio, Casa Nos. 99-1729-EL-BTP and 99-1730-EL-ETF, Order (Seplember 28, 2000).

16 In re AEP-Olig, ESP ] Order at 17 (March 18, 2009); I 7¢ AEP-Ohtio, Case No. 10-1261-EL-UNC, Order st
29 (January 11, 2011).
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4928.143(B), Revised Code,” and further concluded that establishing a rider “at a zero rate
does not violate any regulatory principle or practice.”7 According to the Company, the
other criticisms that these parties raise regarding the PTR are objections as to how, or the
extent to which, peol termination costs should be recoverable through the rider which are
not ripe and should be addressed if, and only if, AEP-Ohio actually pursues recovery of

any such costs in the future as part of a separate proceeding. (AEP-Ohio Reply Br. at 59-
0.}

We find statutory support for the adoption of the PTR in Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h),
Revised Code. The PTR serves as an incentive for AEP-Chio to move to a competitive
market to the benefit of its shopping and non-shopping customers, without regard to the
possible loss of revenue associated with the termination of the Pool Agreement with the
full transition to market for all SSO customers by no later than June 1, 2015, Therefore, we
approve the FPTR as a placeholder mechanism, initially established at a rate of zero,
contingent upon the Commission's review of an application by the Company for such
costs. The Commission notes that in permitting the creation of the PIR, it is not
authorizing the recovery of any costs for AEP-Ohio, but is allowing for the establishment
of a placeholder mechanism, and any recovery under the PTR must be specifically
authorized by the Conunission. If, and when, AEP-Ohio seeks recovery under the PTR, it
will maintain the burden set forth in Section 4928.143, Revised Code. In addition, the
Commission finds that in the event AEP-Ohio seeks recovery under the PIR, AEP-Ohio
must first demonstrate the extent to which the Pool Agreement benefitted Ohio ratepayers
over the long-term and the extent to which the costs and/or revennes should be allocated
to Ohio ratepayers. Further, AEP-Chio must demonstrate to the Commission that any
recovery it seeks under the PTR is based upon costs which were prudently incurred and
are reasonable. Importantly, this Commission notes that AEP-Ohio will only be permitted
to requests recovery should this Commission modify or amend its corporate separation
plan as filed in Case No. 12-1126-EL-UNC only as to divestiture of the generation assets;
we specifically deny the Company’s request for recovery through the PTR based on any
other amendment or modification of the corporate separation plan by this Commission or
the Federal Energy Reguiatory Comunission (FERC) or FERC's denial or impediment to the
transfer of the Amos and Mitchell units to AEP-Ohio affiliates. As such, AEP-Ohio’s right

to recover lost revenues under the PIR is based exclusively on the actions, or lack therecf,
of this Commission.

1. Capacity Plan

Pursaant o the Commission’s Entry on Rehearing issued February 23, 2012, in the
ESP 2 cases, and the Entry issued March 7, 2012, in the Capacity Case, the Comunission
divected that the Capacity Case proceed, without further delay, to facilitate the
development of the record to address the issues raised, outside of the BSP proceeding.

17 fnye AEP-Ohlp, Case No. 11-346-EL-S50 et al, Order at 50 (December 14, 2011)-
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While the Capacity Case continued on an expedited schedule to determine the state
compensation mechanism, AEP-Ohio nonetheless included, as a component of this
modified ESP, a capacity provision different from its Iitigation position in the Capacity
Case, which may be summarized as follows. As a component of this modified ESP, the
Company proposes a two-tiered, capacity pricing mechanism, with & tier 1 rate of $145.79
per MW-day and a-tier 2 rate of $255.00 per MW-day. Shopping customers, within each
rate class, would receive tier 1 capacity rates in proportion to their relative retail sales level
based on the Company’s retail load, During 2012, 21 percent of the Company’s total retail
load would receive tier 1 capacity and in 2013, the percentage would increase to 31
percent. In 2014, through the end of the ESF, May 31, 2015, the tier 1 set aside percentage
would increase to 41 percent of the Company’s retail load. All other shopping customers
would receive tier 2 capacity rates. For 2012, an additional allotment of tier 1 priced
capacity will be available to non-mercantile customers who are part of a community that
approved a governunental aggregation program on or before November §, 2011, even if the
set-aside has been exceeded. AEP-Ohio does not propose any special capacity set-aside for

governmental aggregation programs after 2012. {AEP-Ohio Ex. 101 at 15; AEP-Ohio Ex.
116 &t 6-7)

AEP-Ohio argues that its embedded cost-based charge for capacity is $355.72 per
MW-day, as supported by the Company in the Capacity Case. Fusther, AEP-Ohio projects,
with forward energy pricing decreasing over the remainder of 2012 by approximately 25
percent and based upen the switching rates experienced by other Ohio electric utilities,
that by the end of 2012 shopping rates in AEP-Ohio territory will increase to 65 percent of
residential load, 80 percent of commercial load and 90 percent of industrial load
(excluding one large customer). AEP-Ohio reasons that the two-tier capacity pricing
mechanism is a discount from the Company’s embedded cost of capacity which will
prowdeCRESpwﬂdemheadrom&uabﬂitymo&ashoppmgcumslower
competitive electric service rates and expand competition in the Company’s servie
territory and, as a component of this modified ESP, balances the revenue losses likely to be
experienced by the Company, Further, AEP-Ohio submits that the capacity pricing
offered as a part of this modified ESP is intended to mitigate, in past, the financial harm
the Company will potentially endure if the Company is required to provide capacity at
PIM’'s RPM-based rate. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 116 at 4-5, 8-9; Tr. at 332-333.)

As an alternative to the two-tiered capacity mechanism, AEP-Ohio proposes as a
component of the modified ESP, to charge CRES providers its embedded cost of capacity
$355.72 per MW-day with a $10 per MWh bill credit to shopping customers, subject to a
cap of $350 million through December 31, 2014. Shopping credits would be limited to up
to 20 percent of the load of each customer class for June 2012 through May 2013, and
increase to 30 percent for the period Jjune 2013 through May 2014 and then to 40
for the period june 2014 through December 2014. AEP-Ohio’s rationale for the alternative
is to ensure shopping customers receive a direct and tangible benefit to shop that is fixed
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and known regardless of the CRES provider selected. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 116 at 15-17; Ty, at
427,1434.)

On July 2, 2012, the Commission issued the Order in the Capacity Case (Capacity
Order) wherein the Commission determined $188.88 per MW.day as the appropriate
charge to enable the Company t6 recover its capacity costs pursuant to its Fixed Resource
Requirements (FRR) obligations from CRES providers.]® HMowaver, the Capacity Order
also directed that AEP-Ohio’s capacity charge to CRES providers shall be the auction-
based rate, as determined by PJM via its reliability pricing model (RPM), including final
zonal adjustments, on the basis that the RFM rate will promote retail electric
competition.1?

In the Capacity Order, the Commission also authorized AEP-Ohio to modify its
accounting procedures to defer the incurred capacity costs not recovered from CRES
providers, commencing June 1, 2012, through the end of this modified ESP, with the
recovery mechanism to be established in this proceeding 20

In this Order on the modified ESF, the Commission adopts, as part of the RSR, the
recovery of the difference between the RPM-based capacity rate and AEP-Ohio’s state
compensation mechanism for capacity as determined by the Commission.

Staff endorses the Company’s recovery of the difference between the state
compensation mechanism for capacity and the RPM rate (Staff Reply Br. at 13), On the
other hand, [EU, OCC and APJN argue that there is no record evidence in this modified
ESP case, or any other proceeding, to determine an appropriate mechanism to collect
deferred capacity charges in contradiction of the requirements in Section 4903.09, Revised
Code, and the parties were not afforded due process on the issue. Furthermore, OCC and
APJN reason that the capacity charge deferrals cannot be a provision of an ESP as the
charges do not fall within one of the specified categories listed in Section 4928.143(B)(2),
Revised Code, and there is no statutory basis under Chapter 4928, Revised Code, for such
charges. OCC and APJN also contend approval of the recovery of deferred capacity
charges violates state policies expressed in Section 4928.02, Revised Code, at paragraph
(A), which requires reasonably priced retail electric service; at paragraph (H), which
prohibits anticompetitive subsidies from noncompetitive retail electric service to
competitive retall service; and at paragraph (L), which requires the Commission to protect
at-risk populations. (OCC/APIN Reply Br. at 18; [EU Reply Br. 6-7).

18 [y ve Capncity Case, Order at 33-36 (July 2, 2012).
19 In re Capacity Case, Order at 23 Guly 2, 2012).
¥ in re Capacity Case, Order at 23 (uly 2, 2012).
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Certain parties that oppose the Commission’s incorporation of the Capacity Case
deferrals in the modified BSP overlook the fact that the Capacity Case was opened prior to
each of the ESP 2 applications filed by AEP-Ohio and that each of the applications
proposed a state compensation capacity charge and plan for resolution of the issue. The
Commiission rejects the Company’s two-tier capacity plan and rates, propased as a part of
this modified ESP 2.

Furthermore, in accordance with Section 4928.144, Revised Code, the Commissiort
may order any just and reasonable phase-in of any rats or price established under Sections
4928.141, 4928.142, or 4928.143, Revised Code, including carrying charges. Where the
Commission estsblishes a phase-in, the Commission mst also authorize the creation of
the regulatory asset to defer the incurred costs equal to the amount not collected, plus
carrying charges on the amount not collected, and authorize the recovery of the deferral
and carrying charges by way of a non-bypassable surcharge.

Several of the interveners argue that because the record in the modified ESP was
closed when the Capacity Order was issued, the deferral of capacity charges was not made
an issue in the modified ESP case, the record does not support the deferral of capacity
clmrgesoxﬂut&:eparﬁeswerenotaffordeddueprocessonﬂleiasue. We disagree. AEP-

certain capacity charges and a plan as a part of this modified ESP and
oonsistmtmﬁtheCmmﬁssimsmﬂamﬁrwemyapprwenrmodﬂymdappmvem
ESP. Nothing in the Section 4928.144, Revised Code, limits the Commisaion’s authority to
modify the ESP to include deferrals on its own motion. With the Commission’s decision to
begin collecting the deferral in part through the RSR, all other issues raised on this matter
are addressed in that section of the Order.

As part of ARP-Ohio’s ESP 1 case, to mitigate the impact of the rate increase for
customers, the Commission ordered, pursuant to Section 4928.144; Revised Code, the
Company to phase-in any increase authorized over an established percentage for each year
of the ESP.2 The Commission authorized CSP and OP to establish a regulatory asset to
record and defer fuel expenses, with carrying costs at the weighted average cost of capital
(WACC), with recovery through a non-bypassable surcharge to commence January 1,
2012, and coritinue through December 31, 20182 This aspect of the ESP 1 Order is final
and non-appealable. On September 1, 2011, CSP and OP filed the Phase-in Recovery Case
application to request the creation of the Phase-In Recovery Rider (PIRR), 2 mechanism to
recover the accumulated deferred fuel costs, including carrying costs, to be effective with
the first billing cycle of Jarmary 2012, The Phase-in Recovery Case was a part of the
proposed ESP 2 Stipulation which was initialty approved by the Commission on

21 pSP10rderat22.
2 ESP 1 Order at 20-23; First ESP FOR at 6-10.
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December 14, 2011. Consistent with the Commission’s directive in the February 23, 2012
Entry on Rehearing rejecting the BESP Stipulation, a procedural schedule was established
for the Phase-in Recovery Case to proceed independently of any ESP. On August 2, 2012,
the Commiasion issued jts decision on the Company’s PIRR application.

Notwithstanding the Phase-in Recovery Case, as a part of this modified ESP case,
ABP-Ohio requests that recovery of the deferred fuel.expenses be delayed, while
continuing to accrue carrying cost at WACC, until june 2013. The Company does not
propose to extend the recovery period. AEP-Ohio alsa proposes that the PIRRs of CSP and
OP be combined. The rationale presented by the Company for delaying collection of the
PIRR 1s to coincide with and offset the consolidation of the FAC, which the Company
reasons will minimize customer rate impacts. According to AEP-Ohio witness Roush,
combining the PIRR rates will increase the rate for customers in the CSP rate Zone and
reduce the rate for customers in the OP rate zone. In this modified ESP proceeding, AEP-
Ohio also requests that the Commission suspend the procedural schedule in the PIRR
cases. (ABP-Ohio Ex. 118 at 8; AEP-Ohio Ex, 119 at 3; AEP-Ohio Ex. 111 at 5-6.)

AEP-Ohio witness Hawkins acknowledges that legislation permitting the
securitization of the PIRR was passed in December 2011 but claims that securitization of
the PIRR regulatory asset will likely take about nine months to finalize after the issuance
of a final, non-appealable order. AEP-Ohio admits that securitization of the PIRR
regulatary assets would reduce customer costs a8 a result of the reduction in carrying costs

and provide the Company with capital to assist with the transition to market. (AEP-Ohio
Ex. 102 at 7-8.)

OCC opposes the notion that AEP-Ohio be permitted to earn a return on its own
capital at WACC whdle the PIRR is delayed at the Company's request. Further, OCC and
APN agree with Staff that collection of the PIRR should commence as soon as posaible
after the Commission issues its Order, the delay in collection amounts to an additional cost
of $64.5 million, OCC and APN argue that there is no justification for the delay and the
delay at WACC only serves to benefit the Company. Since the delayed collection is at the
Company’s request, OCC and APIN advocate that no further carrying charges accrue or

the carrying charge be reduced to the leng-term cost of debt. (OCC Ex. 115 at 4-7; OCC Ex.
111 at 20-22; OCC/ APJN Br. at 64-72)

Similarly, TEU argues that the delay of the PIRR violates Section 4928.144, Revised
Code, which requires that the delay in coflection at WACC be consistent with sound
regulatory praciice, just, and reasonable. JEU estimates the additional carrying cost will be
at least an additional $40 to $45 million and reasons that AEP-Ohio was only authorized to

mﬂectWACCondderredﬁ:elmststhtcugthbu&,Zﬁll the end of ESP 1. (IEU
Ex, 1298.!;3061,14.'!': at 3639,4549.)
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Ormet argues that the increased carrying charge to defer the implementation of the

PIRR until fune 2013 is excessive and presenis a number of legal and pragmatic issues.
Ormet notes that the interest to be incurred by delaying the intplementation of the PIRR is
based on an interest rate of 11.26 percent, more than AEP-Ohio utilized to determine the
RSR. Ormet encourages the Commission to reduce the carrying cost, in light of the change
in economic and financial circumstances since the ESP 1 Order, to the short-term cost of
debt and to delay PIRR implementation until securitization is complete or at least until
Jure 2013. (Crmet Br. at 23-24.)

Ormet and IEU request that the Company be directed to maintain the separate PIRR
mechanisms for CSP and OP to reduce the impact on ratepayers. IBU notes that CSP
customers have contributed approximately one percent of the total PIRR balance. Ormet
notes that the deferred fuel expenses that are the basis of the PIRR, as provided in the ESP
1 Order, is a final non-appealable order for which AEP.Ohio may rely to seek
securitization. AEP-Ohio has argued such in this case in its filing of March 6, 2012, and
Ormet contends that pursuant to Nationwide Ins. Co. v. Hall, No. 1258, 1978 WL 214906 at *3
{Ohio App. 7 Dist. Mar. 23, 1978) AEP-Ohio can not now assert a contradictory legal

position. (Tr. at 4543-4548; Ormet Ex. 106B at 9; Ormet Br. at 23-27; IEU Ex. 129 at 9-11;
“1BU Br. at 72)

Ormet asserts that blending the PIRR rate for CSP and OP rate zones constitutes a
retroactive change in fuel costs for which AEP-Ohio has failed to offer any justification
Ormet states that at the time the fuel cost were incurred, CSP and OP were not merged
and that the overwhelming majority of the PIRR balance is from the OP rate zone. The
rationale offered by Ormet is that the blending of the FAC rate is fundamentally different
from the blending of the PIRR rate, as FAC is an ongoing look at current and future fuel
costs where the PIRR is the collection of previously incurred, deferred fuel costs. Ormet
argues that the Comamission has previcusly concluded that the distinction between
retrospective and prospective is key to what constitutes prohibited retroactive ratemaking.
Ormet asks that, consistent with the Commirsion’s detérmination in the ESP 1 Entry on
Remand Order, that the Commission find the blending of the CSP and OF PIRR balances

equates to changing the rate for previously incurred but deferred fuel costs. (Tr. at 1187,
4536-4537, 4540; Ormet Br. at 27-31.)

The Company reasons that the PIRR regulatory asset i9 on the books of OP, as the
surviving entity post-merger, along with all of the other assets and labilities of the former
CSP. Therefore, it is appropriate for all AEP-Ohio customers to pay the FIRR. AEP-Ohic
notes that Staff advocates that the FAC and PIRR be immediately unified and
implemented, because CSP custorners benefit from a rate impact perspective with the
merging of both rates (Tr. at 4539-454),
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Staff opposes the Company’s request to delay recovery of the merged PIRR rates
and recommends that the Commission direct recovery to commence upon approval of the
modified BSP to avoid increased carrying charges associated with the dely. Staff notes
that with a PIRR balance of approximately $549 million, delaying PIRR recovery until june
2013 results in additional carrying charges of 571 million at the WACC. Pusther, Staif
supports the merger of the PIRR rates. (Staff Ex. 109 at 45.)

AEP-Ohiio answers that the difference between the Company’s proposal to delay
collection of the PIRR in comparison to the Staff and certain interveners opposition to the
delay is essentially a balancing or prioritizing between two goals: mitigating present rate
impacts and reducing the total carrying charges. The Company's proposal was aimed at
addressing the first goal and the Staff's position prioritizes the second goal. The Comparny
contends that its proposal to delay implementation of the PIRR until Jurie 2013 to coincide
with the unification of FAC rates Is reasonable, results in minimal immediate rate impacts
to customers, and should be approved.

AEP.Ohio’s request to suspend the procedural schedule in the PIRR case is moot, as
it does not appear that the Company made a similar request in the Phase-in Recovery
Cases, and given that the Commdssion has issued its decision on the PIRR application.
Consistent with the Company's limited request as to the PIRR in this modified ESP, we
will addresa the commencement of the amortization period for the PIRR, combining the
PIRR rates for the CSP and OP rate zones and securitization, Any remaining issue raised
as to the deferred fuel expense or the PIRR that is not addressed in the Phase-in Recovery
Order or this modified ESP Order is denied.

As AEP-Ohio correctly points out, delaying collection of the PIRR to offset against
the merged FAC rates, as opposed to jzmmediately commencing collection of the PIRR, is
indeed the prioritizing between two goals. AEP-Ohio’s request to delay commencement
of the amortization period for the PIRR is denied. In this case, wheze the accrued carrying
charges during the requested delay are estimated to be an additional $40 to $71 million, it
is unreasonable for the Commission to approve the delay and parmit carrying charges to
continue to accrue merely to facilitate one charge offsetting another. AEP-Ohio is directed
to commence recovery of the PIRR charges as soon as practicable after the issuance of this
Order, :

We agree with the recommendation of Ormet and IEU to maintain separate PIRR
rates for the CSP and OP rate zones. The PIRR balance was incurred primarily by OP
customers, and according to cost causation principles, the recovery of the balance should
be from OP customers. Further, as discussed abave, the Commission directs that FAC
rates should be maintained on a separate basis.
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IEU argues that the PIRR fails to address the requirements of Section 4928.20(1),
Revised Code,2 that requires non-bypassable charges arising from a phase-in deferral are
applicable to customers in governmental aggregation programs only in proportionate to
the benefit received. IEU's claim that the PIRR violates Section 4928.20(T), Revised Code, is
misdirected. The PIRR is not part of this BSP proceeding but was the directive of the
Commission in the Company’s prior ESP case. Therefore, the Commission finds that IEU
should have raised this issue in the ESP 1 case or when the Commission established the
PIRR and that Section 4928.144, Revised Code, a5 to the collection of the PIRR, is not
applicable to this modified ESP proceeding.

The Commission notes that'AEP-Ohio witness Hawkina testified that securitization
of the PIRR regulatory assets would reduce customer costs through the reduction of the
. carrying cost and provide AEP-Ohio with the needed capital to assist with the transition to
competition. AEP-Ohio also states that vecovery of the FIRR can commence before

securitization is complete. Ormet supports securitization of the PIRR. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 102
at 8; Ormet Br. at 24-25.)

Finally, while AEP-Ohio does not specificaily propose securitization of the PIRR in
the modified ESP, AEP-Ohio notes that securitization offers a benefit to both customers
and AEP-Ohio. Further, no parties opposed the idea of securitiving the PIRR.
Accordingly, we direct AEP-Ohio to take advantage of this extremely useful tool our
General Assembly created for eleciric utilities and their customers through House Bill 364
and securitize the PIRR deferral balance. Securitization nat only leads to lower utility bills
for all customers as a result of reduced carrying costs, but also leads to lower borrowing
costs for AEP-Ohjo. The Commission finds it extremely important, particularly when our
State has been hit by tough economic times, to keep customer utility bills as low as
possible, and securitization of the PIRR provides us with a means to ensure we protect
customer intevests, Therefore, AEP-Ohio shall initiate the securitization process for the
PIRR deferral balance as soon as practicable..

Z Section 4928.20(T), Revised Code, states:
Cmmhtmpmdapvmmmwﬂmuﬂwﬂismﬁm:hﬂbewmfm
such portion of a surcharge under section 4928.144 of the Revised Coda that is proportionabs o the
benefits, as determined by the commission, that electric Joad centers within the Jurisdiction of the
governmental 43 a group receive. The propostionate surcharge so established shall apply o
each customer of the governmentsl aggregation while the customer fs part of that agyregation. If a
customer ceases being such a customer, the otherwise applicable surcharge shall apply. Nothing in this
section shall result in less than full recovery by an electric distribution utility of any surcharge
authorized under saction 4928.144 of the Revised Code. Nothing in this section shall result in less than
the full and timely imposition, charging, coflection, and adjustment by an electric distribution utility, its
udmwmmﬂu&umﬁhmmmupammmnm
financing order fssued pussuant i sections 4928.23 to 4928.2318 of the Revised Code.
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The Company describes, but does not request as a part of this modified ESP, its
proposed application for full corporate separation filed in Case No. 12-1126-EL-UNC
{Corporate Separation Case), pursuant to the requirements of Section 492817, Revised
Code, and Chapter 4901137, O.A.C# AEP-Ohio asserts full corporate separation is a
necessary prerequisite for generation asset divestiture and AEP-Ohio’s transition to an
auction-based S50. Pursuant to the proposed modified ESP and the Company’s proposed
corporate separation plan, AEP-Ohio will retain transmission and distribution-related
assets, its REPAs and the associated RECs. AEP-Ohio will transfer to its generation
affiliate, GenResources, existing generation units and contractual entitlements, fuel-related
assets and contracts and other assets and liabilities related to the generation business.s
The generation assets will be transferred at net book value. AEP-Ohio proposes to retain
senior notes and pollution control revenue bonds, as such long-term debt is not secured by
the generation assets being transferred to GenResources. The Company expects fo
complete termination of the Pool Agreement and full corporate separation by January 1,
20145 (AEP-Ohio Ex. 108 at 4-6, 8, 21-22.)

AFP-Ohio i a Fixed Resource Requirement (FRR) entity, pursuant to the
requirements of PIM Interconnection LLC (PJM), and must remain an FRR until June 1,
2015. To meet its FRR obligations after full corporate separation and before the proposed
energy auctions for delivery commencing fanuary 1, 2015, the Company states
GenResources will provide AEP-Chio, via a full requirements wholesale agreement, its
load requirements to supply non-shopping customers. Pursuant to the proposed modified
BSP, AEP-Ohio proposes that for the period January 1, 2015 through May 31, 2015,
GenResources will provide AEP-Ohio only capacity, no energy, at 255 per MW-day and
the contract between AEP-Ohio and GenResources will terminate effective June 1, 2015,
when both energy ard capacity will be provided to SSO customers through an auction,
While AEP-Ohio is an FRR entity, the Company states it will make capacity payments to
GenResources for the energy only auctions proposed in this modified ESP at $255 per
MW-day. Generation-related revenues paid to AEP-Ohio by Ohio ratepayers will be
passed through to GenResources for capacity and energy received for the S50 load, and
AEP-Ohio will reimburse GenResources on & dollar-for-dollar basis for transmission,
ancillary, and other service charges billed to GenResources by PJM to serve AEP-Ohio’s

A See In the Matter of the Applioation of Okio Power Company for Approval of Full Legal Covporate Separation snd
Amendment to its Corpurate Separation Plan, Case No, 12-1326-EL-UNC, filed March 30, 2012

3 AEP-Ohic notes that mfter transferring the genemation asscis and Habilities to GenResources,
GenRespurces will transfer Amos unit 3 and 80 percent of the Mitchell Plant to Appalachian Power
Company (APCo) and transfer the balance of the Mitchell Plant to Kentucky Power Company (KYF), 80
the utilities can meet their respective load requirement sbsent the AEF East Pool Agreement (AEP-Chio
B 101 24 22).

% As a part of the modified ESP, AEP-Ohio requests approval for a Poof Termination Rider which i
addreseed in a separate section of this Order,
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8SO load. In addition, AEP-Ohio will remit all capacity payments made by CRES
providers pursuant to PIM’s Reliability Assurance Agreement to GenResources as well a8
revenues from the Retail Stability Rider as compensation for fulfillment of AEP-Ohio’s
FRR obligations. {AEP-Ohio Ex. 101 at 23; AEP-Ohio Ex. 103 at 6-8; Tr. at 515-519.)

IEU, OCC and APIN argue that because AEP-Ohio has made the modified ESP
filing contingent on receiving approval of the corporate separation plan yet failed to
request consolidation of the Corporate Separation Case, the Commission cannot approve

the corporate separation plan as a part of this proceeding, (OCC/APIN Br. at 73; IEU Br.
76-77.)

In fact, TEU argues that AEP-Ohio is not the FRR entity but, American Electric
Power Service Corporation (AEPSC) is the FRR entity on behalf of all of the American
Hectric Power operating companies within PJM and, therefore, ARP-Ohio does not have
any FRR obligetion. Nor has AEP-Chio offered into evidence, TEU notes, AEFSC's FRR
capacity plan or indicated which of AEP-Ohio’s generation assets are part of the capacity
plan. IEU reasons that AEP-Chic's generation assets are not dedicated to AEP-Ohio’s
distribution customers and may be replaced by other capacity resources. (IEU Ex. 125 at
23, AEP-Ohio Ex. 103 at 9.)

DER and DECAM argue that AEP-Ohio’s proposal to contract with GenResources
to serve the SSO load at the proposed capacity price after corporate separation is an illegal
violation of the corporate separation laws and violates state policy causing a negative
impact on the ability of unaffiliated CRES providers to compete in OF territory (Tr. at 812-
813; DER/DECAM Br. at 11).

Staff opposes AEP-Ohlo’s request to refain $296 million in poliution control bonds,
where there has not been, according to Staff, any demonstration that use of the
intexcornpany notes would have a substantial negative affect on the generation affiliate’s
cost of debt Staff proposes that AFP-Ohio be directed to make a filing with the
Commission within six months after the completion of corporate separation, fo
demonstrate that there is not any substantial negative impact on AEP-Ohio if the debt or
intercompany notes are not transferred to the generation affiiate. Therefore, Staff
recommends that the Commission deny this aspect of the Company’s ESP proposal at this
time, Further, Staff recommends that the Corporate Organization chart be updated to
reflect the legal entities that are related to American Electric Power Inc,, as well as all
reportzble segments related to AEP-Ohio, in a format and manner similar to the
information American Electric Power Inc. provides in its 10K filing to the Securities and
Exchange Commission. (Staff Ex. 108 at 5-6; Tr. at 4405-4406.)

AEP-Ohio did not request consolidation of its pending corporate separation plan in
conjunction with this modified ESP application, and as such the Commission will consider
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the corporate separation application in a separate docket.  As such, the primary issues to
be considered in this modified ESP proceeding is how the divestiture of the generation
assets and the agreement between AEP-Ohio and GenResources will impact S5O rates.

We find IEUs arguments, that AEP-Ohio is not the entily conunitted o an FRR
obligation with PJM to be form over substance. AEPSC entered into the FRR agreement on
behalf of AEP-Ohio and other AEP-Ohio operating affiliates and the legal obligation of
AEP-Ohio is no less binding than if AEP-Ohio entered into the agreement directly.

The Commission finds that sufficient information regarding the proposed
generation asset divestiture and corporate separation, as reflected in more detail in the
Corporate Separation Case, has been provided in this modified ESP case to allow the
Commissian to yeasonably conclude that termination of the Pool Agreement and corporate
separation facilitate AEP-Ohio’s transition t0 a competitive market in Ohio. With the
modification and adoption of the modified ESP, as presented in this Ordery, the
Commission may reasonably determine the ESP rates, including the rate impact of the
generation asset divestiture, on the Company’s S50 customers for the term of the modified
ESP, where upon S5O rates will subsequently be subject {0 a competitive bidding procesa.
While, AEP-Ohio proposes to enter into an agreement with GenResources to provide ABP-
Ohio capacity at $255 per MW-day, we emphasize that based on the Comumission’s
decision in the Capacity Case, AEP-OChio will not receive any more than the state

~ compensation capacity charge dslsﬂ.BSWMWday&ommocuswmersduﬂngﬁ\e
term of this ESP.

As the Commission understands the Company’s description of the gemeration
divestiture, all AEP-Ohio generation facilities, except Amos and Mitchell, will be
transferred to GenResources at net book value, Amos and Mitchell will vitimately be
transferred to AEP-Ohio operating affiliates at net book value,

Staff raises some concern with the implementation of corporate separation and the
lack of the Company’s transfer of all debt and/or intercompany notes to GenRespurces.
Despite the Staff’s recommendation, the Commission approves AEP.Chio’s requests to
retain the pollution control bonds contingent mpon a filing with the Comunission
demonstrating that AEP-Ohio ratepayers have not and will not incur any costs associated
with the cost of servicing the assoclated debt. More specifically, AEP-Ohio ratepayers
shall be held harmless for the cost of the pollution control bonds, as well as any other
generation or generation related debt or inter-company notes retained by AEP-Ohjo, ARP-
Ohio shall file such information with the Commisgion, in this docket no later than 90 days
after the issuance of this Order., Accordingly, the Commission finds that, subject to our
approval of the corporate separation plan, the electric distribution utility should divest its
generation assets from its noncompetitive electric distribution atility assets by transfer to
its separate competitive retail generation subsidiary, GenResources, as represented in this
modified ESP. The Company states that it has notified FJM of its intention to enter PJM's
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auction process for&uede!xvexyyearZOlE-ZOIé. The Commission will review the
remaining issues presented in the Company’s Corporate Separation Case.

In regards to the contract between AEP-Chio and GenResources, FES contends that
after corporate separation AEP-Ohio cannot simply pass-through the generation revenues
it receives without evidence that the cost are prudent consistent with Section
4928.143(B)2)(a), Revised Code, and AEP-Ohio has done nothing to establish that $255 per
MW-day. for capacity is prudent. The price of $255 per MW-day is unrelated to cost or
market rates, and according to FES, appears to be well above market. Furthermore,
Constellation and Exelon witness Fein testified that Exelon made an offer of energy and
capacity and an offer for capacity only to serve AEP-Ohio’s S5O load June 1, 2014 through
May 31, 2016, at a cost lower than the Company is proposing as a part of this modified
ESP. Cmmﬁﬂatonmdﬁxelmemphasim&wtmemmﬁdmmtpmlﬁbitanmk
entity from making bilateral purchases in the market to meet its capacity cobligations.
(Constellation/Exelon Ex. 101 at 17-19). FES notes that according to testimony offered by
AEP-Ohio witness Nelson, the $255 MW-day for capacity is not based on costs nor indexed
to the rnarket rate. Furthermaore, FES points out that ABPSC is negotiating the contract for
both AEP-Ohio and GenResources. AEP-Ohio has no intent, based on the testimony of
Mr. Nelsorn, to evaluate whether the cost of its contract with GenResources for S50 servire
could be reduced by contracting with another supplier. Based on the record evidence, FES
argues that this aspect of the modified ESP does not comply with the requirements of
Section 4928.143(B)(2)(a), Revised Code, and the contract between AEP-Ohio and
GenResources, after corporate separation does not comply with the FERC Edger
guidelines, which direct that no wholesale sale of electric energy or capacity between a
ﬁamlusedpubhcnuﬁtymdlmphvemﬂmmmdamarket-mgulatedpowersales
affiliate may take place without first receiving FERC authorization for the transaction
under section 205 of the Federal Power Act. (IT. at 523-526; FBS Br. at 102-105.)

The Commission finds, that once corporate separation is effective and AEP-Ohio
procures its generation from GenResources that it is appropriate and reascnable for certain
revenues to pass-through AEP-Chio to GenResources, Specifically, the revenues AEP-
Ohio receives, after corporate separation is impiemented, from the RSR which are not
allocated to recovery of the defersal, revenue equivalent to the capacity charge of
$188.99/MW-day authorized in Case No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, generation-based revenues
from S50 customers, and vevenue for energy sales to shopping customers, should Bow fo
to GenResources. We recognize, as AEP-Ohjo acknowledges and FES discusees in its reply
brief, that the contract between AEP-Ohio and GenResources is subject to prior FERC
approval. We do not make, as a part of our review of the Company’s modified ESP
application, any expressed or implied endorsement of the terms or conditions of the AEP-
Ohio contract with GenResources, as presented in this case.
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M. GridSMART

The Company’s modified ESP application proposes the continuation of the
gridSMART rider approved by the Commission in the ESP 1 Order, with two
modificationa, First, AEP-Ohio requests that the gridSMART rates for the CSP rate zone
be expanded to the OP rate zone. Second, AEP-Ohio requests that the net book value of
meters retired as a result of the gridSMART project be deferred as a regulatory asset for

purposes. Currently, the net book value of meters replaced as a result of Phase
ld&ummmmmmwmwdmagemdmﬁm
transfers and incdluded in the over/under cakulation of the rider. The Company expects to
complete the installation of gridSMART equipment in Phase 1 and to
gridSMART data submission fo the U, 5, Department of Energy on Phase 1 of the project
by December 31, 2013, with the evaluation to be completed around March 31, 2014
Further, AEP-Otuom&wtﬂwCompanymbendstodeployehmhofthegndSMART

the AEP-Ohio service territory as part of the proposed DIR pr
p:oposedmﬁusproceedmg. (AEP-Ohio Bx. 107 at 10; AEP-Ohio Ex. 110&19-13)

OCC and APJN submit that, to the extent that the Company proposes to include
gridSMART costs in the DIR, there are numerous concerns that need to be addressed
before the Compeny is authorized to proceed. Staff, OCC, and APJN retost that the
Company’s proposed expansion of the gridSMART project, befare any evaluation and
analysia of the success of gridSMART Phase 1, is inconsistent with sound business
principles and should be rejected by the Commission. Therefore, these parties recommend
that the Company not proceed with Phase 2 until evaluation of Phase 1, is complete, on or
about March 31, 2014, (Staff Ex. 105 at 5-6; OCC/ AFJN Br. at 96-97.)

More specificaily, Staff reasons that the costs of the expamsion of various
gridSMART- technologies have not been determined, the benefits of the gridSMART
expansion defined nor customer acceptance of such technologies evaluated. In addition,
Staff claims that the Company has stated that certain components of the aging distribution
infrastructure do not support gridSMART technologies. Despite Statf’s position on the
commencemant of Phase 2 of the gridSMART project, Staff does not oppose the
Company's installation, at the Company’s expenseé and risk of recovery, of proven
distribution technologjes that can proceed independently of gridSMART, which address
near term generation reliability concerns, such as integrated voltage variation control
({VVC), and do not present any security or interoperability issues or viclate requirements
set forth by the National Institute of Standards and Technology Interagency Report. Staff
endorses the continuation of the gridSMART rider to be collected from all AEP.Ohio
customers, Staff emphasizes that equipment should not be recoverable in the gridSMART

rider until it is installed, has completed and passed thorough testing, and has been placed
in-service. (Staff Ex. 105 at 3-6; Staff Ex. 107 at 3-13.)




11-346-BL-5S0), et al. -62-

AEP-Ohio points cut that no intervener has expressed any opposition to the
continuation and completion of gridSMART Phase 1 and, accordingly, AEP-Chio requests
approval of this aspect of the modified ESP, AEP-Ohio also requests that the Commission
provide some policy guidance on whether the Company should proceed with the
expansion of the gridSMART program.

As the Commission noted in AEP-Ohio"s ESP 1 Order:

{Iit is important that steps be taken by the electric utilities to explore
and implement technologies... that will potentially provide long-term
benefits to customets and the eleciric utility. GridSMART Phase 1 will
provide CSP with beneficial information as to implementation,
equipment preferences, customer expectations, and customer
education requiremnents... More reliable service is dearly beneficial to
CSPs customers.  The Cooumission sirongly supports the
implementation of AMI [advanced metering infrastructure] and DA
fdistribution automation initiative], with HAN [home area network},
as we believe these advanced technologies are the foundation for
AEP-Ohio providing its customers the ability to better manage their
energy usage and reduce their energy costs.

(ESP 1 Order at 34-05)

The Commission is not wavering in its conviction as to the benefits of gridSMART.
Thus, we direct AEP-Ohio to continue the gridSMART Phase 1 project and to complete the
review and evahation of the project. We are approving the Company’s request to initiate
Phase 2 of the gridSMART project, prier to the March 31, 2014, completion of the
evaluation of gridSMART Fhase 1, with those technologies that have to-date demonstrated
success and are cost-effective. To require the Company to delay any further expansion or
installation of gridSMART is unnecessarily- restrictive with respect to the further
deployment of successful individual smart grid systems and technologles used in the
project. The Company shell file its proposed expansion of the gridSMART project,
gridSMART Phase 2, as part of a new gridSMART application, including sufficient detail
on the equipment and technology proposed for the Commission to evaluate the
demonstrated sticcess, cost-effectiveness, customer acceptance and feasibility of the
proposed technology. However, the Company shall include, as Staff recommends, IVVC
only within the distribution investment rider, as IVVC is not exclusive to the
profect. IVVC supports the overall electric system reliability and can be installed without
the presence of grid smart technologies, although IVVC enhances or is necessary for grid
smart technology to operate properly and efficiently. Furthermore, the gridSMART Phase
1 xider was approved with specific limitations as to the equipment for which recovery
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could be sought, and a dollar limitation? Any gridSMART investment beyond the Phase
1 pilot, which is not subject to recovery through the DIR mechanism, shouid be recovered
through a mechanism other than the current gridSMART rider, for example, through a
gridSMART Phase 2 rider. The current gridSMART rider allows for recovery on an “as
spent” basis, with audits directed toward truing-up expenditures with collections through
the rider rate. Keeping subsequent non-DIR, gridSMART expendititres in & new separate
recovery mechanism farilitates enforcament and a Commission determination that
recovery of gridSMART investment occur only after the equipment is installed, tested, and
is in-service, With these clarifications, the Commission approves the Company’s request
to continue, as a part of this modified ESP, the current gridSMART rider mechanism,
subject to annual frue-up and reconciliation baged on the Company’s prudently incurred
costs, and to extend the rate to include OP as well as CSP customers.

We note that the gridSMART Phase 1 rider was last evaluated for prudency of
expenditures, reconciled for over- and under-recoveries and the rate mechanism a
in Case No. 11-1353-EL-RDR, with the rate effective beginning September, 1, 2011. Despite
the Commission’s February 23, 2012 rejection of the application in this ESP 2 proceeding,
the recovery of the gridSMART rate mechanism continued consistent with the Entry
issued March 7, 2012 Accordingly, the gridSMART rider rate mechanism approved in
Case No. 11-1353-EL-RDR shall continue at the current rate untll revised by the
Commission We also note that in Case No. 11-1353-EL-RDR, the Commission deducted
an amount from the Company’s claim for the loss on the disposal of electro-mechanical
meters. The Commmission notes, as we stated in the Order issued August 4, 2011, that we
will address the meter issue in the Company’s pending gridSMART rider application,
Case No. 12-509-EL-RDR, and nothing in this Order on the modified ESP should be

Pursuant to Commission authority, as set forth in Section 4928.05(A)(2), Revised
Code, and the tules in Chapter 4901:1-36, O.A.C,, electric utilitles may seek recovery of
transmission and transmission-related costs. Through this modified ESP, AEP-Ohio
proposes only that the transmission cost recovery rider (TCRR) mechanisms of the CSP
and OP rate zones be combined. The Company proposes no other changes to the TCRR
mechanizm ag a part of this ESP. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 111 at 6-7; AEP-Ohio Ex. 107 at 8.}

The Comumnission notes that the carrent TCRR process has been in place since 2009,
and operates appropriately, As structured, with the TCRR mechanism any over- or under-
recovery is accounted for in the next semi-annual review of the TCRR mechanism. For this
reason, we do not expect any adverse rate impact for customers with the combining of the
CSP and OP TCRR rate mechanisms. Given the merger of CSP into OP, effective as of

T ESP1Orderat 37.36; ESP 1 Entry on Rebearing at 18-24 (July 23, 2009).




11-346-EL-S50, et al. -64-

December 31, 2011, the Commission finds AEP-Ohio’s request to combine the TCRR
mechanism to be reasonable. The Comumission directs that any over-recovery of
transmission or {ransmission-related costs, ag a result of combining the TCRR mechanisms,

be reconciled in the over and under-recovery component of the Company’s next TCRR
rider update,

As part of AEP-Ohio’s BSP 1 case, AEP-Ohio proposed an enhanced service
reliability rider (ESRR) program which included four components, of which only the
transition to a cycle-based vegetation management program was approved by the
Commission. In this modified ESP, AEP-Ohio requests continuation of the ESRR and the
Company’s transition to a four-year, cycle-based trimming program. Further, the
Company proposes the unification of the ESRR rates for each rate zone into a single rate,
adjusted for amticipated cost increases over the term of the ESP, with camrying cost on
capital assets and annual reconciliation. AEP-Ohio admits that before the initiation of the
transitional vegetation management program, the number of tree-related circuit cutages
had gradually increased. However, the Company states that with the initiation of the new
vegetation management program, the number of tree-caused outages has been reduced
and service reliability has improved. AEP-Ohio proposes to complete the trangition from a

ased program to a four-year, cycle-based trimming program for all of the
Company's distribution circuits as approved by the Commission in the prior ESP.
However, the Company notes that the vegetation management plan was implemented as a
five-year transition program and, as a result of the delay in adopting a second ESP and
increases in the expected costs to complete implementation of the cycle-based trimming
program, it is now necessary to extend the implementation period to include an additional
year into 2014, AEP-Ohio requests incremental funding for 2014 for both the completion
of the transition to a cycle-based vegetation management program of $16 million and an
incremental increase of $18 million annually to maintain the cycle-based program. (AEP-
Ohio Ex. 107 at 8; AEP-Ohio Ex. 110at 5-9))

Staff supports the continuance of the ESRR through 2014 but not any cost incurzed
thereafter, Staff reasons that after 2014, the Company’s transition to a four-year, cycle-
basedvegehﬁonmmgemtptogrammﬂbewmpleteandregulummtenme
pursuant to the program will be part of the Company’s normal operations, the cost of
which should be recovered through base rates not through the ESRR. Further, Staff argues
that the ESRR funding level for the period 2012 through 2014 is overstated due to the
increased ESRR baseline reflecied in the Company's recent distribution rate case?
According to Staff, to reach the rate base in the Stipulation in the distribution rate case,
Staff agreed to an increase in the revenue requirement for CSP and OP which incorporated
an annual increase in vegetation management operation and maintenance expense of $17.8

22 In e AEP-Ohio, Opindon and Order, Case No. 11-351-EL-AIR, et al. (December 14, 2011).
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million annually for 2012 through 2014 over its recommendation in the Staff Report. For
that reason, Staff asserts that vegetation management operation and maintenance expense
mmbemducedbyﬂ?ﬁmﬂlionmnuaﬂyfor&wpeﬁod%ﬂthmugh%ﬁ Further, Staff
recommends that the Commission direct AEP-Chio to file, pursuant to Rule 4901:1-10-
2(E)2) and (3), O.AC, by no later than December 31, 2013, a revised vegetation
management program which commits the Company to complete end-to-end trimming on
all of its distribution circuits every four years beginning January 1, 2014 and beyond.
(Staff Bx. 106 at 11-14; Tr. at 4363-4365.)

ABP-ONo retorts that Staff ignores the fact that the Stipulation, and the
Comumission Order approving the Stipulation, in the Company’s distribution rate case do
not detzil any increase in the ESRR baseline. AEP-Ohio requests that the Commission
reject Staff’s view of the rate case settlement as unsupported and improper, after the
issuance of a final, non-appealable order in the case. As to Staff’s proposed termination of
funding after 2014, the Company offers that such would undermine the benefits of the
cyclebased trimming, (AEP-Ohio Reply Br. at 76-77.)

The Commission concludes that while the Stipulation in the distribytion rate case
reflects an increase in the baseline operations and maintenance expense from the level
racommended in the Staff Report, there is no eviderce in the Stipulation or the
Commission’s Order adopting the Stipulation which specifically supports a $17.8 miilion
increase in operations and maintenance expense for the vegetation management program.
Accordingly, the Commiasion approves the continuation of the vegetation managernent
program, via the ESRR, and merger of the rates, a3 requested by the Company for the term
of the modified ESP, through May 31, 2015. Within 90 days after the conclusion of the
HSRR, the Company shall make the necessary filing for the final year review and
reconciliation of the rider. We direct AEP-Ohio to file a revised vegetation management
program consistent with this Order and Rule 4901:1-10-27(E)(2) and (3), O.A.C., by no later
than December 31, 2012, We see no need to wait until December 2013 for the filing, as
requested by Staff, in light of our ruling in this Order.

Through this modified ESP, the Compeny proposes the continuation of the
EE/PDR Rider, with the unification of the rates into a single rate. The EB/PDR rider
would continue io be, as it hag been since its adoption in the ESP 1 cases,® updated
annually. AEP-Ohio notes the proposed regulatory accounting for the EE/PDR rider, is
over-under accounting with no carrying charge on the investment and no carrying charge
on the over/urder balance. The Company states that it has developed energy efficiency
and demand response programs for all customer segments and through the
implementation of the programs customers have the potential to save approximately $630

29 RSP 1Onder at 41-45; BSP 1 EOR at 27.32,
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million in reduced electric service cost over the life of the programs. Further, the EE/FDR
programs cause power plant emissions to be reduced. AEP-Ohio testified that its energy
efficiency and peak demand response programs for 2009 through 2011 have been very
successful in meeting the benchmarks. Staff endorses the Company’s request to continue
the EE/PDR rider. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 107 at 8; AEP-Ohio Ex. 118 at 11-12; Staff Br. at 31)

The Commission approves the merger of the EE/PDR rider rates for the CSP and
OP rate zones and, for the term of this modified ESP, the continuation of the EE/PDR rider
as adopted in the ESP 1 Order and subsequently confirmed in each of the Company’s
succeeding EE/PDR cases. In addition, as we established in our analysis of the IRP-D
credit, because the IRP-D cradit promotes energy efficiency, it is appropriate for AEP-Ohio
ko tecover any costs associated with the IRP-D under the BE/PDR rider, as opposed to the
RSR. Further, the Commission directs AEP-Ohio to take the appropriate steps necessary to
bid the energy efficiency savings funded by the EB/PDR rider into the next FJM base
residual auction and all subsequent auctions held duying the term of the ESP.

18.  Economic Development Rider

AEP-Ohio’s modified ESP application request approval to continue, with one
modification, the non-bypassable Bconomic Development Rider (EDR). The EDR
mechanism recovers the costs, incentives, and forgone revenues associated with new or
expanding Commission-approved speclal arrangements for economic development and
job retention. Ascunmﬂydeaigmd,theEDRmteisacompmmdeaChcustomu'base
distribution rates. The Company wishes to merge the EDR rates for each of the rate zones
into a single EDR rate with the EDR rate to contirue in all other respects as approved by
the Commission in the ESP 1 Order and the Company’s subsequent EDR cases. As
curvently approved by the Commission, the EDR is updated periodically and the

accounting for the EDR, being over-under accounting with no carrying charge
on the investment and a fong-term interest carrying charge on any unrecovered balance.
AEP-Ohio states that the EDR supporis, Ohio's effectiveness in the global economy as
required in Section 4928.02(N), Revised Code. AEP-Ohio asserts that the proposed EDR is
reasonable and should be adopted as part of the modified ESP. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 111 at3, 7
and Ex, DMR-3; AEP-Ohio Ex. 107 at §; AEP-Ohio Ex. 1182t 7,13.)

Staff supports the Company’s EDR proposal (Staff Br. at 31). However, OCC and
AFJN argue the Company allocates the EDR rider based only on distribution revenues as
opposed to current total revenmes {distribution, transmission and generation) between the
customer classes in compliance with Rule 4901:1-38-08(A), O.A.C® OCCand APJN note

30 Rule 4901:1-38-08{A)4), O.A.C, states:

The amount of the revenue recavery rider shall be spread to all customess in proportion
to the current revenue distibution between and among classes, subject lo change,
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that the Commission approved Dayton Power & Light Company’s EDR application with a
simflar allocation to the one they are proposing AEP-Ohio be required to adopt

The Company argues that because transmission and gemeration revenues are
recovered only from its nonshopping customers, that OCC's and AFJN's proposal would
actually result in residential customers being responsible for a greater share of the delta
revenues than under the current allocation method based only on distribution revenues
paid by shopping and non-shopping customers. Further, AEP-Ohio notes that the
Commission rejected this same proposal by OCC in the ESP 1 cases and requests that the
Commission again reject the proposed change in the allocation methodology. (AEP-Ohio
Reply Br. at 78.)

The Commission rejects OCC's and APJN's request to revise the basis for the EDR
allocation, given the fact that the EDR i8 a non-bypassable rider recovered from shopping
and non-shopping customers alike. We recognize that the EDR acts to attract new
business and to facilitate the expansion of existing businesses in Ohlo. In order to aflow
AEP-Ohio to effectively promote economic development io customers in its service
territories, and continue its positive corporate presence in communities throughout Ohio,
a8 evidenced by muiltiple witnesses at the public hearings, we find it reasonable for AEP to
maintain ifs corporate headquaxters in Columbus, Chio, at a minimum, for the entire term
of this ESP and the subsequent collection period associatedt with the deferral costs
included in the RSR. Further, the Commission finds that, the EDR, as a non-bypassable
rider, is recovered from all AEP-Ohio shopping and non-shopping customers. Therefore,
we approve the Company’s request to merge the EDR rates for the CSP and OP rate zones
into a single rate and to otherwise continue the EDR mechanism as previously approved
by the Commission in the Company’s ESP 1 Order, as revised or darified in its subsequent
EDR proceedings. : :

Additionally, in light of the extenuating economic circumstances, the Commission
hereby orders the Company to reinstate the Ohio Growth Fund, to be funded by
shareholders at 52 million per year, or portion thereof, during the texm of this ESP. The
Chio Growth Fund creates private sector economic development resources to support and
work in conjunction with other resources to attract new investment and improve job
growth in Ohio.

alteration, or modification by the commission. The electric utility shall file the projected
inapact of the proposed ridex on all customers, by customer class.

31 See In re Dayton Power & Light Company, Case No. 12-815-EL-RDR, Order (April 25, 2012).




AEP-Ohio proposes a storm damage recovery mechanism be created to recover any
incremental expenses incurred due to major storm evenits (AEP-Ohio Ex. 110 at 20). AEP-
Ohio provides that the mechanism would be created in the amount of $5 million per year
in accordance with the settiement in Case Noa, 11-351-EL-AIR and 11-352-FL-AIR. In
support of the storm damage recovery mechanism, AEP-Ohio witness Kirkpatrick notes
that absent the mechanism, forecasted operation and maintenance (O&M) funds would be
constantly diverted to cover the expense of major storms, which could disrupt planned
maintenance activities and impact systemn reliability. The determination of what a major
storm is or is not would be determined by methodology outlined in the IEEE Guide for
Hlectric Power Distribution Reliability Indices, as set forth in Rule 4901:1-10-10(B), O.A.C.
{Id) Any capital costs that would be incurred due to 2 major storm would either become a
component of the DIR or wonld be addressed in a distribution rate case {Id. at 21). Upon
approval of the storm damage recovery mechanism, AEP-Chio will defer the incremental
distribution expenses above or below the $5 million storm expense beginning with the
effective date of January 1, 2012 (AEP-Ohio Ex. 107 at 10).

OCC notes that whife AEP-Ohio’s actual storm costs expenses are currently
wnknown, it is likely that AEP-Ohio will incur more than $5 million based on historic data,
which indicates the average armual expenses amount to approximately $8.97 million per
year (OCC Ex. 114 at 20-21). In addition, OCC explains that AEP-Ohio failed to specify the
carry charge rate for any storm damage deferrals, but suggests the canrying charges not be
calculated using AEP-Ohio’s WACC, as the mechanism does not include capital costs
(OCC Be. at 97-98), OCC suggests that AEP-Ohio utilize its cost of long<term debt to
- caleulate carrying charges (1d).

In establishing its storm damage recovery mechanism, AEP-Ohio failed to specify
how recovery of the deferred asset would actually work or would occur. As proposed, it
is unknown when AEP-Ohio would seek recovery, or whether anything over or under 53
million would become a deferred asget or liability. As it cuxrently stands, the storm
damage recovery mechanism is open-ended and should be modified. -

Therefore, we find that AEP-Ohio may begin deferral of any incremental
distribution expenses above or below $5 million, per year, subject to the following
modifications. Further, throughout the term of the modified ESP, AEP-Ohio shall
maintain a detailed accounting of all storm expenses within its storm deferral account,
including detailed records of all incidental costs and capital costs. AEP-ORio shall provide
this information annually for Staff to audit to determine if additional proceedings are
necessary to establish recovery levels or refunda as necessary.

In the event AEP-Ohio incurs costs due to one or more unexpected, jarge scale
storms, AEP-Ohio shall open a new docket and file a separate application by December 31
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each year hwoughout the term of the modified ESP, if necessary, In the event an
application for additional storm damage recovery is filed, AEP-Ohio shall bear the burden
of proof of demonstrating all the costs were prudently incurred and reasonable. Staff and
any interested parties may file conunents on the application within 60 days after AEP-
Ohio dockets an application. If any objections are not resolved by AEP-Ohio, an
evidentiary hearing will be scheduled, and parties will have the opportunity to conduct
discovery and present testimony before the Commission. Thus, OUC's concern on the
caleulation of appropriate carrying charges is premature.

2. Other Issues
()  Curtailable Service Riders

In ESP 1, based on the lack of certain information in the record, the Commission
determined that customers under reasonable arrangements with AEP-Ohio, including, but
not limited to, energy efficiency/peak demand. reduction arrangements, economic
deveiopment arrangements, unique arrangements, and other special tariff schedules that
offer service discounts from the appliceble tariff rates, are prohibited from also
participating in a PYM demand response program (DRP), unless and until the Commission
decides otherwise (First ESP EOR at 41). While the Commission opined on the ability of
_ customers in reasonable arrangements with AEP-Ohio to participate in PJM DRPy, the
Commission did not, in the context of the ESP 1, addressﬂ\eabﬂityo&AEP-Oiﬁosreml
customers to participate in PM DRPs.

On March 19, 2010, in Case Nos. 10-343-EL-ATA and 10-344-EL-ATA, AEP-Ohio
filed an application to amend its emergency curtailment service riders to permit custormers
to be eligible to participate in AEP-Ohio’s DRPs, integrate their custoener-sited resources
and assign the resources to AEP-Ohio to meet with the Company’a peak demand
reduction mandates or conditional retail participation in PIM DRPs,

As a part of this modified BSP, AEP-Ohio recognizes customey participation in the
PIM directly or through third-party aggregators and proposes to eliminate two tariff
services, Rider Emergency Curtailable Services and Rider Price Curtajlable Service, as no
customer currently receives service pursuant o either rider. EnerNOC endorses this
aspect of AEP-Ohio’s modified ESP application on the basis that its supports the
of Section 4928,02(D), Revised Code. (AEP-Ohio Ex. 100 at 9; AEP-Ohio Ex.

111 at 9; EnerNOC Br. at 5-6.).

We concur with the Company’s request. Accordingly, the Company should
eliminate Rider Emergency Curtailable Services and Rider Frice Curtailable Service from
ite tariff service offerings and Case Nos. 10-343-EL-ATA and 10-344-EL-ATA, closed of
record and dismissed.




b mema ot kg mimer x

I o iy et e |

11-346-EL-5S50, et al. 70~

()  Customer Rate Impact Cap

In order to ensure no customers are unduly burdened by any unexpected rate
impacts, as well as to mitigate any customer rate changes, we direct AEP-Ohio to cap
customer rate increases at 12 percent over their curvent ESP I rate plan bill schedules for
the entire term of the modified ESP, pursuant to our authority a8 set forth in Section
4928.144, Revised Code. The 12 percent limit shall be determined not by overall customer
rate classes, but on an individual customer by customer basis. The customer rate impact
cap applies to items approved within this modified BSP. Any rate changes that arise as a
result of past procesdings, including any distribution proceedings, or in subsequent
proceedings are not factored into the 12 percent cap. Further, the 12 percent cap shall be
mxmahzed for equivalent usage to ensure that at no point any individual customer’s biil

impacts shall exceed 12 percent. On May 31, 2013, AEP.Ohdo should file, in a separate
docket, a detailed accounting of its deferral impact created by the 12 petcent rate cap.
Upon AEP-Ohio’s filing of its deferral calculations, the attorney examiners shall establish a
procedural schedule, o consider, among other things, the deferral costs created, and the
Commission will maintain the discretion to adjust the 12 percent lirnit, as necessary,
throughout the term of the ESP.

()

The Commission takes notice that American Electric Power Service Corporation
filed & renewed motion on AFP-Ohio’s behalf for expedited rulings on July 20, 2012, in
FERC docket numbers ER11-2183-001 and EL11-32000. In the event FERC takes any
action that may sighificantly alter the balance of this Commission’s order, the Commission
will make appropriate adjustments as necessary. Specifically, pursuant to Section
4928.143(F}, Revised Code, at the end of each annual period of this modified ESP, the
Comumission shall consider if any such adjustments, including any that may arise as a
result of a FERC order, lead to significantly excessive earnings for AEP-Ohjo. In the event
that the Commission finds that AEP-Ohio has significantly excessive earnings, AEP-Ohio
shall return any amount in excess to consumers.

AEP-Ohio contends that the ESP, as proposed, including its pricing and all other
terms and conditions, is more favorable in the aggregate as compared to the expected
results that would otherwise apply under an MRO. To properly canduct the statutory test,
AEP-Ohio states that the proposed ESP must be viewed in the aggregate, which includes
the statutory price test, other quantifieble benefits, and the consideration of non-
quantifiable benefits (AEF Ex. 114 at 34). In evaluating all of these criteria, AEP-Ohio
witness Laura Thomas concludes that the proposed ESP, in the aggregate, is more
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favorable that the results that would otherwise apply under an MRO by approximately
$952 million {AEP-Ohio Ex. 115 at Exhibit LJT-1, page 1). In addition, Ms. Thomas states
that there are numerous benefits that are not readily quantifiable (Id.).

In conducting the statutory price test, Ms. Thomas explains that she utilized Section
4928.20(]), Revised Code's interpretation of market prices for guidance in determining the
competitive benchmark price. In establishing the competitive benchmark price, AEP-Ohio
" used ten components, including the capacity compaonent, which includes the capacity cost
that a supplier would incur to serve a retail customer within ABP-Ohio’s service territory
(AEP-Ohio Ex, 114 at 15). AEP-Ohio conduded that the capacity cost to be utilized in the
statutory price test should be $355.72/ MW-day, based on the notion that AEP-Ohio will be
operating under its FRR obligation and the full capacity cost rate for AEP-Ohio should be
utilized in the competitive benchinark price. By using $355.72/MW-day, Ms. Thomas
concludes that the statutory price test shows the BESP is miore favorable than an MRO by
$256 million (AEP-Ohio Ex 114 at LJT-1 page 3). Mz Thomas also conducted an
alternative price test utilizing the two-tier capacity proposal numbers of $146 and $255 as
the capacity costs, and concludes that modified ESP would be more favorable than an
MRO $80 million {Id. at LJT-5 page 2). In light of the Commission’s decision in Case No.
10-2929, AEP-Ohio indicates the use of the $188.88 capacity price would result in the MRO
being slightly less favorable by $12.6 million, but when factoring in AEP-Ohio’s energy-
only slice-of-system auction the statutory price test comes out almost even, with the MRO
being slightly more favorable by approximately 2.6 million (AEP-Ohjo Reply Br, at 97-99,
Attachment B).

In addition, as AEP-Ohio explains that the statutory test requires the proposed ESP
be reviewead in the aggregate in addition to the price test, other quantifiable benefits need
to be considered. Specifically, AEP-Ohio points to capacity price discount from AEP-
Ohio’s $355.72/ MW-day to the two-tier discounted capacity pricing for CRES provides,
which zesults in a benefit of §988 million, In addition, in her aggregate test, Ms. Thomas
acknowledges that while the RSR is a benefit of the proposed modified ESF, the RSR will
cost $284 million during the term of the modified ESP. Ms. Thomas explains that the GRR
should not be considered in the aggregate analysis as the results would be the same under
the proposed ESP or an MRO, but notes if the Commission determines otherwise the
consideration of GRR would reduce the quantifiable benefits by approximately $8 million.
By taking these additional quantifiable factors into consideration in addition to the results
under the statutory test, AEP-Oho asgerts that the total quantifiable benefits of the

modified BSP are $952 million based on the statutory price test using $355.72/ MW-day
{AEP-Ohio Ex. 115 at LJT-1).

Regarding non-quantifiable benefits, AEP-Ohic states that the modified ESP will
provide price certainty for S5O customers while presenting irressed customer shopping
opportunities. AEP-Ohio provides that the modified ESP will ensure financial stability of



11-346-EL-S50, et al. 72

AEP-Ohic and provides for a necessary fransition towards the competition while
acknowledging AEP-Ohio’s existing contractual and FRR obligations. AEP-Ohio also
opines that the modified ESP advances state policies and is consistent with Section 4928.02,
Revised Code.

In addition to the statutory test conducted by AEP-Ohio witness Thomas, several
other parties conducted the statutory test pursuant to Section 4928.143, Revised Code.
OCC, FES, IEU, DER and Staff allege that the statutory price test actually indicates that the
maodified ESP produces results that are less favorable than what would otherwise apply
under an MRQ by figures ranging from $50 million to §1.427 billion (See OCC Ex. 114, DER
Ex. 102, IEU Ex. 125, FES Ex. 104, and Staff Bx. 110). Specifically, OCC witness Hixon
points out that AEP-Ohio's assumption of a $35572/MW.day capacity charge is
inappropriate, but rather, the capacity charge approved by the Commission in Case No.
10-2929-EL-UNC should be utilized. Further, OCC notes that any costs associated with the
GRR should be included in the statutory test, as the GRR would not be available under an
MRO (/4. at 14-17). In addition, OCC points out that in considering any non-quantifiable
benefits associated with the modified ESP, the aggregate test should consider additional
costs to customners associated with iteme such as the DIR, ESER, and gridSMART rider,
which, while not readily quantifiable, are currently imown to be costs associated with the
modified ESP (Id. at 18).

FES and IEU raice similar corcerns in utilizing ABP-Ohio's §989 million as a
quantifiable benefit. FES states that the Commission previously found the consideration of
discounted capacity pricing cannot be considered a benefit because it is. too speculative
(FES Ex. 104 at 14-16, IEU Ex. at 50-53). IEU, DER, and FES provide that AEP-Ohio
overstated the competitive benchmark price by failing to use a market-based capacity
price, and failed to properly consider the costs associated with the modified ESP including
the RSR, GRR, and possibly the PRR (PES at 16-25, IEU at 49-72, DER Ex, 102 at 3-6). Mr.
Schnitzer also concluded that the statutory test indicates that the modified ESP is worse for
customners than the Stipulation BSP, and approval of the modified ESP would harm the
development of a competitive retail market by limiting CRES providers’ ability to provide
alternative offers to customers (FES Ex. 104 at 38-41),

IEU, DER, and OCC argue that Ms. Thomas incorrectly assumed the MRO's
blending requirement should have been accelerated, as it is unlikely the Comunission
would authorize an MRO with any blending other than the fault blending provisions of 70
pexcent BSP pricing and 30 percent market pricing, as is consistent with Section 4928.142,
Revised Code (DER Ex. at 3-6, OCC Ex, 114 at 8-9). Further, IEU suggests the Commission
consider the June 2015 to May 2016 deliver year as part of the statutory test analysis, as
AFP-Ohio is seeking Commission approval to conduct a CBP for the entire SSO load
beginning in june 2015 under this modified application (IEU Ex. 125 at 79).
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Staff witness Fortney conducted the statutory test by blending the market rate with
the S50 rates pursuant to Section 4928.142(D), Revised Code, but noted that the market
rate i3 exiremely uncertain due to volatility of forward contract prices. Mr. Fortney
calculated the average rates under AEP-Ohic’s modified ESP and compared them to the
results that would occur under an MRO on RPM price capacity, $146.41, and $255, Mr.
Fortney condluded that under all three scenarios the modified ESP is less favorable, but
noted there are other non-quantifiable benefits, including ABP-Ohio’s transition to
competitive markets, which would be achieved more quickly than through an MRO (Staff
Ex. 110 at 3-7). FES revised Mr, Foriney's statutory price test using the $188.88 price of

capacity and concluded an MRO would be less expensive by $277 million (FES Reply Br. at
B-1).

The Commission finds that, while AEP-Chio made multipie errors in conducting
the statutory test, we believe that these errors are cormrectible based on evidence contained
within the record. Under Section 4928.143(C)(1), Revised Code, we must determine
whether AEP-Ohio’s has sustained its burden of proof of indicating whether the proposed
electric security plan, as we've modified it, including its pricing. other terms and
conditions including any deferrals and future recovery of deferrals, is more favorable in
the aggregate as compared to results that would otherwise apply under Section 4928142,
Revised Code. Further, we must ensure our analysis looks at the entire modified BSP as a
total package, as the Supreme Court of Ohio has held that Section 4928.143(C)(1), Revised
Code, does not bind the Commission to a strict price comparison, but rather, instructs the
Commission to consider other terms and conditions, as there is only one statutory test that
Iooks at an entire ESP in the aggregate {In re Columbus S, Power Co., 128 Ohio St. 3d 402,

Therefore, as AEP-Ohio presented its analysis of this statutory test, we fixst look at
the statutory pricing test, and then will explore other provisions, terms, and conditions of
the proposad ESP that are both quantifiable and non-quantifiable. In considering AEP-
Ohio’s statutory price test, consistent with Section 4928.143(C)(1), Revised Cade, we must
look in part at the price AEP-Ohic’s proposed ESP, as we've madified it, with the price of

_the results that would otherwise apply urler Section 4928.142, Revised Code. The way

AEP-Ohio calcilated its statutory price test precludes us from accurately determining the

results that would otherwise apply under a market rate offer, as it begins its analysis on
June 1, 2012,

Ta accurately determine what would otherwise apply under Section 4928.142(A)(1),
Revised Code, for the purposes of comparing it with this modified BSP, we begin by
looking at the statute for guidance. Section 4928.142(A)(1), Revised Code, mandates that
any electric disttibution utility that wishes to establish its standard service offer price
through a market rate offer must ensure the competitive bidding process provides for an
open, fair, and transparent competitive solicitation process, with a clear product definition,
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standardized bid evaluation criteria, oversight of the process by an independent third
party, and an evaluation of the submitted bids prior to selecting a winner. For the
Comumission to appropriately predict the results that would otherwise occur under this
section, we cannot, in good conscience, compare prices during & time period that has
elapsed prior to the issuance of this order. Nor can we, by statute, compare this modified
ESP price with what would otherwise apply under Section 4328.142, Revised Code,
beginning today, as it would be impossible for AEP-Ohio to immediately establish an
alternate plan under Section 4928.142, Revised Code, that meets all the statutory criteria.
Therefore, for the Commission to appropriately compare the price components of this
modified ESP with the results that would otherwise apply under Section 4928142, Revised
Code, we must determine the amount of time it would take AEP-Ohio to implement its

standard service offer price with what would otherwise apply under Section 4928.142,
Revised Code.

As FES witness Banks testified, a June 1, 2013 start date would provide AEP-Ohio
sufficient time to plan for auctions, develop bidding rules, and the auction structure, all of
which are requirements of Section 4928.142, Revised Code (FES Ex. 105 at 20). In light of
this testimony, we believe that we should begin evaluating the statutory price test analysis
approximately ten months from the present, in arder to determine what would otherwise
apply. Therefore, in constdering this modified ESP with the results that would otherwise

apply under the statutory price test, we will conduct the statutory price test for the period
between June 1, 2013, and May 31, 2015.

Further, in conducting the statutory price test, Ms. Thomas erred by utilizing
$385.72/MW-day for the capacity component of the competitive benchmark price. This
number was unilaterally determined by AEP-Ohic and justified as AEP-Ohic’s cost of
capacity, which is entirely inconsistent with the Commission’s determination of AEP-
Ohio’s cost of capacity being $183.88, Although we believe AEP-Ohio's use of the
$355.72/ MW-day capacity figure is flawed, we are not persuaded by parties who argue
the capacity component should be market based and reflect RPM prices. These parties fail
to consider that AEP-Ohio, as an FRR entity, will be supplying capacity for its customers

. throughout the term of this ESP, whether the customer is an S5O customer or the customer

takes service through a CRES provider. Thus, even under the resulis that would otherwise
apply consistent with Section 4928.142, Revised Code, due to AEP-Ohio’s remaining FRR
obligations, it would still be supplying capacity to all of its customers through 2015. We .
find it Is mappropriate to consider market prices in establishing this capacity component,
even though RPM prices are consistent with the state compensation mechanism, as AEP-
Ohio is and will zemain an FRR entity for the immediate future. In conducting the
statutory price test, we shall use AEP-Ohio’s cost of capacity of $188.88, as supported by
Case 10-2929, for the competitive benchmark.
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Next, we need to address the appropriate blending method under the statutory
price test for the period of January 1, 2015 through june 1, 2015. In light of the clearly
defined statutory blending percentages contained within Section 4928.142(D), Revised
Code, as well as past Commission precedent in conducting the statutory price test, we do
not find it appropriate to use a 100 percent blending rate for the final five months of the
modified ESP. See Duke Energy Ohio, Case No. 10-2586-EL-SSO (February 23, 2011).
Accordingly, we need to adjust the percentages of the MRO pricing component that is
tndicated in AEP-Ohio’s reply brief to 90 percent of the generation service price and ten
percent of the expected market price for the period between June 1, 2013 to May 31, 2014,
consistent with Section 492B.14(D), Revised Code, and increase the MRO pricing
compaonent to 80 percent of the generaion service price and 20 percent of the expected
market price for the period of June 1, 2014, to May 31, 2015. By making these
modifications to the competitive benchmark price, as well as the $188.88 cost of capacity
figure, we conclude that the statutory price test indicates the modified ESP is more
favorable than the results that would otherwise occur under Section 4928.142, Revised
Code, by approximately $9.8 million.

Our analysis does not end here, however, as we must now consider the proposed
ESP’s other provisions that are quantifiable. As we previously established in the
December 14, 2011, Opinion and Ovder, we believe AEP-Ohio must address cosis
associated with the GRR, as it is non-bypassable pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)(2)(c),
Revised Code, and thus would not occur under an MRO. Therefore, the costs of
_ approximately $8 million mnst be considered in our quantitative analysis. We understand
that the GRR is a placeholder rider, but we find that the costs associated with the GRR are
known and should therefore be included in the quantitative benefits. Likewise, we must
consider the costs associated with the RSR of approximately $388 million in our
quantitative analysis.32 The inclusion of any deferral amount does not need to be included
in our analysis, as it would still be recovered under an MRO pursuant to the Commission’s
decision in the Capacity Case. After incinding the statutory price test in favor of the ESP
by $9.8 million, and the quantifiable costs of $388 million under the RSR and $8 million for
the GRR, we find an MRO is more favorable by approximately $386 million.

By statute, our analysis does not end here, however, a8 we must consider the non-
quantifiable aspects of the modified ESP, in order to view the proposed plan in the
aggregate. We acknowledge that there may be costs associabed with distribution related

52 The RSR determination of $388 miliion is cakculated by taking the $508 million RSR recovery amount and
subtracting the $1 figure to be devoted towards the Capacity Case defesral, as recovery of this deferral
willl occur under either an ESP or an MRO, Using LJT-5 in AEP-Ohio Bx, 114, when we consider the total
connected load of 48 million kWh and mmitiply it by $1 over the term of the modified ESP, we reach a
fignre of $144 million Yo be devoied jowazds the Capacily Case deferral. However, as the RSR recovety
amount increases to $4/MWh in the final year of the modified ESF, we also must acconnt for an incresse
In the RSR of 524 milion, which is also calculated by connected Ioad in LJT-5. Therefore, the actual
amount which should he included in the test s $388 million.
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riders and the gridSmart and ESRR that currently are not readily quantifiable, we believe
any of these costs are significantly outweighed by the non-quantifiable benefits this
modified ESP leads to. Although these riders may end up having costs associated with
them, they would support reliability improvements, which will benefit all AEP-Ohio
customers, as well as provide the opportunity for customers to utilize efficiency programs
that can lead to lower usage, and thus lower costs. Further, these costs will be mitigated
by the increase in auction percentages, including the slice-by-slice auction, as we modified
t0 ten percent each year, whick will offset some of these costs in the statatory test and
moderate the impact of the modified BSP. Further, the acceleration to 60 percent of AEP-
Chio’s energy only auction by June 1, 2014, not.only enables customers to take advantage
of market based prices, but also creates a qualitative benefit which, while not yet
quantifiable, may well exceed the costs associated with the GRR and RSR.

In addition, while the RSR and the inclusion of the deferral within the RSR are the
most significant cost associated with the modified ESP, but for the RSR it would be
impossible for AEP-Ohio to completely participate in full energy and capacity based
anctions beginning in June 1, 2015, Although the decision for AEP-Ohio to transition
towards competitive market pricing is something this Commission strongly supports and
the General Assembly anticipated in enacting Senate Bill 221, the fact remains that the
decision to move towards competitive market pricing is voluntary under the statute and in
the event this ESP is withdrawn or even replaced with an MRO, there is no doubt that
AEP-Chio would not be fully engaged in the competitive marketplace by June 1, 2015.

The most significant of the non-quantifiable benefits ig the fact that in just under
two and a half years, ARP-Ohio will be delivering and pricing energy at market prices,
which is significantly earliec than what would otherwise occur under an MRO option. If
AEP-Ohio were to apply for an MRO it is not feasible to conclude that energy would be at
market prices prior to June 1, 2015, even if the Commission were to accelerate the
percentages set forth under Section 4928.142, Revised Code. -Thirteen years ago our
general assembly approved legislation to begin paving the way for electric utilities to
transition towards market-based pricing, and provide consumers with the ability to chaose
their eleciric generation supplier. While the process has not been easy, we are confident
that this plan will result in the cutcome the general assembly intended under both Senate
Bill 3 and Senate Bill 221, and this modified ESP is the only means in which this can be
accomplished in less than two and a half years. Further, while the moditied BSP will lead
us towards true competition in the state of Ohio, it also ensures not only that customers
will have a safe harbor in the event there is any uncertainty in the competitive markets by
having a constant, certain, and stable option on the table, but also that ABP-Ohio
maintains its financial stability necessary to continue to provide adequate, safe, and
reliable service to its customers. Accordingly, we believe these non-quantifiable benefits
significantly outweigh any of the costs, :
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Therefore, in weighing the statutory price test which favors the modified ESP by
$9.8 million, as well as the quantifiable costs and benefits assoclated with the modifled
ESP, and the non-quantifiable benefits, as we find the modified ESP, is more favorable in
the aggregate than what would otherwise apply under an MRO.,

Iv. CONCLUSION

Upon consideration of the modified ESP application filed by the Company and the
i of Section 4928.143{C)(1), Revised Code, the Commission firnds that the
modified ESP, including its pricing and all other terms and conditions, including deferrals
and future recovery of deferrals, as modified by this Order, is more favorable in the
aggregate as compared to the expected results that would otherwise apply under Section
4928.142, Revised Code, Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed ESP should
be approved, with the modifications set forth in this Order. As modified herein, the plan
provides rate stability for customers, revenue certainty for the Company, and facilitates a
transition to market. To the extent that interveners have proposed modifications to AEP-
Ohio’s modified ESP that have not been addressed by this Opinion and Order, the
Commission concludes that the requests for such modifications are denied.

AEP-Chio is directed to fille, by August 16, 2012, revised tariffs consistent with s
Order, to be effective with bills rendered as of the first billing cycle in September 2012,

(1) OPis a public utility as defined in Section 4905.02, Revised

Code, and, as such, the Company is subject to the jurisdiction
of this Commission.

()  Effective December 31, 2011, CSP was merged with and into
OP consistent with the Commission’s December 14, 2011 Order
in the ESP 2 cases. The merger was confinmed by entry issued
March 7, 2012 in Case Neo. 10-2376-EL-UNC.

3) On March 30, 2012, the Company filed modified applications
for an S50 in accordance with Section 4928.141, Revised Code.

(4} On April 9, 2012, a technical conference was held regarding
AEP-Ohio’s modified ESP applications.

(5) Notice was published and public hearings were held in Canton,
Cohunbus,Ctullioome,mdhmwhe:e a total of 66 witnesses
offered testimony.
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(13)

A prehearing conference on the modified ESP application was
held on May 7, 2012.

The following parties filed for and were granted intervention in
AEP-Ohio’s modified ESP 2 proceeding: IEU, Duke Retail,
OEG, OHA, OCC, OPAE, Kroger, FES, Paulding, APIN,
OMAEG, AEP Retuil, P3, Constellation, Compete, NRDC,
Sierra Club, RESA, Exelon, Grove City, AICUO, Wal-Mart,
Dominion Retail, ELPC, OEC, Ormet, Enernoc, IGS, Chio
Schools, Ohio Farm Bureau Federation, Ohic Restaurant
Association; Duke, DECAM, Direct, The Ohio Automobile
Dealers Association, Dayton Power and Light Company, NFIB,
Ohio Construction Materials Caalition, COSE, Border Energy
Electric Services, Inc.,, UTIE; (Summit Ethanol); city of Upper
Arlington, Ohfo; Ohio Business Courwil for a Clean Economy;
city of Hillsboro, Ohio; and CPV Power Development, Inc.

Motions for protective orders were filed by AEP-Ohio on July
1, 2011, May 2, 2012, by OMAEG, IEU, FES, and Exelon on May
4, 2012, AEP-Ohic on May 11, 2012. The attorney examiners
granted the motions for protective order in the evidentary
hearing on May 17, 2012,

Additional motions for protective order were filed by Ormet on
Jure 29, 2012, and July 9, 2012, by IEU on june 29, 2012, and by
AEP-Ohie on July 5, 2012 and July 12, 2012.

The evidentiary hearing on the modified ESP 2 was called on
May: 17, 2012, and concluded on June 15, 2012,

Briefs and reply briefs were filed on June 29, 2012, and July 9,

2012, respectively.

Oral arguments before the Conunission were held on july 13,
212

The proposed modified ESP, as modified pursuant to this
opinion and order, including the pricing and all other terms
and conditions, deferrals and future recovery of the deferrals,
and quantitative and qualitative benefits, is more favorable in
the aggregate as compared to the expected results that would
otherwise apply under Section 4928.142, Revised Code.
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VL ORDER:
It is, therefore,

ORDERED, That IBEW’s and Hilliard’s requests to withdraw from these
proceedings ave granted. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the motions for protective order as discussed herein be granted for
18 months from the date of this Order. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the Company should eliminate Rider Emergency Curtailable
Services (ECS) and Rider Price Curtajlable Service (PCS) from its tariff service offerings
and Case Nos. 10-343-EL-ATA and 10-344-EL-ATA, closed of record and dismissed. 1t is,
further,

ORDERED, That IEU’s request to review the procedural rulings is denied. It is,
further,

ORDERED, That OCC/APIN’s motion to take administrative notice be denied. It
is, further, = '

ORDERED, That OCC/AFJN's motion to strike AEP-Ohio’s reply brief be granted
in part and denied in part. It is, further,

ORDERED, That the Company shall file proposed final tariffs consistent with this
Order by August 16, 2012, subject to review and approval by the Commission. It is,
further, ‘ :
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ORDERED), That a copy of this opinion and order be served on all parties of record.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO




BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTTLITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Appiication of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
. Ohio Power Company for Authority to
Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursnant
to Section 4928,143, Revised Code, in the

)

; Case No. 11-346-EL-850

)
Form of an Electric Security Plan. ;

)

)

)

)

Case No. 11-348-EL-550

In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and )} Case No. 11-349-EL-AAM
Ohio Power Company for Approval of ) CaseNo. 11-350-EL-AAM

Certain Accounting Authority,

1 decline to join my colleagues in finding that the guantitative advantage of
$388 million dollars that an MRO would enjoy over the proposed ESP is overcome by
the non-quantifiable benefit of moving to market two years and three months faster
than what would have occurred under an MRO. For this reason, I do not find that the
proposed modified BSP, as modified pursuant to the opinion and order, including the
pricing and all other terms and conditions, deferrals and future recovery of the
deferrals, and quantitative and qualitative benefits, is more favorable in the aggregate
29 compared to the expected resulis that would otherwise apply under SecHon
4928.142, Revised Code. Because of this conclusion, it is unnecessary for me to discuss
further any individual conclusion within ihe order or feature of the ESP.

L foui g QT to

Cheryi L. Roberto
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In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
Ohlo Power Company for Authority to
Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant

)

; Case No. 11-346-EL-S50
to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the ;

}

)

)

)

)

Case No, 11-348-EL-S50
Form of an Electric Security Flan.

In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and
Ohio Power Company for Approval of
Certain Accounting Autharity.

Case No, 11-349-EL-AAM
Case No. 11-350-EL-AAM

I agree with the conclusions of the majority. However, I write separately to
express my reservations on the use of a retail stability rider (RSK). It is my opinion
that generally the use of an RSR with decoupling components lacks certain benefits to
congumers. Inaddition, a company that receives that RSR has little, if any, incentive to
look for more operating efficlencies to reduce consumer costs. Consequently, these
inefficiencies could lead to additional cests to consumers in the long run. Although
these concerns led to my reservations in this present case, 1 am also fully aware that
certain cases present specific- circumstances that necessitate setting aside individual
concerns for the greater good.

In Case No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, the Corrunission agreed to defer the recovery of
the difference between the market price and the companies’ cost of generation. This
created a need to establish a mechanism to recover those costs. Although I generally
disagree with the use of RSRs for recovering deferred costs, in this case I side with the
majority in order to meet our mission. Our mission is to ensure all residential and
business consumers access to adequate, safe and reliable utility services at a fair price,
while facilitating an environment that provides competitive choices. We as a Public
Utilities Commission have to balance the rights of the consumer to ensure safe and
reliable service at a fair cost while also making sure that companies receive sufficient
revenues to provide that seyvice in a safe and reliable manner.,
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This decision will help move the company to a fully competitive market at the
end of the ESP term, which has been the overall goal of the state legislature since the
adoption of Senate Bill 3 in 1999. Furthermore, by creating an RSR without
decoupling components, we are stabilizing the rate structure over the next three years.
This provides customers a stabilized rate or the opportunity to shop for a better rate,
depending on what the market presents during the term of the ESP. Overall, this
decision is not only important to the State statutory goal of free and open competition
in the market place, but siso to the philosophy of this Commission. Therefore, in this
isolated case, I find the use of an RSR to be an appropriate mechanism to allow the
Company to begin to recover its deferred costs.




EXHIBIT B



BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF QHIO

In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbus Southern Power Company and )
Ohio Power Company for Authority to ) CaseNo. 11-346-EL-580
Establish 2 Standard Service Offer Pursuant ) Case No.11-348-EL-550
to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the )
Form of an Electric Security Plan. }

In the Matter of the Applicaion of )
Columbus Southern Power Company and } Case No. 11-349-EL-AAM
Ohic Power Company for Approval of ) CaseNo, 11-350-EL-AAM
Certain Accounting Authority. )

ENTRY ON REHEARING
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The Commission finds:

(1)

)

&

{4)

®)

On March 30, 2012, Ohio Power Company (AEP-Ohio) filed an
application for a standard service offer, in the form of an
electric security plan (ESP), in accordance with Section
4928143, Revised Code.

On August 8, 2012, the Commission issued its Opinion and
Order, approving AEP-Ohic’'s proposed BSP, with certain
modifications, and directed AEP-Ohto to file proposed final
tariffs consistent with the Opinion and Order by August 16,
2012,

Pursuant to Section 4903.10, Revised Code, any party who has
entered an appearance in a Commission proceeding may apply
for rehearing with respect to any matters determined by the
Commission, within 30 days of the entry of the Opinion and
Order upon the Commission’s journal.

On September 7, 2012, AEP-Ohio, The Kroger Company
(Kroger), Ormet Primary Aluminum Corporation (Ormet),
Industrial Energy Users-Ohio (IEU), Retail Energy Supply
Association (RESA), OMA Energy Group and the Ohio
Hospital Association (OMAEG/OHA), the Ohio Energy Group
(OEG), FirstEnergy Solutions Corp. (FES), The Ohio
Association of School Business Officials, The Ohio School
Boards Association, The Buckeye Association of School
Administrators, and The Ohlo Schools Council (collectively,
Ohio Schools), and the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel and
Appalachian Peace and Justice Network (OCC/AFIN) filed
applications for rehearing. Memoranda contra the various
applications for rehearing were filed by Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.
(Duke) and Duke Energy Commercial Asset Management Inc.
(DER/DECAM), FES, OCC/AFP]N, IEU-Ohio, OMAEG/OHA,

-OEG, Ohio Schaols, and AEP-Ohio on September 17, 2012,

By entry dated October 3, 2012, the Commission granted
rehearing for further consideration of the matters specified in
the applications for rehearing of the August 8, 2012, Opinion
and Order. The Commission has reviewed and considered all
of the arguments on rehearing. Any arguments on rehearing
not specifically discussed herein have been thoroughly and
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adequately considered by the Commission and are being
denied. In considering the arguments raised, the Commission
will address the merits of the assignments of error by subject
matter as set forth below.

L PROCEDURALMATIERS

©®

On September 28, 2012, OCC/APIN moved to strike portions
of AEP Ohio’s application for rehearing filed on September 7,
2012, as well as portions of its memorandum contra filed on
September 17, 2012. Specifically, OCC/AP]N allege that AEP-
Ohio improperly relies upon the provisions of stipulations
from the AEP-Ohio Distribution Rate stipulation in Case No.
11-351-EL-5S0, et al., and the Duke ESP stipulation in Case No.
11-3549-EL-550, et al, OCC/AP]N opine that both stipulations
preclude the use of any provisions as precedent, and that the
use of any stipulation provisions is not only contrary to the
inherent nature of a stipulation, but also contrary to public
policy.

On October 3, 2012, AEP Ohio filed 2 memorandum contra
OCC/AP]N's motion to strike. In its memorandum contra,
AEP Ohio argues that OCC/APJN should be estopped from
moving to strike any provisions contained within AEP-Ohio’s
application for rehearing, as OCC/AP]N failed to allege that
the references to Duke’s ESP stipulation and the AEP-Ohio
distribution case were improper in its memorandum contra
AEP Ohio's application. In addition, AEP-Ohio notes that the
Commission already rejected OCC/AF]N’s argument in the
Opinion and Order.

The Comumission finds OCC/AP|N’'s assignment of error
should be dismissed. OCC/APIN failed to raise its objections
to the use of stipulation references contained within AEP-
Ohio’s application for rehearing in its memorandum contra to
AEP-Ohio’s application for rehearing, so it is unnecessary for
us to address those references. Regarding the stipulation
references in AEP-Ohio’s memorandum contra the applications
for rehearing, we find that, consistent with our Opinion and
Order in this proceeding, the references to other stipulations by
AEP-Ohio were limited in scope and did not create prejudicial
impact on any parties, nor were the references used to in any
way bind parties to positions they had in any previous



11-346-EL-5S0, et al.

@

@

)

proceeding? In fact, OCC/APIN referred to specific
stipulation provisions from a separate proceeding in its own
application for rehearing?  Accordingly, we find that
OCC/ APIN's motion to strike should be denied.

In its application for rehearing, IEU contends that the Opinion
and Order was unreascnable by failing to strike witness
testimony  that contained references to stipulations.
Specifically, IEU argues that the attorney examiners improperly
failed to strike testimony of two AEP Ohio witnesses and a
witness for Bxelon,

The Commission finds that IEU fails to raise any new
arguments, and accordingly, its application for rehearing
regarding references to stipulations should be denied3

In its application for rehearing, OCC/APIN allege that the
Commission abused its discretion by denying its request to
take administrative notice of the Capacity Case materials,

In its memorandum contra, FES provides that the
Commission’s denial of OCC/APIN's request to take
administrative notice was proper. FES points out that the
request for administrative notice was made after the
evidentiary record was closed and post-hearing briefs were
filed. FES adds that had administrative notice been taken,
other parties would have been prejudiced.

In the Opinion and Order, the Commission dened
OCC/AFIN's request to take administrative notice, noting that
administrative notice would prejudice parties and would
improperly allow OCC/APJN to supplement the record in an
inappropriate manner4 OCC/APJN fail to present any
compelling arguments as to why the Commission’s decision

was unreasonable, therefore, we find OCC/APJN's request
should be denied.

On September 24, 2012, Kroger filed a reply memorandum to
AEP-Chio’s memprandum contra the various applications for

L

Opinion and Order at 10.

OCC/ APIN Application for Rehearing (AFR) at 113-114.
Opinion and Order at 10.

Id. at 12-13.
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rehearing. On September 25, 2012, Kroger filed a motion to
withdraw its reply memorandum. Kroger's request to
withdraw its reply should be granted as Rule 4901-1-35, Ohio
Administrative Code (0.A.C.), does not recognize the filing of
replies.

On September 18, 2012, Duke Energy Ohio Inc. (Duke) filed a
motion to file memorandum contra instanter to file its
memorandum contra, Duke admits that it incorrectly relied on
an out of date entry which directed parties to file all
memoranda contra within five business days rather than a
more recent entry issued April 2, 2012, which directed that
memoranda contra be filed within five calendar days. No
memorandum contra Duke’s motion was filed.

Duke’s motion to file its memorandum contra is reasonable and
should be granted. The memorandum contra was filed one day
late and granting the request will not prejudice any party to the
proceeding or cause undue delay.

A Y TEST

FES, IEU, OCC/APJN, and OMAEG/OHA argue that the
Commission improperly conducted the statutory price test by
only considering the time period between June 1, 2013, and
May 31, 2015. The parties contend that the Commission failed
to consider the first ten months of the modified ESP.
Specifically, OCC/APJN believe that the Commission has
departed from its past precedent in conducting the statutory
test, and that the Commission’s test brought “a degree of
precision that is not called for under the statute”> and,
therefore, exceeds the scope of its authority.

AEP-Ohio responds that the Commission's decision to compare
the ESP with the results that would otherwise apply under a
MRO over a period when the MRO alternative could
realistically be implemented was reasonable to develop an
accurate prediction of costs.

The Commission notes that the General Assembly explicitly
provided, in Section 4928.143(C)(1), Revised Code, that “the
electric security plan so approved...is more favorable in the

5 OCCAFRat7.
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aggregate as compared to the expected results that would
otherwise apply under Section 4928.142 of the Revised Code.”
To properly conduct the statutory test, the Commission must,
by statute, consider what the expected results would have been
had AEP-Ohio proceeded under Section 4928.142, Revised
Code. The Commission properly followed the plain meaning
of the text contained within the statute in performing the
statutory price test.

Finally, we note that OCC/APIN's claims about the
Commission departing from its precedent ignore the fact that,
since AEP-Ohio filed its original application in January of 2011,
the proceedings have taken a different course than typical
Commission precedent. After the Commission rejected AEP-
Ohio’s Stipulation in February 2012, the Commission entered
unchartered waters. In light of the unique considerations
associated with his case, we looked first at the statute, and
followed it with precision.

In their respective assignments of error, OMAEG/OHA, FES
and IEU argue that it was improper for the Commission to use
the state comnpensation mechanism figure of $188.88 in
calculating the MRO under the statutory test, as opposed to
using RPM capacity prices. TEU explains that the Commission
should have used actual CBP results to identify the expected
generation price under the MRO. Further, both [EU and FES
state that Section 4928.142, Revised Code, provides that the
price of capacity shouid be market-based.

AEP-Ohio responds that the Commission already addressed

these arguments, and they should, therefore, be rejected.

The Commission finds that the parties fail to present any new
arguments with regard to the appropriate price for capacity to
use in developing the competitive benchmark price under the
statutory price test. In the Opinion and Order, the Commission
explicitly notes that AEP-Ohio’s status as an FRR entity makes
it appropriate to wutilize its cost of capacity, as opposed to
utilizing RPM prices.6 Accordingly, we deny these requests for
rehearing.

6  Qpinson and Order at 74
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{13) OCC/APIN and [EU argue that the Commission miscalculated
the impact of the various riders when conducting the statutory
test. OCC/APIN and [EU state that the Conunission failed to
consider the costs for the Tuming Point project for the entire
life of the facility. Further, IEU believes the Commission
wrongfully set the pool terminatior rider (PTIR) at zero, and
that the impact of the pool termination could be significant. In
addition, [EU argues that the Commission did not explain why
the entire RSR amount was not included in the statutory test,
nor the effect of the deferral created by the Opinion and Order
in Case No, 10-2929-EL-UNC (Capacity Case).

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio notes that the
Commission thoroughly addressed the potential costs
associated with the GRR in its Opinion and Order. AEP-Ohio
adds that the Commission rationally declined to include any
speculative costs that may be associated with the RSR, and
adds that the Commission was correct in not including the
capacity deferral figures in the statutory fest,

The Comunission finds that the applications for rehearing filed
by IEU and OCC/APIN should be denied, as the calculations
contained within the statutory test do not underestimate the
costs associated with the GRR. In light of the Commission’s
determination that parties failed to demonstrate the need for
the Turning Point Solar project, the statutory test may actually
contain an overestimate cost of the GRR.7

Regarding IEU’s other arguments, we reject the claim that the
Cormmission failed to explain the RSR determination of $388
million. In its Opinion and Order, the Commission explained:

The RSR determination of $388 million is calculated
by taking the $508 million RSR recovery amount and
subtracting the $1 figure to be devoted towards the
Capacity Case deferzal, as recovery of this deferral
will occur under either an ESP or an MRO. Using
LJT-5 in AEP-Ohio Ex. 114, when we consider the
total connected load of 48 million kWh and multiply
it by $1 over the term of the modified ESF, we reach

7 See In the Matier of the Long Term Forecast Report of Ohio Power Company and Related Matters,. Case No. 10-
501-EL-FOR, et al. Opinion and Order (January 9, 2013).
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that the Commission failed to explain how the qualitative
benefits outweigh the costs associated with the ESP,

OCC/ APJN acknowledge that qualitative benefits set forth by
the Commission may have merit, but that a MRO provides
similar, and possibly greater non-quantifiable benefits.
Specifically, OCC/APJN explain that the ESP's expedient
transition to market may be a qualitative benefit, but assert
than under a MRO, energy may also be supplied through the
market in less than two and a half years, and a MRO provides a
safe harbor for customers and financial security for an EDU.
OCC/APJN state that Section 4928.142(D), Revised Code,
permits the Commission to accelerate the blending
requirements associated with a MRO to 100 percent after the
second year. Further, OCC/APJN provide that the
Commission has the ability to adjust the blending of market
prices in order to mitigate any changes in an EDU’s standard
sexvice offer (SSO). In light of these considerations,
OCC/APIN contend that the modified ESP is not more
favorable in the aggregate than the results that would
otherwise apply under a MRO.

Similarly, FES notes that the qualitative benefits of the
medified ESP do not overcome the $386 million difference
between a MRO and the modified ESP. FES reasons that AEP-
Ohio may participate in full auctions immediately, and that
AEP-Ohio must establish competitive auctions unless it can
provide that a modified ESP is more favorable than an MRO,

negating the transition to market in two and a half years as a
benefit,

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio asserts that the
Commission correctly concluded that the increased energy
auctions would offset any cost impacts associated with the
modified ESP, and that the qualitative benefits of the
accelerated pace towards a compeiitive market have a
significant value. ARP.Chio notes that the statute affords the
Commission significant discretion, and the Comumission
appropriately weighed the quantitative costs with the
qualitative benefits,

The Commission affirms that under the statutory test, the
modified ESP is more favorable, in the aggregate, than the

-10-
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results that would otherwise apply under a MRO. As we
provided in our Opinion and Order, the fact that AEP-Ohio
will be delivering and pricing energy at market prices in two
and a half years is an invaluable benefit of this ESP, and it will
create a robust marketplace for consumers. Even IEU concedes
that the objective of accelerating the competitive bid process is
a benefit to the public.0 Our determination that the qualitative
benefits outweigh the costs associated with the modified ESP
was driven by the fact that customers will be able to benefit
from market prices immediately through the enhancement of
the competitive marketplace.

Further, customers still maintain protection from any
unforeseen risks that may arise from a developing competitive
market by having a reasonably priced S5O plan that caps rate
increases at 12 percent. In approving the modified ESP, we
struck a balance that guarantees reasonably priced electricity
while allowing the markets to develop and customers to see
future opportunities to lower their electric costs. The General
Assembly has vested the Commission with discretion to make
these types of decisions by allowing us to view the entire
picture, in the aggregate, as to what the effects of the modified
ESP would be, going beyond just the dollars and cents aspect of
it. While parties may disagree with the Comumission’s policy
decisions, there is no doubt that we have discretion to arrive at
our corclusion that the modified ESP is more favorable than
the results that would otherwise apply.]? By utilizing
regulatory flexibility, we are allowing the competitive markets
to contimue fo emerge and develop, while maintaining our
commitment of ensuring that there are stable prices for
customers, as js consistent with our state policy objectives set
forth in Section 4928.02, Revised Code. Further, we note that
while JEU predicts that the increase in slice-of-system energy
auctions and the acceleration of 60 percent AEP-Ohio’s energy
auction to June 1, 2012, would increase costs associated with
the modified ESP, this prediction is conclusory in nature, and
IBU fails to develop any arguments based on the record to
support this presumption.

0 Oral Argument Tr. at 46

11 Counse! for OCC and [EU have acknowledged that the Commission has broad discretion in conducting

the statutory test See Oral Argument Transcript at 117, 1i18. OMAEG/OHA affirm this as well in ibs
AFRatpg. 9
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In addition, we find OCC/APJN's assertions that a MRO
would provide the same qualitative benefits as the modified
ESP to be without merit. OCC/AP]N correctly point out that in
the Duke ESP the Commission determined that, under a MRO,
the Commission may alter the blending proportions beginning
in the second year of a MRO, pursuant to Section 4928.142,
Revised Code. However, OCC/AP]N ignore the fact that
modifications may only be made to “mitigate any effect of an
abrupt or significant change in the electric distribution utility’s
standard service offer price... .” Therefore, it is entirely
speculative for OCC/APIN to argue that a MRO option would
allow for AEP-Chio to engage in competitive market pricing in
less than two and a half years, as it assumes that there will be
an abrupt or significant change in AEP-Ohio’s SSO price. The
plain meaning of the text within Section 4928.142(D), Revised
Code, indicates that the default provisions contained within the
statute apply, absent an exigent scenario, and we find it would
be foolish for the Commission to turn away a guarantee of
market-based pricing for AEP-Ohio customers within two and
a half years on the off chance there are abrupt or significent
changes in the market. Earlier in this proceeding, OCC
advocated that AEP-Ohio must carefully follow the blending
provision contained within Section 4928.142(D), Revised Code,
and utilize the default provisions in the statute.l? Accordingly,
we reject OCC/APJN’s assignment of error. Finally, we reject
Ohio Schools’ assignment of error, as the Commission
previously addressed their as to why the schools should not be
exempt from the RSR13

OMAEG/OHA argue the Commission conducted the statutory
test by relying on extra-record evidence, and that the analysis
ﬂwComnﬁsszonusedincomiuctmg&mstamtorypmetestls
not verifiable or supported by any party.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio responds that the
Commission only used record evidence to arrive at its
conclusior, and the fact that the Commission reached a
different result than what any party advocated is not unusual
or improper.

12 OCC Ex. 114 at 6-7, Initial Brief at 10-11
13 Opinion and Order at 37

12-
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The Commission finds OMAEG/OHA's argument to be
without merit. In conducting the statutory test, the
Commission unequivocally described, in extensive record
based detail, its basis in calculating the quantitative aspects of
the statutory test* Specifically, we began with the statutory
test created by AEP.Ohio witness Thomas and made
modifications to the foundation of the test.15 While the results
of the test may have been different than what any party
advocated, all parties, including OMAEG and OHA, had the
opportunity to cross-examine Ms. Thomas on her methodology
and inputs in conducting the statutory test.16 As this test was
admitted in the record, and our corrections to the test were
explained in extensive detail within the Opinion and Crder
describing the flow-through effect of our modifications, we
find OMAEG/OHA's assignment of error should be rejected.

In its assignment of error, AEP-Ohio contends that the
Commission underestimated the benefits of the modified ESP
in the statutory test. Specifically, AEP-Ohlo argues the $386
million figure the Commission determined was the quantifiable
difference between an MRO and the modified ESP considered
the entire term of the ESP, after the Commission concluded that
it is appropriate to consider only the period from June 2013
through May 2015. AEP-Ohdo states that when looking at
quantifiable items during just the two year period, the
modified BSP becomes less favorable by only $266 million.
AEP-Ohio concludes that the Commission underestimated the
value of the modified ESP.

In its memorandum contra, IEU, OCC/APJN, OMAEG/CHA,
and FES state that AEP-Ohio underestimates the cost
disadvantage of the modified ESP. The parties explain that
even if the Commission adopted AEP-Ohio’s suggestion, any
adjusted dollar figures would still not overcome the
quantitative disadvantage of the modified ESP

The Commission finds that AEP-Chio’s assignment of error

should be rejected. In adopting AEP-Ohio’s methodology of
conducting the statutory test, the Cornmission evaluated three

14 1d at 737

15 AEP-Ohio Ex. 114
16 Ty at1250-1342

-13-
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parts: the statutory price test, other quantifiable considerations,
and non-quantifiable factors. The two year time frame pertains
only to the statutory price test, which required the Cornmission
to determine that the ESP, as modified, is more favorable than
results that would otherwise apply. In looking at just the
pricing component, the Commission utilized a two year
window iri order to determine, with precision, what the price
would be when the modified ESP was compared with the
results that would otherwise apply. In our next step in
conducting the statutory test, the Commission looked at
components of the modified ESP that were quantifiable in
nature. We evaluated these components from September 2012
through the end of the term of the modified ESP, because, as
indicated in the Opinion and Order, these are costs that
customers will pay regardless of when an auction would be
established, The Commission was not inconsistent when it
considered the statatory price test under a two year window
but looked at quantifiable costs over the entire term of the ESF,
because, pursuant {o Section 4928.143(C)(1), Revised Code, we
are to compare the modified ESP with results that wonld
otherwise apply based on (2} its pricing, (b) other terms and
conditions, including deferrals and future recovery of deferrals,
and (c) it must be viewed, in the aggregate. This is consistent
with how AEP-Ohio presented the statutory test in the record,
and that is how the Comumission, in correcting the errors made
by AEP-Ohio, followed the statute with precision to determine
that AEP-Chio sustained its burden in indicating that the
modified ESP was more favorable than any results that could
otherwise apply? Accordingly, AEP-Ohio’s assignment of
error should be rejected.

O RETAIL STABILITY RIDER

(17) Inits agsignment of error, OCC/APIN argue the RSR is not
justified by Section 4928.143(B){2)(d), Revised Code, as it does
not provide stability and certainty for retail electric service.
Specifically, OCC/APJN believe the Commission failed to
determine which of the six categories contained within Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, it relied upon in approving
the RSR. Similarly, Ohio Schools, [EU, and FES assert that

17 See Opinion and Order at 73-77,
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there is no statutory basis for the RSR within Section
4928.143(B)(2){d), Revised Code.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio provides that the RSR is
clearly justified by Section ¢928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code.
AEP-Ohio points out that the statute has three distinct
inquiries, Regarding the first query, AEP-Ohio explains that
the RSR is clearly a charge as specified under the statute. In
discussing the second query, AEP-Chio states that the RSR is
not only related to limitations on custormer shopping for retail
electric generation service, but also is related to bypassibility,
default service, and amortization periods and accounting or
deferrals. However, AEP-Ohio also requests clarification from
the Commission on which items the Commission relied upon in
reaching its conclusion. Finally, AEP-Ohio argues the
Commission used extensive record-based findings to support
its finding that the RSR provides stability and certainty
regarding retail electric service.

In order to clarify the record in this proceeding, the
Commission finds that OCC/APJN’s application for rehearing
should be granted. In approving the RSR pursuant to Section
4928.143(B}2)(d), Revised Code, the Commission found that,
the RSR, as modified, was reasonable. First, as OCC/APJN
admits in its application for rehearing# the RSR is indeed a
charge, meeting the first component of the statute. Next, the
RSR charge dlearly falls within the default service category, as

_ set forth in Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code. The RSR,
as we specified in our Opinion and Order, freezes non-fuel
generation rates throughout the term of the ESP,1? allowing all
standard service offer customers to have rate certainty
throughout the term of the ESP that would not have occurred
absent the RSR. As a 550 is the default service plan for AEP-
Ohio customers who choose not to shop, the RSR meets the
second inquiry of the statute as it provides a charge refated to
default service. While several parties analyze other sections the
RSR charge may or may not be classified in, these issues do not
need to be addressed as the RSR clearly is a charge related to
default service.

18 See OCC/APJN AFR pg. %6-38
1¥ Opinion and Order at 31
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Finally, as we discussed in extensive detail in our Opinion and
Order, the RSR promotes stable retail electric service prices by
stabilizing base generation costs at their current rates, ensuring
customers have certain and fixed rates going forward.?®
Therefore, the RSR, as a charge for default service to ensure
customer stability and certainty, is consistent with Section
4978 143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code.

In addition, we find IEU’s argument that the Commission
failed to provide any analysis in support of the RSR to be
erronsous. 2  The Commission devoted four pages of its
Opinion and Order to examining the RSR in determining its
compliance with the statute. In fact, [EU actually
acknowledges that the Opinion and Order made multiple
justifications for the RSR,22 and devoted six pages of its
application for rehearing to the Commission’s justification of
the RSR. The RSR is consistent with the text contained within
Section 4928.143(B){2)(d), Revised Code, and its rationale was
justified both in this entry on rehearing and in the
Commission’s Opinion and Order® Accordingly, all other
assignments of error pertaining to statutory authority for the
creation of the RSR are denied.

Several parties contend that the inclusion of the Capacity Case
deferral in the RSR is impermissible by statute. OCC/APJN,
OMAEG/OHA, and OEG believe that the deferral contained
within the RSR is not lawful under Section 4928.144, Revised
Code, as it does not constitute a just and reasonable phase-in.
Further, OMAEG/OHA state that a deferral is not authorized
as a wholesale charge under the Commission’s regulatory
ratemaking authority pursuant to Section 4909.15, Revised
Code, as the Commission did not comply with ratemaking
requiremenits prior to approval of the capacity charge.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio responds that the
Commission properly invoked Section 4928,144, Revised Code,
in implementing a phase-in recovery. AEP-Ohio points out
that because the RSR is justified under Section 4928.143,

20 ff at31.32

21 1EU APR at 38.

2 [ ate1

3 See Opinion and Order at 31-34.
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Revised Code, the deferral recovery mechanism established
within the RSR is clearly permissible pursuant to Section
4928144, Revised Code.

The Commission affirms its decision that the RSR deferral is
justified. In the Capacity Case, the Commission authorized
that, pursuant to Section 4909.15, Revised Code, AEP-Ohio
ghall modify its accounting procedures to defer the difference
between the state compensation mechanism (SCM) and market
prices for capacity, which, as we reiterated in the Capacity
Entry on Rehearing, is reasonable and lawful. Further, Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, aliows for the establishment of
terms, conditions, or charges relating to limitations on
customer shopping for retail generation service, as well as
accounting or deferrals, so long as they would have the effect
of stabilizing or providing certainty regarding retail electric
service. Therefore, the inclusion of the deferral, which is
justified by Section 4909.15, Revised Code, within the RSR is
permissible by Section 4928.143, Revised Code, as it has the
effect of providing certainty for retail electric. service by
allowing CRES suppliers to purchase capacity at market prices
while allowing AEP-Chio to continue to offer reasonably
priced electric service to customers who choose not to shop.

Similarly, in their assignments of error, OEG and Ohio Schools
argue that the Commission does not have authority to allow
AEP-Ohio to recover wholesale costs associated with the S5CM
from retail customers through the RSR, thus requiring that the
$1/MWh of the RSR that is earmarked towards the difference
in capacity costs should be eliminated. Likewise,
OMAEG/OHA opine that because wholesale capacity costs are
being recovered from retail customers, there is a conflict
between the Opinion and Order and the Capacity Case order.

AEP-Ohio responds that given its unique FRR status, the
wholesale provision of capacity service is necessary for
customers to be able to shop throughout the term of the ESP.
AEP-Ohio explains that the impact of wholesale revenues on
retail services offered by CRES suppliers is relevant under the
BSP statute because it ensures not only that customers have the
option to shop, but also it establishes reasonable 53O rates for
those who choose not to shop. AEP-Chio opines that
regardless of how the capacity costs are classified, alf CRES

17-
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suppliers ultimately rely on AEP-Ohio’s capacity resources,
thereby directly affecting the retail competitive market.

FES also disagrees with the characterization of the RSR as a
wholesale rate. FES believes that the deferral is a charge that
provides revenue in support of all of AEP-Ohio's services,
including distribution, transmission, and competitive
generation. Therefore, FES states that because the deferral is
made available to AEP-Ohio for all of AEP-Chio’s services, it is
properly allocated to all of AEP-Ohio’s customers. FES
explains that as a result of AEP-Ohio’s election to become a
FRR entity, AEP-Ohio must bear the competitive obligation to
provide the capacity to its entire load.

The Commission finds OEG and OMAEG/OHA's assignments
of error to be without merit Under Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d),
Revised Code, the Commission is authorized to establish
charges that would have the effect of stabilizing retail electric
service. In its application for rehearing, OEG fails to cite to any
provision that preciudes the Commission from recovering
wholesale costs through a retail charge. To the contrary, the
Commission has explicit statutory authority to include these
costs in the RSR because, although they are wholesale, they
were established to allow CRES providers access to capacity at
market prices in order to allow retall electric service providers
the ability to provide competitive offers to AEP-Ohio
customers. The fact that these costs not only open the doortc a
robust competitive retail electric market, but also stabilize retail
electric service by lowering market prices and allowing AEP-
Ohio to maintain a reasonable SSO price is clearly permissitie
under Section 4928.143(B}(2)(d), Revised Code. Accordingly,
OEG and OMAEG/OHA'’s assignments of error should be
rejected, as they narrow the plain meaning of the statute.

(20) In its application for rehearing, OCC/APJN opine that the RSR
unreasonably violates cost causation principles. Specifically,
OCC/APJN assert that retail customers are subsidizing CRES
providers and non-shopping customers are being charged fora
service they are not receiving. OCC/APJN note that Section
4928.02(H), Revised Code, prohibits anticompetitive subsidies
from noncompetitive retail eleciric service to competitive retail
electric service.
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FES responds that CRES providers are not the cost causers, but
rather, AEP-Ohio is as a result of its FRR status. FES explains
that AEP-Ohio bears the obligation to provide capacity to its
entire load, and that capacity costs would be incurred
regardless of whether there were any CRES providers.

AEP-Ohio rejects OCC/ APJN's argument that the RSR creates
a cross-subsidy, as the Commission explicitly found in its
Opinion and Order that all customers benefit from RPM
pricing and the other features the RSR contains. By its very
nature, AEP-Ohio asserts, the RSR cannot cause a cross-subsidy
because all customers uitimately benefit from the RSR, AEP-
Ohio also provides that the RSR does not violate Section
4928.02(H), Revised Code, because it is not a distribution or
transmission rate recovering generation-related costs, and

points out that all Ohio EDUs have generation-related SSO

charges.

The Commission finds OCC/AFIN's argument to be without
merit. The RSR is not discriminatory in any mannes, as it is
permissible pursuant to Section 4928143(B)(2)(d), Revised
Code, and provides benefits to all customers in AEP-Ohio’s
territory, regardless of whether customers are shopping or non-
shopping customers. Further, the Commission previously
rejected such arguments within in its Opinion and Order, and
accordingly, we affirm our decision.4

Alsa in its application for rehearing, OCC/APJN raise the
argument that the RAA does not authorize a state
compensation mechanism in which non-shopping customers
are responsible for compensating AEP-Ohio for its FRR
obligations. This, OCC/AP]N state, causes unduly preferential
and discriminatory pricing because it forces non-shopping
customers to pay twice, as they already have capacity charges
built into their rates.

AEP-Ohio disagrees with OCC/APJN’s contention, explaining
that the statute explicitly allows for the ceation of stability
charges pursuant to Section 4928.143(B){(2){(d), Revised Code,
and the fact that all customers benefit from the RSR makes
OCC/APIN's assertion incorrect. FES notes that revenue

224 [ at37.
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included with the deferral cannot be considered a double-

charge because it supports all of AEP-Ohlo’s services, and thus
is properly allocated to all of AEP-Ohio’s customers.

The Commission finds that OCC/ APJN's arguments should be
rejected. Both AEP-Ohio and BES agree that the RSR should be
collected as a non-bypassable rider, and we agree. As set forth
in our Opinion and Order, the RSR benefits all of AEP-Ohio’s
customers, both shopping and non-shopping in that it ailows
for the competitive market to continue to develop and expand
while allowing AEP-Ohio to maintain a competitive SSO offer
for its non shopping customers.®  Accordingly, as we
previously rejected OCC/APJN’s arguments, we affirm our
decision.

IEU argues that the RSR is improper because it allows for
above-market pricing, which the Commission lacks statutory
jurisdiction to establish. [EU contends that the RSR’s improper
collection of above-market prices for capacity violates Section
4528.02, Revised Code, which provides that state policy favors
market-based pricing.

AEP-Ohio states that the Commission appropriately addressed
the SCM within the Capacity Order, noting that IEU's
arguments for market pricing were properly ignored in the
Commission’s Opinion and Order.

The Commission finds TEU's arguments to be without merit. In
its Entry on Rehearing in the Capacity proceedings, the
Commission rejected these arguments, explaining that one of
the key considerations was the impact of AEP-Ohio’s capacity
charges on CRES providers and the competitive retail markets.
Purther, the intent of the Commissjon in adopting its capacity
decision was to further develop the competitive marketplace by
fostering an environment that promotes retail competition,
consistent with Section 4928.02, Revised Code. Accordingly, as
IEU's argument has already been dismissed in the Capacity
Case, we find it to be without merit.

Ohio Schools, IEU, and FES allege that the RSR wrongfully
allows for AEP-Ohio to collect transition revenue by recovering

5
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stranded costs. Ohio Schools opine that the approval of cost-
based capacity charges is irrelevant because the Commission’s
decision in the Capacity Case was unlawful. Further, Ohio
Schools note that the non-deferral aspects of the RSR still
amount to transition charges. TEU adds that the Commission is
improperly ignoring its statutory obligation by allowing AEP-
Chio 0 collect transition revenue, and evade the Commission-
approved settlement in which AEP-Ohio was obligated to fargo
the collection of any lost revenues. FES and Ohio Schools
believe that it is meaningless that ARP-Ohio's status as an FRR
entity occurred after the ETP proceedings.

AEP-Ohio believes these arguments should be rejected, as the
Commission explicitly dismissed the arguments in the Opinion
and Order, as well as in the Capacity Case.

The Commission previously rejected these arguments in its
Opinion and Order, noting that AEP-Ohio did not seek
transition revenues, and that costs associated with the RSR are
permissible in light of AEP-Ohio’s status as an FRR entity.26
We also rejected IEU’s arguments again in the Entry on
Rehearing in the Capacity Case, finding that AEP-Ohio's
capacity costs do not fall within the category of transition
costsZ As the Commission previously dismissed these
arguments, we find that all assignments of error alleging that
the RSR allows for the collection of transition revenue should
be rejected.

In their respective applications for rehearing, OCC/APIN,
OMAEG/OHA and FES argue that even if the RSR is justified,
the Commission erred by overestimating the value of the RSR
to $508 millionn. OCC/APJN and OEG believe that the
Commission improperly used assumed capacity revenues
based on RPM prices, even though AEP-Ohio is authorized to
collect capacity revenues at the SCM price. OCC/APIN assert
that the current construct forces customers to pay twice for
capacity, and if the Commission calculated the RSR based on
the $188.88/ MW-day figure, it would determine that the RSR is
unnecessary. Also, OCC/APJN state that the RSR should have
taken into account additional revenue AEP-Ohio will receive

2% 1dat

27 Capacity Case EOR at 56-57
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for capacity associated with the energy auctions that wili cccur
during the term of the ESP. OCC/AP]N allege that collecting
the capacity rate from SSO customers in the energy-only
auctions will create capacity revenues that should be offset
from the $508 million. In addition, OCC/APJN argue that the
Commission applied too low of a credit for the shopped load
without providing any rationale in support of its adoption.
Ormet argues the proper credit for shopped Joad was
$6.45/MWh, making the RSR averstated by approximately

In response, AEP-Ohio points out that it will not book, as
reverue, the entire $188.88/MW-day capacity cost. Rather, as
established in the Capacity Case, AEP-Ohio explains that the
regulatory asset deferral is tied to incurred costs that are not
booked as revenues throughout the term of the deferral. AEP-
Ohio provides that any revenue collected from CRES providers
is limited only to RPM prices and the inclusion of the deferral
does not alter the revenue AEP-Ohio receives. Further, AEP-
Ohio notes that the Commission’s modification of the RSR from
a ROE-based revenue decoupling mechanism to a revenue
target approach further warrants the use of RPM prices when
calculating the RSR in light of the ircreased risk associated
with 2 fixed RSR. AEP-Ohio also states that the inclusion of
capacity revenues associated with the January 2015 energy
auction should no longer be applicable, as the Commission
does not incorporate any reductions in nonfuel generation
revenue associated with the 2014/2015 delivery year. Finally,
AEP-Ohio notes that the $3/MWh energy credit was
reasonable and supported by the record, and Ormet's request
to make an adjustment is speculative and should be rejected.
Specifically, AEP-Ohio states that Ormmet ignores pool
termination concepts and the fact that energy sales margins
attributed to transferred plants would become unavailable after
pool termination.

The Commission finds that the applications for rehearing
should be denied. Claims that the RSR overcompensates AEP-
Ohio fail to consider the actual construct of the $188.88/ MW-
day capacity price, as the deferral established in the Capacity
Case will not be booked as 2 revenue during the deferral
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period® The revenue AEP-Ohio will collect for capacity is

limited only to the RPM price of capacity. Therefore, all
assertions that parties make about AEP-Ohio receiving
sufficient reverme from the capacity deferral alone are incorrect
and should be rejected. Further, we note that OCC/APIN
again mischaracterize the function of the RSR, because, as we
have emphasized both in the Opinion and Order and again in
this Entry, the RSR allows for stability and certainty for AEP-
Ohio’s nen-shopping customer prices, while the deferral relates
to capacity, thereby making it inappropriate to claim customers
are being forced to pay twice for capacity.

Finally, we find that OCC/APIN and Ormet’s applications for
rehearing regarding the $3/MWh energy credit should be
denied. In approving the RSR, we determined that off-system
sales for AEP-Ohio will be lower than anticipated based on our
estimation that AEP-Ohio’'s shopping statistics were
overestimated. In light of the likelihood that AEP-Ohio will not
see sigrificant off-system sales as OCC/APJN and Ormet
allege, we found it was unreasonable to raise the energy credit.
Further, we find AEP-Ohio presented the most credible
testimony about the energy credit, as it took into consideration
the impacts pool termination would have on energy sales
margins.? On brief, Ormet introduces extra-record evidence
that not only should be rejected, but also even if considered
fails to rebut the reasonableness of AEP-Chio’s testimony.
Therefore, we affirm our determination that the energy credit
calculation of $3/MWHh is reasonable.

Also in its application for rehearing, OEG argues that, in the
alternative, if the Cornmission does not use the $188.88/MW-
day capacity price in the RSR calculation, then the Commission
should include the amount of the capacity deferral for the
purposes of enforcing the 12 percent eamnings cap. OEG points
out that this appears to be consistent with what the
Commission intended in its Opinion and Order, and is
consistent with Commission precedent. OEG also suggests that
the Commission clarify that the earnings cap was an ESP
provision adopted pursuant to Section 4928.143(B}2)(d),
Revised Code.

B [y re AEP-Olio, Case No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, (Opinion and Order) July 2, 2012.
2 See AEP-Ohio Ex. 116 at 13, Ex. WAA-6.
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AEP-Ohio responds by stating that it is not opposed to
including the deferral earnings as deferred capacity revenue
when enforcing the 12 percent earnings cap, as it is consistent
with the Commission’s prior decision regarding AEP-Ohio’s
fuel deferrals under AEP-Ohio’s ESP 1.3

The Commission finds that OEG’s application for rehearing
correctly indicated that it was the Commission’s intent in its
Opinion and Order to include the deferred capacity revenue in
AEP-Ohio’s 12 percent earnings cap. We believe the inclusion
of the deferred capacity revenue is important to ensure AEP-
Ohio does not reap a disproportionate benefit as a result of the
modified ESP.31 Therefore, the Commission clarifies that, in
the 12 percent SEET threshold established within the Opinion
and Order, the complete regulatory accounting of the threshold
should include the entire $188.88/MW-day capacity price as
current earnings, not just the RPM component, as well as the
$3.50 and $4.00 per MWh RSR. The $1.00/MWh of the RSR
charge that is to be devoted towards the capacity deferral shall
be offset with an amortization expense of $1.00/MWh
However, we reject OEG'’s request to include the 12 percent
thweshold as a condition to the RSR, as the Commission can and
will adequately analyze AEP-Ohio’s earnings consistent with
Section 4928.143(F), Revised Code, without creating an
unnecessary regulatory burden, as reiterated in our SEET
analysis below. Accordingly, OEG's application for rehearing
should be granted in part and dended in part.

In its application for rehearing, OCC/APJN assert that the
Commission should not have found that AEP-Ohio may file an
apphcauontoadjusttheRSRmtheevmtthattherexsa
significant reduction in its non-shopping load. OCC/APJN
argue that this unreasonably transfers the risks associated with
economic downturns from AEP-Ohio and onto customers.

The Commission finds OCC/AFJN's application for rehearing
should be denied. The Commission has the discretion to take
appropriate action, if necessary, in the event there are
sigrificant changes in the non-shopping load for reasons
beyond AEP-Ohio’s control. Purther, we note that in the event

30 tn re AEP-Oltio, Case No. 10-1261-EL-UNC, {Opinion and Order) January 11, 2011.
3 Opinion and Order at 37.
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there are significant changes in the non-shopping load, any
adjustments to the RSR are still subject to an application
process where parties will be able to appropriately advocate for
oOr against any adjustments,

In addition, OCC/APJN argue that the Commission violated
Section 4903.09, Revised Code, by failing to allocate the RSR by
the percentage of customers shopping in each class.
OCC/APJN believe that cost causation principles dictate that
the RSR should be allocated among the different customer
clagses based on their share of total switched load. To the
contrary, Kroger asserts that the Commission’s Opinion and
Order unreasonably requires demand-billed customers to pay
for RSR costs through an energy charge, despite the fact that
the costs are capacity based but allocated on the basis of
demand. Kroger requests that the Commission eliminate the
RSR’s improper energy charge to demand-billed customers on
rehearing.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Chio states that OCC/AFIN
are misguided in their approach, as shopping customers are not
the only cost-causers of the RSR, because all customers have the
right to shop at any time. If the Commission were to accept
rehearing on this area, AEP-Ohio argues that the cost of the
RSR would be dramatically shifted from residential customers
to industrial and commercial customers. AEP-Ohio also states
that Kroger's proposal would unduly burden smaller load
factor customers in commercial and industrial classes. AEP-
Ohio reiterates that the RSR benefits for all customer classes,

The Commission rejects arguments raised by OCC/APJN and
Kroger. As AEP-Qhio correctly points out, and as we
emphasized in our Opinion and Order, all customers,
residential, commercial, and industrial, and both shopping and
non-shopping, benefit from the RSR, as it encourages
competitive offers from CRES providers while maintajning an
attractive SSO price in the event market prices rise. Were the
Commission to adopt suggestions by either party, these
benefits would be diminished, as industrial and commercial
customers would be harmed by a reallocation of the RSR if we
took up OCC/ AP]N's application, and smaller commercial and
industrial customers would face an undue burden of the RSR
were we to adopt Kroger's recommendation. We believe the
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Opinion and Order struck the appropriate balance through
recovery per kWh by customer class, as it spreads costs
associated with the RSR charge among all customers, as all
customer ultimately benefit from its design.

Furthermore, IEU, FES, and OCC/APIN contend that the fact
that the RSR revenues will continue to be collected after
corporate separation and flow to AEP-Ohio's generation
affiliate violates Section 4928.02(H), Revised Code. OCC/APIN
opine that when the RSR is remitted to AEP-Ohio's affiliate,
AEP-Ohia will be acting to subsidize its unregulated
generation affiliate. IEU states that the Opinion and Ozder will
provide an unfair competitive advantage to AEP-Ohio's
generation affiliate, evading corporate separation requirements,

AFP-Ohio responds that, as it is the captive seller of capacity to
support its load consistent with its FRR obligations, it must
continue to fulfill its FRR obligations even after corporate
separation is completed. Due of the nature of its FRR status,
AXP-Chio points out that it must pass through generation
related revenues to its subsidiary in order to provide capacity
and energy for its SSO load. While AEP-Ohio acknowledges
that it will be legally separated from its affiliate, the fact that it
remains obligated to provide SSO service for the term of the
ESP and the SSC agreement between AEP-Ohio and its affiliate
is subject to FERC approval shows the cross-subsidy
allegations are improper.

The Commission rejects the arguments raised by IEU, FES, and
OCC/AF]IN, and finds their applications for rehearing should
be denied. As previously addressed in the Commission’s
Opinion and Order, AEP-Ohio, as an FRR entity, must continue
to fulfill its obligations by providing adequate capacity to its
entire load. Therefore, in order for AEP-Ohio, and the newly
created generation affifiate to continue to provide capacity
consistent with its FRR obligations, we maintain our position
that AEP-Ohio is entitled to its actual cost of capacity, which
will in part, be collected through the RSR in order for AEP-
Ohic to begin paying off its capacity deferral. As we
previously established, parties cannot claim that AEP-Ohio's

26-
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generation affiliate is receiving an improper subsidy when in
fact, it is only receiving its actual cost of service.32

In addition, Ormet and Ohio Schools renew their request for
exemptions from the RSR in their applications for rehearing.

In its memorandum contra, ARP-Ohio asserts that Ormet and
Ohio Schools second-guess the Commission’s discretion and
expertise, noting that the Commission already dismissed such
requests in jts Opinion and Order.

Again, the Commission rejects argumenis raised by Ormet and
Ohio Schools, as both have previously been rejected with ample
justification in the Opinion and Order.®

In its application for rehearing, AEP-Ohio opines that it was
unreasonable for the Commission to use nine percent as a
starting point in determining the RSR revenue target AEP-
Ohio argues that nine percent ROE is unreasonably low, as
evidenced by the recently approved ROEs of 10 and 103
percent, respectively, in AEP-Ohio’s distribution rate case.
AEP-Ohio also points to the recent Capacity Case decision in
which the Commission found it appropriate to establish a ROE
of 11.15 percent. AEP-Ohio states that the witness testimony
the Commission relied upon in reaching its conclusion did not
reflect any consideration of AEP-Chio’s actual cost of equity.

In its memorandum contra, [EU explains that AEP-Chic has
failed to present anything new and its request should therefore
be rejected. FES argues that AEP-Ohio's request is
meaningless, a5 Ohio law requires AEP-Ohio's generation
service to be independent within the competitive marketplace.
OCC/APIN state that the use of a nine percent ROE is not
unreasonable, and AEP-Ohio cannot rely on the Capacity Case
as precedent because it previously asserted that the state
compensation mechanism does not apply to S5O service or the
capacity auctions. OCC/APJN also argue that AEP-Ohio’s
reliance on stipulated cases is improper.

The Commission finds that AEP-Ohio has failed to present any
additional arguments for the Commission to consider. IEU

32 14 at60
33 14 ax37.
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correctly points out that AEP-Ohio previously made these
arguments both in the record and on brief. In its Opinion and
Order, the Commission determined that there was compelling
evidence in regards to an appropriate ROE, and the
Comumnission adopted its target of nine percent based on such
testimony.3*  Accordingly, as we provided sufficient
justification for our establishment of a nine percent ROE to
establish AEP-Ohio’s revenue target, we find AEP-Ohio’s
arguments to be without merit, and its application for
rehearing should be denied.

In its assignment of error, AEP-Ohio requests that the
Commission clarify that all future recovery of the deferral
refers only to the post-ESP deferral balance process. AEP-Chio
also seeks a clarification that the remaining deferral balance
that is not coflected through the RSR during the term of the ESP
will be collected over the three years following the ESP term.

OMAEG/OHA responds that at a minimum, the Commission
should continue to make the determinations on cost recovery
when more information on the delta is available. OCC/APIN
also notes that any clarification is unnecessary because the
Commission unreasonably found that deferrals could be
collected from both shopping and non-shopping customers.

As the Commission emphasized in its Opinion and Order, the
remainder of the deferral will be reviewed by the Commission
throughout the term of this ESP, and no determinations on any
future recovery will be made until AEP-Ohio provides its
actual shopping statistics.3® Accordingly, as the Commission
will continue to monitor the deferral process, and as set forth in
the Opinion and Order, we will review the remaining balance
of the deferral at the conclusion of the modified ESP, we find
that AEP-Ohio’s application for rehearing has no merit and
should be denied.

In addition, AEP-Ohio requests that the Commission establish
a remedy in the event the Ohio Supreme Court overturns the
RSR. Specifically, AEP-Ohio argues that it would be subject to
increased risk without such a backstop, and proposes a

3 id a3,

35 Id at36.
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provision that CRES providers would automatically be
responsible for the entire $188.88/MW-day capacity charge if
either the capacity deferral or deferral recovery aspect of the
RSR is reversed or vacated on appeal.

Ohio Schools, DER/DECAM, and OMAEG/OHA argue that
AEP-Ohio’s request is an unlawful request for rehearing of the
Capacity Case, as the level of capacity charges was not
determined in this proceeding on the modified ESP.
OMAEG/OHA and Ohio Schools also point out that the
creation of a backstop would cause instability and uncertainty,
as CRES providers paying the delta between RPM and the cost-
based rate may pass costs on to customers, TEU asserts that the

mechanism, if approved, would result in an unlawiul
retroactive rate increase,

The Commission agrees with Ohio Schools, DER/DECAM,
OMAEG/OHA, and IEU, and finds that AEP-Ohio’s request
for a backstop in the event the Commission's deferral
mechanism is overturned to be an inappropriate request for
rehearing that should have been raised in the Capacity Case.
Therefore, AEP-Ohio’s application for rehearing should be
denied.

UEL AD USE

AEP-Ohio asserts that the Commission’s failure to establish a
final reconciliation and true-up for the fuel adjustment clause
(FAC) was unreasonable. AEP-Ohio notes that the Opinion
and Order specifically directed reconciliation and true-up for
the enhanced service reliability rider (ESRR), and other riders
that will expire prior to or in conjunction with the end of the
ESP term. Regarding the FAC, AEP-Ohio contends the
Comumission failed to account for reconciliation and true-up
when the AEP-Ohio’s SSO ioad is served through the auction
process. AEP-Ohio reasons that the Commission is clearly
vested with the authority to direct reconciliation of the rider
and has done so in other proceedings.36

FES contends that the Opinion and Order unreasonably
maintains separate FAC rates for Ohic Power Company {OP)

36 Casg No. 11-3549-EL-550, Duke Energy Ohio Inc., Opindon and Order at 32 (November 22, 2011).
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and Columbus Southern Power Company (CSP) rate zones,
FBS argues that AEP-Ohio has merged and there is no basis to
continue separate FAC rates. Based on the testimony of FES
witness Lesser and AFP-Ohio witness Roush, FES states that
OP customers will pay artificially reduced fuel costs,
discouraging competition, and beginning in 2013, OP
customers will be subject to drastic increases, as compared to
CSP customers.?” With individual FAC rates, FES reasons that
CSP customers are discriminated against in comparison to OP
customers for the same service in violation of Sections 4905.33
and 490535, Revised Code. As such, FES siates that the
Opinion and Order is unreasonable in its anti-competitive and
discriminatory rate design without providing any rational
basis.

TEU offers that nothing in the record of supports FES' claim
that separate FAC rates for each rate zone causes artificially
reduced fuel costs for the OP rate zone. IEU notes that at the
briefing phase of these proceedings no party opposed
maintaining separate FAC rates for each rate zone.

OCC/AP]IN also argue that the decision to maintain separate
FAC rates for each rate zone is arbitrary and inconsistent,
particularly as to the projected time of consclidation for
customers in each rate zone, while approving immediate
consolidation for the transmission cost recovery rider (TCRR).
Purther, OCC/APN believes that the Commission’s failure to
consolidate the FAC rates while immediately consolidating the
TCRR rates, negatively impacts OP customers. OCC/APIN
submits that the Opinion and Order does not explain why
consistency is necessary between the FAC and PIRR but not
with the TCRR. OCC/APIN note that delaying the merger of
the FAC rates causes OP customers to incur a $0.02/Mwh
increase in rates. OCC/AP]N state that the Commtission failed
to offer any explanation for the inconsistent treatment in the
merger of the various rates and continuing separate FAC and
PIRR rates, as required by Section 4903.09, Revised Code.

First, we grant rehearing on two issues raised in regard to the
FAC. First, we grant OCC/APJN's request for rehearing only
to clarify that the Commission did not intend to establish june

37 FES Ex. 102A at 45-46; FES Bx. 1028: Tr. at 1075-1077, 1082-1084.
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2013, as the date by which the FAC rates of each service zone
would be merged. The Commission will continue to monitor
the deferred fuel balance of each rate zone to determine if, and
when, the FAC rates should be consolidated. Second, we grant
AEP-Ohio’s request for rehearing to facilitate a final
reconciliation and true-up of the FAC upon termination of the

FAC rates. We deny the other requests for rehearing in regards
to the FAC.

1t is necessary to maintain separate FAC rates until the deferred
fuel expense incurred by OP rate zone customers has been
significandly reduced. Consistent with the Commission’s
decision in AEP-Ohio’s prior ESP, the deferred fuel expenses
incurred by each rate zone will be collected through December
31, 2018. We note that a significant portion of the deferred fuel
expense incurred by CSP rate zone customers, over $42 million,
was offset by significantly excessive eamnings paid by CSP rate
zone customers.3® Purther, as noted in the Opinion and Order,
in addition to delaying the consolidation of the FAC rates to be
consistent with the recovery of the PIRR, the Commission
noted pending Commission proceedings will likely affect the
FAC rate for each rate zone® Furthermore, the Comunission
notes that the pending 2010%® and 2011 SEET proceedings for
CSP and OP could affect the PIRR for either rate zone, Because
of the remaining balance of deferred fuel expense was incurred
primarily by OP customers, as noted in the Opinion and Order,
the Comumission reasoned that maintaining distinct and
separate FAC rates for each rate zone would facilitate
and review of any ordered adjustments in the
pending FAC proceedings as well as any PIRR adjustments.41

The deferred fuel charges were incurred prior to the merger of
CSP and OP and form the basis for the PIRR rates applicable to
C5P and OP rate zone customers. If FES believes that the
deferred fuel charges incurred by CSP or OP were
discriminatory or imposed an undue or unreasonable
prejudice, the appropriate time to address the claim would

38 fnre AEP-Ohio, Case No, 10-1261-EL-UNC, Opinion and Order (fanuary 11, 2011); Entzy on Rehearing
33 Opinion and Order at17.

40 [n re AEP-Ohio. Case Noa. 11-4571-EL-UNC and 11-4572-EL-UNC.

41 In the Matter of the Fuel Adjustment Clauses for Columbus Southern Power Comparny and Olia Power Company,
Case No. 09-672-EL-FAC, et al, Opinion and Order (January 23, 2012).
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have been in the FAC audit proceedings. In this proceeding the
Commission has determined that it would be an unreasonable
disadvantage for former CSP customers to be required to incur
the significant outstanding deferred fuel expense incurred by
former OP customers, particularly when possible adjustments
to the FAC and PIRR rates for each rate zone are pending. The
TCRR ig analyzed and reconciled independent of the FAC the
PIRR for each rate zone, and is not affected by the outcome of
SEET or FAC proceedings. For these reasons, the Commission
finds it reasonable and equitable to continue separate FAC and
PIRR rates for each rate zone although we merged other
components of the CSP and OP rates where we determined the
consolidated rate did not impose an unreasonable
disadvantage or demand on customers in either rate zone. On
that basis, the Opinion and Order complies with Sections
4905.33 and 4905.35, Revised Code. Accordingly, we affirm the
decision not to merge the FAC and deny the request of FES and
OCC/ APIN to reconsider this aspect of the Opinion and Order.

BASE GENERATION RATES

In its assignment of error, OCC/APJN contend that the
modified ESP’s base gemeration plan does not benefit
customers. OCC/AP]N point to the testimony indicating that
auction prices have gone down and CRES providers have been
providing lower priced electric service. In light of these lower
prices, OCC/ AP]N opine that freezing base generation prices is
not a benefit because the market may be producing rates at
lower prices. OCC/APIN aliege that the Commission failed to
ensure nondiscriminatory retail rates are available to
customers, as the base generation rates were not properly
unbundled into energy and capacity components, creating the
risk of customers paying different prices for AEP-Ohio’s
capacity costs.

In its memorandun contra, AEP-Ohio responds that the
Commnission properly determined that freezing base generation
rates for non-shopping SSO customers is beneficial because it
allows for a stable and reasonably priced default generation
service that will be available to all customers. AEP-Ohio
further explains that OCC/APJN do not present any evidence
to support its assertion that the base generation rate design
makes it difficult for the Commission to ensure that all S50

32~
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customers are receiving non-discriminatory generation service,
and points out that OCC/APJN wrongfully attempt to
extrapolate the Commission’s Capacity order. AEP-Ohio adds
that any accusations of the base generation rates being
discriminatory are also improper because AEP-Ohio offers
different services to its SSO customers than it does to CRES
providers. Specifically, AEP-Ohio explains that it only offers
capacity service to CRES providers, but it offers a bundled
supply of generation service to its SSO customers, thereby
eliminating any claim of AEP-Ohio providing discriminatory
services.

The Commission affirms its decision in the Opinion and Order,
as the frozen base generation rates amount to a reasonably
priced, stable alternative that will remain available for all
customers who choose not to shop. Further, OCC/APJN failed
to provide any foundation in the evidentiary hearing and in its
application for rehearing that the base generation rates were
not properly unbundled. To the contrary, AEP-Ohio’s base
generation rates were almost unanimously unopposed by all
parties who intervened in this proceeding which included
intervenors representing small business customers, commercial
customers, and industrial customers? Further, OCC/APIN
fail to recognize that AEP-Chio is not offering discriminatory
rates between its non-shopping customers and those customers
who shop, as AEP-Ohio provides different services to the
shopping and non-shopping customers. Therefore,
OCC/ APN’s arguments fa:l 25 Section 4905.33, Revised Code,
prohibits discriminatory pricing for like and contemporaneous
service, which does not apply here. AEP-Ohio provides
capacity service to CRES providers, and provides a bundled
generation service to its 550 customers.

(35) OCC/APIN state that the Commission failed to provide that
the interruptible power-discretionary schedule {(IRP-D) credit
costs should not be collected from residential customers, which
was necessary in order for the Commission to be consistent
with the intent of the approved stipulation in Case No. 11-5568-
EL-POR. Specifically, OCC/ APjN argue that the stipulation in

42 See Opinion and Order at 15-16.
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that case provides that program costs for customers in a
nonresidential customer class will not be collected from
residential customers, and residential program costs will not be
collected from non-residential customers.

In its memorandum contra, OEG argues that the credit adopted
under the IRP-D is a new credit established in this proceeding,
and therefore should not be govemed by the EE/PDR
stipulation. OEG opines that the Commission acted lawfully
and reasonably in approving the IRP-D credit.

The Commission finds OCC/AP]N's arguments should be
rejected. As OEG correctly points out, the JRP-D credit was
established in the modified ESP proceeding, therefore, it is not
proper for OCC/APIN o use a stipulation that is only

cortemplated the programs set forth in the EE/PDR
stipulation.

AUCTION PROCESS

In its assignment of error, OEG requests that the Commission
clarify that separate energy auctions be held for each AEP-Ohio
rate zone. OEG explains that this would be consistent with the
FAC and PIRR recovery mechanisms, and without separate
energy auctions, the auction may result in unreasonably high
energy charges for Ohio Power customers. OEG also suggests
that the Commission clarify that it will not accept the results
from AEP-Ohio’s energy auctions if they lead to rate increases
for a particular rate zone, and points out that the Commission
maintains the discretion and flexibility to reject auction results.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio submits that it is not
necessary to determine the details relating to the competitive
bid procurement (CBP) process, as these issues would be more
appropriately addressed in the stakeholder process established
pursuant to the Commission’s Opinion and Order. In addition,
AEP-Ohio opposes the proposal for the Commission to reject
any urfavorable auction results, as the General Assembly’s
plan for competitive markets is not based on short-term market
results, but rather based on full development of the competitive
marketplace. FES notes in its memorandum contra that OEG
presented no evidence in support of its arguments, and that its
proposal would actually limit supplier participation and hinder
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competition. FES explains that if the Commission were to
adopt the ability to mullify auction results, it would discourage
suppliers who invest significant time and resources into the
auction from participating in any future auctions.

The Commission finds OEG’s arguments on separate energy
auctions should not be addressed at this time, and are better
left to the auction stakeholder process that was established in
the Commission’s Opinion and Order43 We believe that the
stakeholder process will allow for a diverse group of
stakeholders with unique perspectives and expertise to
establish an open, effective, and transparent auction process.
However, we agree with FES and AEP-Ohio, who, in a rare
showing of unity, oppose OEG’s request to reject auction
results. The Commission will not interfere with the
competitive markets, and accordingly, we believe it is
inappropriate to establish a mechanism to reject auction resuits.
Accordingly, OBEG's application for rehearing should be
denied.

In its application for rehearing, FES contends that
Comunission’s Opinion and Order slows the movement of
competitive auctions by only authorizing a 10 percent slice of
system of auction and an energy only auction for 60 percent of
its load in June 2014, FES argues that this delay is unnecessary
ag AEP-Ohio cannot show any evidence of substantial harm by
earlier auction dates, and that AEP-Ohio is capable of holding
an auction in June 2013.

" The Commission rejects FES's arguments, as they have been

previously raised and dismissed.# Further, the Commission
reiterates that it is important for customers to be able to benefit
from market-based prices while they are low, as evidenced by
our decision to expand AEP-Ohio’s slice-of-system auction, as
well as accelerating the time frame for A¥P-Ohio's energy
auctions, but it is also important to take time to establish an
effective CBP process that will maximize the number of auction
participants. '

43 14 at39-40.
4 14 at38-40.
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(38) In its application for rehearing, AEP-Ohic requests a
modification to provide that, in light of the acceleration of AEP-
Ohio's proposed CBP, base generation rates will be frozen
throughout the entire term of the ESP, including the first five
months after the January 1, 2015, 100 percent energy auction
AEP Ohio explains that it would flow ail energy auction
procurement costs through the ¥FAC, Further, AEP-Ohio
believes it would be unreasonable to adjust the SSO base
generation rates for the first five months of 2015, as proposed in
AEP-Chio’s application® in light of the substantial
modifications made by the Commission to accelerate and
expand the scope of the energy auctions. AEP-Ohio warns that
absent a clarification on rehearing, there could be adverse
financial impacts of AEP-Ohio based on the Opinion and
Order’s auction modifications.

In its memorandum contra, FES explains that the Commission's
Opinion and Order does not allow for AEP-Ohio to recover
additional auction costs through the FAC. FES notes that AEP-
Ohic’s proposal would have the effect of limiting customer
opportunities to lower prices, noting that if auction results
were lower than S50 customer generation charges, customers
would have to pay the base generation difference on top of the
auction price, making the effects of competition meaningless.
OMAEG/OHA add that costs associated with the auction are
not appropriate for the FAC because it will disproportionately
impact larger customers.

We find that AEP-Ohio’s request to continue to freeze base
generation rates through the auction process is inappropriate
and should be rejected. The entire crux of the Opinion and
Order was the value in providing customers with the
opportunity to take advantage of market-based prices and the
importance of establishing a competitive elactric marketplace.
AEP-Ohio’s proposal is completely inconsistent with the
Comunission’s mission and would precude AEP-Ohio
customers from realizing any potential savings that may result
from its expanded energy auctions. This is precisely the reason
why the Commission expanded and accelerated the CBP in the

45 n its spplication, AEP Chio proposed that the 2015 100 percent energy auction costs be blended with the

cost of capacity and the clerring price from the energy suction, which would establish new 30 rates.
See AEP-Ohio Ex. 101 at 19-21.
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first place. Further, we find AEP-Ohio’s fear of adverse
financial impacts is unfounded, as the RSR will in part ensure
AXP-Ohic has sufficient funds to efficlently maintain its
operations. Therefore, we find AEP-Ohio’s application for
rehearing should be denied.

AEP-Ohio opines that the Opinion and Order should be
clarified to confirm that the Capacity Order’s state
compensation mechanism does not apply to the SSO energy
auctions or nonshopping customers. DER/DECAM also

request further clarification that auctions conducted during the

term of the ESP pertain to full service requirements, with any
difference between market-based charges and the cost-based

state compensation mechanism to be inciuded in the deferral
that will be recovered from all customers.

The Commission finds that AEP-Ohio’s application for
rehearing should be denied. In its modified ESP application,
AEP-Chio criginally offered to provide capacity for the January
1, 2015 energy auction at $255 per MW-day. In light of the
Commigsion’s decision in the Capacity Case, which determined
$188.88 per MW.day would allow AEP-Ohio to recover its
embedded capacity costs without overcharging customers, it
would be unreasonable for us to permit AEP-Ohio to recover
an amount higher than its cost of service. Further, we disagree
with AEP-Ohio’s assertion that the Commission should not rely
on the Capacity Case in determining the cost of capacity for
noneshopping customers beginning Janmary 1, 2015, because, as
previously stated, the Commission was able to determine that
AEP-Ohio’s that $188.88 per MW-day establishes a just and
reasonable rate for capacity. Therefore, consistent with our
Opinion and Order,% the use of $188.88 per MW-day allows for
AEP-Ohio to be adequately compensated and ensures
ratepayers will not face excessive charges over AEP-Ohico’s
actual costs. In addition, we reject DER/ DECAM'S request for
clarification, as it is not necessary to address the difference
between market-based charges and AEP-Chio’s capacity offer
for the limited purpose of the January 1, 2015, energy only
auction, since the cost of capacity is AEP-Ohio’s cost of service.

46 See Opinion and Order at 57
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In addition, AEP-Ohio argues that it was unreasonable for the
Commission to establish early auction requirements and to
update to its electronic systems for CRES providers without
creating a mechanism for recovery of all prudently incurred
costs associated with auctions and the electronic system
upgrades.

OCC/APJN respond that AEP-Ohio failed to request any
recovery mechanism for these costs within its original
application in this proceeding, and that any costs associated
with conducting the auction should have been accounted for
within its application.  Further, OCC/AFJN point out that
AEP-Ohio has not indicated that the modified auction process
would increase its costs over the original auction proposal.
Shoutd the Commission grant AEP-Ohio’s request, OCC/ APJN
opine that all costs should be paid by CRES providers, as the
costs are caused by the need to accormmodate CRES providers.

We agree with OCC/AFJN, as AEP-Ohio failed to present any
persuasive evidence that it would incur unreasonable and
excessive costs in conducting its auction and upgrading its
electronic data systems, AEP-Ohio’s request is too vague and
ambiguous to be addressed on rehearing, and we find that
AEP-Ohio’s request for an additional recovery mechanism for
auction costs should be rejected.

AEP-Chio requests that the Commission clarify that the auction
rate docket will only incorporate revenue-neutral solutions. In
support of its request, AEP-Ohio notes that the Commission
resetved the rate to implement a new base generation rate
design on a revenue neuntral basis for all customer classes, and
should therefore attach the same condition of revenue
neutrality for auction rates.

OCC/APJN argue that the Commission should reject the
request for a clarification, as the Commission cannot anticipate
all issues that may arise regarding a disparate impact on
customers, and encourages the Conunission to not box itself
into any corners by granting AEP-Ohio’s request.

The Commission rejects AEP-Ohio’s request to incorporate
revenue-neutral solutions within the auction rate docket.
However, in the event it becomes apparent that there may be
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disparate rate impacts amongst customers, the Commission
reserves that right to initiate an investigation, as necessary, as
set forth in the Opinion and Order.

In addition, AEP-Ohio seeks clarification regarding costs
associated with the CBP process. AEP-Ohio believes that
because it is required update its CRES supplier information as
well as the fact that it will need to hire an independent bid
manager for its auction process, among other costs, AEP-Ohio
should be entitled to recover its costs incurred.

In its memorandum contra, OMAEG/OHA oppose AEP-Ohio's
request, arguing the Commission should not authorize AEP-
Ohio to recover an unspecified amount of revenue without an
estimate as to whether any costs actually exist. OMAEG/OHA
state that it is not necessary for the Comunission to make a
preemptive determination about speculative costs.

As we previously determined with AEP-Ohio’s previous
request for auction related costs associated with electronic
system data and the expanded auction process, the
Commission finds that AEP-Ohio has not shown any estimates
on what the auction related costs would be, nor has it provided
any evidence as to what the costs may be. We agree with
OMAEG/OHA, and find it is premature for the Commission to
permit recovery on costs that are unknown and speculative in
nature,

VI CUSTOMER RATE CAP
(43) OCC/APJN and OMAEG/OHA contend that the

Commission’s Opinion and Order regarding the customer rate
cap is unlawfully vague. OCC/AP]N provide that the Opinion
and Order should clarify what it intends the rate cap to cover,
and should establish a process to address situations where a
customer’s bill is increase by greater than 12 percent. Further,
OCC/APJN request additional information on who will
monitor the percentage of increase, and who will notify
customers that they are over the twelve percent cap.

AEP-Chio also suggests the Commission clarify the 12 percent
rate cap, and requests a 90 day implementation period for
programming and testing its customer billing system to
account for the 12 percent cap. AEP-Ohio notes if the

39-
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Commission clarifies that AEP-Ohio shall have time to
implement its new program, AEP-Ohio will still run
calculations back to September 2012 and provide customer
credits, if necessary. ABP-Ohio also seeks clarification that its
calculation be based on the customer’s total billing under AEP-
Chio’s SSO rate, as it does not have the rate that certain
custorners pay CRES providers, and cannot perform a total bill
calculation on any other basis other than SSO rates. Further,
AEP-Ohio seeks clarification that it be directly authorized to
create and collect deferrals pursuant to Section 4928.144,
Revised Code, as well as authorization for carrying charges.

The Commission finds that OCC/APIN, OMAEG/OHA, and
AEP-Ohio’s applications for rehearing should be granted in
regards to the customer rate cap in order to clarify the record.
As set forth in the Opinion and Order, the customer rate impact
cap applies to items that were established and approved within
the modified ESP, and does not apply to any previously
approved riders or tariffs that are subject to change throughout
the term of the ESP. Specifically, the riders the 12 percent cap
intends to safeguard against include the RSR, DIR, PTR and
GRR. In addition, the 12 percent rate cap shall apply
throughout the entire term of the ESP.

Further, we find that AEP-Ohio should be given 90 days to
implement its customer billing system to account for the 12
percent rate increase cap. To clarify OCC/AFJN's concerns, by
allowing AEP-Chio 90 days to implement its customer billing
system, AEP-Ohio will be able to monitor customer rate
increases and provide credits, also if necessary, going back to
September 2012. Further, upon AEP-Ohio’s implementation of
its updated customer billing system, we direct AEP-Ohjo to
update its bill format to include a customer notification alert if
a customer’s rates increase by. more than 12 percent, and
indicate that the bill amount has been decreased in accordance
with the customer rate cap.

Finally, as the customer rate impact cap is a provision of the
ESP pursuant to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, we authorize
the deferral of any expenses associated with the rate cap
pursuant to Section 4928.144, Revised Code, inclusive of

carrying charges, 5o we can ensure customer rates are stable for
consumers by not increasing more than 12 percent.
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IX. SEETTHRESHOLD

(44) In its application for rehearing, AEP-Ohio argues that the
Commission should eliminate the 12 percent SEET threshold.
AEP-Ohio explains that the return on equity (ROE) values
contained within the record are forward-locking estimates of
its cost of equity, and do not reflect the ROE earned by
companies with comparable risks to AEP-Ohio. AEP-Ohio
provides that even if the values were from firms with
comparable risks, the SEET threshold must be significantly in
excess of the ROB earned, Further, AEP-Ohio points to the
SEET threshold that the Commission approved for Duke,
where the Commission approved a stipulation establishing a
SEET threshold of 15 percent¥ In addition, AEP-Ohio
contends that the threshold does not provide any opportunity
for the Commission to consider issues such as capital
requirements of future committed investments, as well as other
itemns contained within Section 4928.143(F), Revised Code.

In its memorandum contra, OCC/APJN note that the
Commission not only followed Section 4928.143(F), Revised
Code, but also that the SEET threshold is nothing more than a
rebuttable presumption that any eamings above the threshold
would be significantly excessive, IEU argues that AEP-Ohio
unreasonably relies upon settlements in other proceedings to
attempt to resolve contested issues contained within the
Cormmission’s Opinion and Order.

The Commission finds AEP-Ohio’s application for rehearing
should be denied. Under Section 4928.143(F), Revised Code,
the Commission shall annually determine whether the
provisions contained within the modified ESP resulted in AEP-
Ohio maintaining excessive earnings. The rule further dictates
that the review shall consider whether the earnings are
significantly in excess of the return on equity of other
comparable publicly traded companies with similar business
and financial risk. The record in the modified ESP contains
extensive testimony from three expert witnesses who testified
in length on what an appropriate ROE would be for AEP-Ohio,
and all considered comparable companies with similar risk in

4 In re Duke, Case No. 08-920-EL-550 (Opirdon and Order) December 17, 2008 and Case No. 11-3545-EL-
S50 (Opinion and Order) November 22, 2011,
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reaching their conclusions.®8 [n addition, three other diverse
parties also presented evidence in the record that was
consistent with the recommendations presented by the three
expert witnesses, which when taken as a whole, demonstrates
that a 12 percent ROE would be at the high end of a reasonable
range for AEP-Ohio’s return on equity$? Further, we believe
that the SEET threshold of 12 percent is not only consistent
with state policy provisions, including Section 4928.02(A),
Revised Code, but also reflects an appropriate rate of return in
light of the modified ESP's provisions that minimize AEP-
Ohio’s risk.50

CRES PROVIDER ISOUES

In its application for rehearing, FES argues that the
Commission unreasonably authorized AEP-Ohio to continue
its anti-competitive barriers to shopping, including minimum
stay requirements and switching fees without justification. FES
asserts that both are contrary to state policies contained within
Section 4928.02, Revised Code.

AEP-Ohio responds that FES's assertions present na new
arguments, and the record fully supports the findings by the
Commission, Further, AEP-Ohio explains that the modified
ESP actually offered improvements to CRES providers, further
indicating that rehearing is not warranted on this issue,

The Commission finds FES's application for rehearing relating
to competitive barriers should be granted. Upon further
consideration, we believe AEP-Ohio’s switching rules, charges,
and minimum stay provisions are inconsistent with our state
policy objectives contained within Section 492802, Revised
Code, as well as recent Commission precedent.  The
Commission recognizes that the application eliminates the
current 90-day notice requirement, the 12-month minimum
stay requirement for large commercial and industrial
customers, and AEP-Ohio’s seasonal stay requirement for
residential and smaller commercial customers on January 1,
2015, however, we find that these provisions should be

€ Qpinion and Order at 33

¥ 1 at37.

50 In re Application of Columbus 5. Paoer Co, Slip Opinion No. 2012-Ohio-5690, (Pfeifer, ], dissenting).
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eliminated earlier. We believe it is important to ensure healthy
retail electric service competition exists in Ohio, and recognize
the importance of protecting refail electric sales consumers
right to choose their service providers without any market
barriers, consistent with state policy provisions in Sections
4928.02(H) and (1), Revised Code. We are confident that these
objectives are best met by eliminating AEP-Ohio’s notice and
stay requirements in a more expeditious manner, therefore, we
direct AEP-Chio to submit within 60 days, for Staff approval,
revised tariffs indicating the elimination of AEP-Ohio's
minimum stay and notive provisions effective January 1, 2014,
from the date of this entry. Further, these changes are
consistent with provisions in both Duke and FirstEnergy's
recent ESPs.51

Further, we note that, in Duke’s most recent ESP, not only did
the Commission approve a plan devoid of any minimum stay
provisions, but also it granted a reduction in Duke’s switching
fee to $5.0052 Accordingly, we also find that AEP-Ohio’s
switching fee should be reduced from $10.00 to $5.00, which
CRES suppliers may pay for the customer, as is consistent with
Commission precedent.3

{46) In its application for rehearing, TEU argues the Opinion and
Order failed to ensure that AEP-Ohio’s generation capacity
service charge will be billed in accordance with a customer’s
peak load contribution (PLC) factor. [EU acknowledges that
the Opinion and Order directed AEP-Ohio develop an
electronic data system that will allow CRES providers access to
PLC data by May 31, 2014, but states that Opinion and Order
will allow the PLC allocation process to be unknown for two
years until that deadline. IEU proposes that the Commission
adopt the uncontested recommendation of its witness to
require immediate disclosure of AEP-Chio’s PLC factor.

AEP-Ohio states that [EU is merely trying to rehash arguments
previously made. Further, AEP-QOhio points out that because
the PLC value is something AEP-Ohio passes on to CRES

51 In re Duke Energy Ohio, Case No. 11-3%45-EL-S50, (November 22, 2011) Opinion and Order, in re
FirstEnergy, Case No, 12-1230-EL-SSO (July 18, 2012) Opinicn and Order.

52 In re Duke Energy Ghio, Case No. 11-3549-EL-550, (November 22, 2011) Opirson and Order at 3940,

B 4



11-346-EL-S50, et al.

providers, IEU's concerns about transparency in the PLC value
allocation process is something [EU should address with any
CRES provider from which it or its customers purchase energy.

The Commuission rejects IEU’s arguments, as the Opinion and
Order already directed AEP-Ohio to develop an electronic
system that will include PLC values, historical usage, and
interval data’  Although we did not adopt IEU's
recommendation of an inunediate system, our intent in setting
a May 31, 2014, deadline was to allow for members of the Chio
Electronic Date Interchange Working Group to develop
uniform standards for electronic data that will be beneficial for
all CRES providers. While JEU may not be pleased with the
Commission’s decision to develop a uniform program to the
benefit of CRES providers, and ultimately customers, as well as
to allow for due process in accordance with cur five-year rule
review of Chapter 4901:1-10, O.A.C,, by allowing interested
stakeholders to explore the possibility of 2 POR program, we
affirm our decision and find that these provisions are
reasonable.

XL  DISTRIBUTION INVESTMENT RIDER
(47) AEP-Ohio asserts that the Commission’s failure to establish a

final reconciliation and true-up for the distribution investment
rider (DIR), which will expire with at the conclusion of the ESP,
was unreasonable. AEP-Ohio reasons that it is unable to
determine whether the DIR will have a zero balance upon
expiration of the rider such that final reconciliation is necessary
to address any over-recovery or under-recovery. AEP-Ohio
adds that the Comurnission is clearly vested with the authority
to divect reconciliation of the DIR, as was done for the ESRR
and in other proceedings. Accordingly, AEP-Ohio contends
that it was unreasonable for the Commission to not provide for
reconciliation and true-up for the DIR.

We grant AEP-Ohio’s request for rehearing to facilitate a final
reconciliation and true-up of the DIR at the end of the ESP.
Accordingly, within 90 days after the expiration of this ESP,
AEP-Ohio is directed to file the necessary information for the

5¢ i a4l
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Commission to conduct a final review and reconciliation of the
DIR

AEP-Ohio asserts that the Opinion and Order unreasonably
adjusted the revenue requirement for accumulated deferred
income taxes (ADIT). AEP-Ohio claims that the ADIT offset is
inconsistent with the Commission approved stipulation filed in
the Company’s latest distribution rate case, Case No. 11-351-
EL-AIR et al., (Distribution Rate Case) as the revenue credit did
not take into account an ADIT offset which, as calculated by
AEP-Ohio, resulis in the distribution rate case credit being
overstated by $21.329 million. AEP-Ohio notes that the DIR
was used to offset the rate base increase in the distribution rate
case and included a credit for residential customers and a
contribution to the Partpership with Ohic fund and the
Neighbor-to-Neighbor program. AEP-Ohio argues that it is
fundamentally unfair to retain the benefits of the distribution
rate case settlement and subseguently impose the cost of ADIT
offset through the DIR in the ESP when AEP-Ohio cannot take
action to protect itself from the risk. On rehearing, AEP-Ohio
asks that the Commission restore the balance struck in the
distribution rate case settlement by eliminating the ADIT offset
to the DIR 58 '

OCC/APYIN reminds the Commission that AEP-Ohio’s
distribution rate case was resolved by Stipulation and the
Stipulation does not include any provision for AEP-Chio to
adjust the revenue credit to customers contingent upon
Commission approval of the DIR. OCC/APIN notes that the

" Distribution Rate Case Stipulation details the DIR revenues and

the distribution of the revenue credit and also specifically
provides AEP-Ohio the opportunity to withdraw from the
Stipulation if the Commission materially modifies the DIR in
this proceeding, Finally, OCC/APJN asserts that AEP-Ohio
was the drafter of the Distribution Rate Case Stipulation and,
pursuant to Ohio law, any ambiguities in the document must
be construed against the drafting party.

The Commission has considered the appropriateness of
incorporating the effects of ADIT on the calculation of a
revenue requirement and camrying charges in several

38 AEP-Obdo Ex. 151 at$-10, Tr, at 2239
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proceedings. In regard to determination of the revenue
requirement for the DIR, we emphasize, as we stated in the
Opinion and Order:

The Commission finds that it is not appropriate to
establish the DIR rate mechanism in a manner
which provides the Company with the benefit of
ratepayer supplied funds. Any benefits resulting
from ADIT should be reflected in the DIR
revenue requirement.

None of the arguments made by AEP-Ohio convinces the
Comimnission that its decision in this instance is unreasonable or
unlawful. As such, we deny AEP-Ohio’s request for rehearing
of this issue.

Kroger contends that the Opinion and Order notes, but does
not directly address or incorporate, Kroger's argument not to
combine the DIR for the CSP and OP rate zones without
offering any rationale. Kroger reiterates its claims that the DIR
costs are unique and known for each rate zone and blending
the DIR rates will ultimately require one rate zone to subsidize
the costs of service for the other. Kroger requests that the

Commission grant rehearing and reverse its decision on this
issue.

AEP-Ohio opposes Kroger's request to maintain separate DIR
rates and accounts for each rate zone. AEP-Ohio argues that
the Commission specifically noted and explained why certain
rider rates were being maintained separately. Given that AEP-
Ohio’s merger application was approved, AEP-Ohio states that
it is unreasonable for the Company to establish separate
accounts for the DIR.

The Commission notes that the DIR is a new plan approved by
the Commission in the ESP and the distribution investment
plan will take into consideration the service needs of the AEP-
Ohio as a whole. Kroger's request to establish separate and
distinct DIR accounts and rates would result in maintaining
and essentially continuing CSP and OP as separate entities.
Kroger has not provided the Commission with sufficient
justification fo continue the distinction between the rate zones
or demonstrated any unreasonable disadvantage or burden to
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either rate zone. The focus of the DIR will be on replacing
infrastructure, irrespective of rate zone, that will have the
greatest impact on improving reliability for customers. The
Commission denies Kroger's request to reconsider adoption of
the DIR on a rate zone basis.

OCC/APIN argue on rehearing that the Commission failed to
apply the appropriate statutory standard in Section
4928.143(B)(2)(h), Revised Code. As OCC/AP]N interpret the
statute, it requires the Commission to determine that utility
and customer expectations are aligned.

AEP-Ohio retorts that OCC/ APJN misinterpret that statute and
ignore the factual record in the case to make the position which
was already rejected by the Commission. AEP-Ohio reasons
that in their attempt to attack the Opinion and Order,

OCC/APIN parsed words and oversimplified the purpose of
the statute.

The Opinion and Order discusses AEP-Ohio’s reliability
expectations and customer expectations as well as
OCC/APIN's interpretation of the requirements of Section
4928,143(B}(2)(h), Revised Code.5® OCC/APIN claim that the
statutory requirement is that customer and electric distribution
utility expectations be aligned at the present time. We reject
their claim that the Opinion and Order focused on a forward-
looking statutory standard and, therefore, did not apply the
standard set forth in Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h), Revised Code.
The Commission interprets Section 4928.143(B)(2)(h), Revised
Code, to require the Commission to examine the utility’s
reliability and determine that customer expectations and
electric distribution utility expectations are aligned to approve
an energy delivery infrastructure modemization plan. The key
for the Commission is not, as OCC/APJN assert, to find that
customer and utility expectations were aligned, are currently
aligned or will be aligned in the future but to maintain, to some
degree, the reasonable alignment of customer and utility
expectations continuously. As noted in the Opinion and Order,
and in OCC/ AFJN’s brief, over 70 percent of customers do not
believe their electric service reliability expectations will
increase and approximately 20 percent of customers expect

3 Opinion and Order at 42-47.
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their service reliability expectations to increase. AEP-Ohio
emphasized aging utility infrastructure and the Comnission
expects that aging utility infrastructure increases outages and
results in the eroding of service reliability. The Commission
found it necessary to adopt the DIR to maintain utility
reliability as well as to maintain the general alignment of
customer and utility service expectations, Thus, the
Commission rejects the arguments of OCC/AFIN and denies
the request for rehearing.

OCC/APJN also assert that the DIR component of the Opinion
and Order violates the requirements of Section 4903.09, Revised
Code, because it did not address Staff’s request for details on
the DIR plan. In addition, OCC/APIN contend that the
Opinion and Order failed to address details about the DIR plan
as raised by Staff, including quantity of assets, cost for each
asset class, incremental costs and expected improvement in
reliability.

We disagree. The Opinion and Orxder specifically directed
AEP-QOhio to work with Staff to develop the plan, to focus
spending where it will have the greatest impact and quantify
reliability improvements expected, to ensure no double
recovery, and to incdlude a demonstration of DIR expenditures
over projected expenditures and recent spending levels.%
Therefore, we also deny this aspect of OCC/APN's request for
rehearing of the Opinion and Order. Finally, the Commission
clarifies that the DIR quarterly updates shall be due, as
proposed by Staff witness McCarter, on June 30, September 30,
December 30 and May 18, with the final filing due May 31,
2015, and the DIR quarterly rate shall be effective, unless

suspended by the Commission, 60 days after the DIR update is
filed.

OCC/ APIN contend that in their initial brief they argued that
adoption of the DIR would impact customer affordability
without the benefit of a cost benefit analysis™® With the
adoption of the DIR, OCC/APJN reason that the Opinion and
Order did not address customer affordability in light of the
state policies set forth in Section 4928.02, Revised Code, and,

57 1d. at47

58 OCC/APIN Indtial Brief at 96114,
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therefore, the Opinion and Order violates Section 4903.09,
Revised Code.

We reject the attempt by OCC/AP]N to focus exclusively on
the DIR as the component of the ESP that must support
selective state policies, First, we note that the Ohio Supreme
Court has ruled that the policies set forth in Section 4928.02,
Revised Code, do not impose strict requirements on any given
program but simply expresses state policy and function as
guidelines for the Commission to weigh in evaluating utility

proposals® Nonetheless, we note that the ESP mitigates
customer rate increases in several respects. The provisions of
which serve to mitigate customer rate increases include, but are
not limited to, stabilizing base generation rates until the auction
process is implemented, June 1, 2015; requiring that a greater
percentage of AEP-Ohio’s standard service offer load be
procured through auction sooner than proposed in the
application; continuance of the gridSMART project so that
more customers will benefit from the use of various
technologjes to allow customers to better control their energy
consumption and cosis; and developing elecironic system
improvements to facilitate more retail competition in the AEP-
Ohio service area. Thus, while the adoption of the DIR
supports the state policy to ensure reliable and efficient retail
electric service to consumers in AEP-Ohio service territory, the
above noted provisions of the approved ESP serve not only to
mitigate the bill impact for at-risk consurers but ali AEP-Ohio
consumers. On that basis, the Opinion and Order supports the
state policies set forth in Section 4928.02, Revised Code. Thus, -
we reject OCC/APJN’s attempt to narrowly focus on the DIR
as the component of the ESP that must support the state
policies and deny the request for rehearing.

XI. PHASE-IN RECOVERY RIDER

(53) IBU asserts that the Opinjon and Order is unlawful and
unreasonable as it authorized recovery of the PIRR without
taking into consideration IEU’s arguments on the effect of
ADIT. [IEU argues that the decision is inconsistent with
generally accepted accounting principles, regulatory principles,

59 In re Application of Columbus Southern Power Co. et al., 128 Ohio St3d 512, at 525, 2011-Ohio-1788
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and violated IEU's due process by approving the PIRR without
an evidentiary hearing.

AEP-Ohio offers that IEU’s claims ignore that the deferred fuel
expenses were established pursuant to the Comunission’s
authority under Section 4928.144, Revised Code, in the
Company’s prior ESP Opinion and Order. The ESP 1
proceeding afforded IEU, and other parties due process when
this component of the ESP was established. The purpose of the
PIRR Case is to establish the recovery mechanism via a non-
bypassable surcharge. AEP-Ohio argues that the ESP 1 order is
final and non-appealable on this issue. AEP-Ohio notes that
the Supreme Court of Ohio has -held that there is no
constitutional right to a hearing in rate-related matters if no
statutory right to a hearing exists 8¢ AEP-Ohio concludes that
hearing was not required to implement the PIRR mechanism.
Specifically as to IEU’s ADIT related objections to the Opinion
and Order, AEP-Ohio contends that IEU has made these
arguments numerous times and the dochrine of res judicata
estops IELJ from continuing to make this argument.61

The Commission notes as a part of the ESP 1 proceeding, an
evidentiary hearing was held on the application and the
Commission approved the establishment of a regulatory asset
to consist of accrued deferred fuel expenses, including interest.
IEU was an active participant in the ESP 1 evidentiary hearing
and was afforded the opportunity to exercise its due process
rights. However, there is no statutory requirement for a
hearing on the application to initiate the PIRR mechanism to
recover the regulatory asset approved as a component of the
ESP 1 order, as IEU claims. Interested persons were
nonetheless afforded an opportunity to submit comments and
reply comments on the Company’s PIRR application. [EU was
also an intervener in the PIRR Case and submitted comments
and reply comnments. The Commission agrees, as AEP-Ohio
states, that IEU and other parties have argued and reargued
that deferred fuel expenses should accrue net of taxes. The
issue was raised but rejected by the Commission in the ESP 1
proceeding and the issue was raised, reconsidered and again
rejected by the Commission in the PIRR Case Opinion and

& Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub Ltd. Comm. (1994), 70 Ohio St:3d 300, 856 N.E2d 213.
81 Office of the Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub, Uil Comme. {1984), 16 Ohio St3d 9.
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Order and the Fifth Entry on Rehearing. The Commission
finds, as it relates to the PIRR, that the issues in this modified
ESP 2 proceedings were appropriately limited to the merger of
the PIRR rates and the effective date for collection of the PIRR
rates. IEU has been afforded an opportunity to present its
position in both the ESP 1 and PIRR proceedings and, as such,
there is no need to reconsider the matter as a part of this
proceeding. Accordingly, we deny IEU’s request for rehearing
of the issue.

OCC/ APIN argue that the Opinion and Order is inconsistent to
the extent that it approves the request to merge the CSP and OP
rates for several of the other riders under consideration in the
ESP application but maintained separate PIRR riders for the
CSP and OP rate zones. OCC/APIN emphasize that the
Stipulation initially filed in this proceeding advocated the
merger of the PIRR rates and in the December 14, 2011,
Opinion and Order the Commission approved the merger of
the rates. The Comunission’s decision not to merge the CSP and
OP PIRR rates, according to OCC/APJN, is a reversal of its
earlier ruling on the same issue without the justification
required pursuant to Section 4903.09, Revised Code.

OEG rnotes that continuing to maintain separate FAC and PIRR
rates for each of the rate zones will cause the need to conduct
two separate specific energy-only auctions since the price to
beat is different for each rate zone. OEG offers that one way for
the Commission to address the issues raised on rehearing as to

FAC and PIRR, is to immediately merge the FAC and PIRR
rates. ’

As OCC/APIN explain, the Commission approved without
modification, the merger of the PIRR rider rates. However, the
Commission subsequently rejected the Stipulaon on
rehearing. The Commission notes that in regard to the FAC,
the vast majority of deferred fuel expenses were incurred by
OP rate zone customers, and a significant portion of the
deferred fuel expense of former CSP customers was recovered
through SEET evaluations. Upon further consideration of the
PIRR and FAC rates issues, the Commission has determined
that maintaining separate rates for the OP and CSP rate zones,
given the significant difference in the outstanding deferred fuel
expenses per rate zone, is reasonable, as discussed in the

51.
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Opinion and Order and advocated by IEU and Ormet
Accordingly, the Commission affirms its decision and dendes
OCC/APJN's request for rehearing as to the merger of the
PIRR rates.

OEG expresses concern that the PIRR rates will be in effect
until December 31, 2018, while the FAC rate will expire with
this ESP on May 31, 2015. OEG reasons that as of June 1, 2015,
the rates for energy and capacity will be the same for OP and
CSP rate zones, OEG requests that the Commission clarify that
it is not precluding the merging of the PIRR rates after the
curzent ESP expires. OEG reasons that merging the FAC and
PIRR rates for each rate zone would reduce the administrative
complexity and burden, increase efficiency, and align the
structure of the FAC and PIRR with the other AEP-Ohio rider
rates.

Simplification of the auction process for auction participants
does not justify ignoring the deferred fuel expense balance
incurred for the benetit of OF customers at the expense of CSP
customers. The Commission will continue to monitor AEP-
Ohio’s outstanding deferred fuel expense balance and may
reconsider its decision on the merger of the PIRR and FAC
rates. However, at this time, we are not convinced by the
arguments of OEG to reverse our decision in the Opinion and
Order. Accordingly, we deny the request for rehearing.

OCC/AP)N offer that the Commission adversely affected the
rights of the signatory parties to the EE/PDR Stipulation in
Case No. 11-5568-EL-POR et al. by merging the EE/PDR rates
in this proceeding OCC/APJN assert that the parties
envisioned separate EE/PDR rates for the CSP and OP rate
zones after the merger of CSP and OP.

AEP-Ohio reasons that OCC/APIN's argument to maintain
separate EE/PDR rates is without merit and notes that the
Commission specifically stated that tariff amendments, as a
result of the merger, would be reviewed and rate matters
resolved in this proceeding$? AEP-Ohio supports the

62 In re AEP-Ohio, Case No. 10-2376-EL-UNC, Entry at 7 (March 7, 2012).
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Commission’s decision and asks that the Commission deny this
request for rehearing

In light of the fact that the Commission reaffirmed AEP-Ohio's
merger on March 7, 2012, OCC/APJN shouid have been aware
of the Commission’s plan to consider the merging of CSP and
OP rates as part of the ESP proceeding. Further, the
Commission notes that nothing in the EE/PDR Stipulation ot
the Opinion and Order approving the Stipulation confirms the
assertions of OCC/ APJN that the parties expected the EE/PDR
rates to be separately maintained after the merger of CSP and
OP. In addition, OCC/APJN assert in their application for
rehearing that combining the EE/PDR rates prevents the
parties from receiving the benefit of the bargain reached in the
EE/PDR Stipulation. We therefore deny the request for
rehearing.

XIV. GRIDSMART

&7

AEP-Ohio asserts that the Commission’s failure to establish a
final reconciliation and true-up for the gridSMART rider which
will expire prior to or in conjunction with the end of this ESP
term, May 31, 2015, was unreasonable,

We grant AEP-Ohlo’s request for rehearing. Accordingly, the
Commission clarifies and directs that within 90 days after the
expiration of this ESP 2, ABP-Ohio shall make a filing with the
Commission for review and reconciliation of the final year of
the Phase I gridSMART rider.

XV, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT RIDER
(58) OCC/APIN renew their request on rehemring that the

Commission Order AEP-Ohio sharcholders maintain the
Partnership with Ohio (PWO) fund at $5 million per year and
to designate $2 miilion for the Neighbor-to-Neighbor program.
OCC/APIN argue that the Commission’s failure to address
their request to fund the PWO and Neighbor-to-Neighbor
funds, without explanation, is unlawful under Section 4903.09,
Revised Code. Further, OCC/APJN reiterate that it is unjust
and unreasonable for the Commission not to order AEP-Ohio
to fund the PWO program in light of the fact that the Opinion
and Order directed the Companies to reinstate the Ohio
Growth Fund. OCC/AP]N note that the Commission ordered

53
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the funding of the Ohio Growth Fund in its December 14, 2011
order approving the Stipulation. OCC/AF]N argue that the at-
risk population is also facing extenuating economic
circumstances, particularly in southeast Ohio served by AEP-
Ohio. OCC/APIN offer that at-risk populations are to be
protected pursuant to the policy set forth in Section 4928.02(L),
Revised Code.

The Commission notes that provisions were made for the PWO
to the benefit of residential and low-ircome customers, as part
of the Company’s distribution rate case® The PWO fund
directly supports low-income residential customers with bill
payment assistarce. The Commission concluded, therefore,
that the funding in the distribution rate proceeding was
adequate and additional funding of the PWO fund, as
requested by OCC/APJN was unnecessary. However, as noted
in the Opinion and Order, the Ohio Growth Fund, “creates
private sector economic development resources to support and
work in conjunction with other resources to attract new
investment and improve job growth in Ohio” to support Chio’s
economy. For these reasons, the Commission did not revise the
Opinion and Order and we deny OCC/AFP]N's application for
rehearing,

XVi. STORM DAMAGE RECOVERY MECHANISM

(59) In its application for rehearing, AEP-Ohio suggests that the
Commission clarify that, under the storm damage recovery
mechanism's December 31 filing procedure, a cutoff of
September 30 be established for all expenses incurred. AEP-
Ohio opines that the clarification would allow any qualifying
expenses that occur after Septernber 30 of each year to be added
to the deferral balance and carried forward. AEP-Ohio notes
that absent a cut off date, if an incident occurs late in the
reporting year, expenses may not be accounted for at the time
of the December 31 filing.

In its memorandum contra, OCC/APJN point out that AEP-
Ohio’s request for clarification would result in customers
accruing carrying costs for any costs that may be incurred
between October 1 and December 31. As an alternative,

6 In re AEP-Oltio, Case No. 11-351-EL-AIR, Opinion and Order at §, 9 (December 14, 2011).
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OCC/APIN suggest the Commission consider 2 provision
allowing AEP-Chio to amend its filing up to 30 days after the
December 31 deadline o include any storm costs from the
month of December that were not included in the original
filing.

The Commission finds that AEP-Chio’'s application for
rehearing should be granted. We believe it is important to
account for any expenses that may oocur just prior to the
December 31 filing, however, we are also sensitive to
OCC/ APIN's concern about carrying costs being incurred over
a three-month period as a result of AEP-Ohio’s request
Accordingly, we find that under the storm damage recovery
mechanism, in the event any costs are incurred but not
accounted for prior to the December 31 filing deadline, AEP-
Ohio may, upon prior notification to the Commission in its
December 31 filing, amend the filing to include all incurred
costs within 30 days of the December 31 filing,

XVIL GENERATION RESOURCE RIDER

(60) FES and IEU argue, as each did in their respective briefs, that
the dictates of Sections 4928.143(B) and 4928.64(E), Revised
Code, require the GRR be established as a bypassable rider.
FES, IEU and OCC/APJN request rehearing on the approval of
the GRR on the basis that all the statutory requirements of
Section 4928.142(B)(2)(c), Revised Code, have not been metas a
part of this ESP. FES contends that Sections 4928.143(B)(2){(c)
and 4928.64(E), Revised Code, are irreconcilable and the
specialized provision of Section 492864, Revised Code,
prevaiis. OCC/APIN adds that the Commission’s creation of
the GRR, even at zero, abrogated Ohio law. For these reasons,
FES, IEU, andOCC/APIN submit that the GRR is unreasonable
and unlawful.

Each of the above-noted requests for rehearing as to the GRR
mechanism was previously considered by the Commission and
rejected in the Opirdon and Order. Nothing offered in the
applications for rehearing persuades the Commission that the
Opinion and Order is unreasonable or unlawful. Accordingly,
the applications for rehearing on the establishment of the GRR
are denied. Further, the Commission notes that we recently
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concluded that AEP-Ohio and Staff failed to make the requisite
demonstration of need for the Turning Point project.t4

(61) IEU argues that the language in Section 4928.06(A), Revised
Code, imposes a duty on the Commission to ensure that the
state policies set forth in Section 4928.02, Revised Code, are
effectuated. Elyria Foundry v. Public Ukil. Comtm., 114 Ohio St3d.
305 (2007). TEU contends the adoption of the GRR violates state
policy and conflicts with the Capacity Order, in which where
the Commission determined that market-based capacity pricing
will stimulate true competition among suppliers in AEP-Ohic’s
service territory and incent shopping, thus, implicitly rejecting
that above-market pricing is compatible with Section 4928.02,
Revised Code.85

The Cemmission notes that the Supreme Court of Chio
determined that the policies set forth in Section 4928.02,
Revised Code, do not impose strict requirements on any given
program but simply express state policy and function as
guidelines for the Commission to weigh in evaluating utility
proposals.$ JEU does not specifically reference a particular
paragraph in Section 4928.02, Revised Code, supporting that
the GRR i5 unlawful. Nonetheless, the Commission reiterates,
as stated in the Opinion and Order, that AEP-Ohio would be
required to share the benefits of the project with all customers,

shopping and non-shopping to advance the policies stated in
paragraph (H), Section 4928.02, Revised Code.

XVIli. POOL MODIFICATION RIDER

(62) FES argues that the application did not include a description or
tariffs reflecting a PTR and, accordingly, did not request a PTR
to be initially established at zero. FES submiss that there is no
evidence and no justification presented in support of a FTR
and, therefore, the Commission’s approval of the PIR is
unreasonable.

AEP-Ohio responds that FES's claims are misleading and
erroneous, AEP-Ohio cites the testimony of witness Nelson

64 In re AEP-Ohio, Case Nos. 10-501-EL-FOR and 10-502-E1-POR, Opinion and Order at 25-27 (January 9,
2013).

65 In pe AEP-Ohio, Cage No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, Opinion and Order at 23 (July 2, 2012).
66 In re Application of Columbus Southern Power Co. et al., 128 Ohio St.3d 512, ot 525, 2011-Ohio-1788.
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which included a complete description of the PTR. AEP-Ohio
notes that the Commission was able to discern the structure of
the PTR and approved the request. AEP-Ohio asserts that
FES’s claims do not provide a basis for rehearing.

FES's arguments as to the description of the PIR in the
application overlook the testimony in the record and the
directives of the Comumission. As specifically stated in the
Opinion and Order, recovery under the PTR is contingent upon
the Commission’s review of an application by the Company for
such costs and any recovery under the PTR must be specifically
authorized by the Commission.5 Furthermore, the Opinion
and Order emphasized that if AEP-Ohio seeks recovery under
the PIR, it will maintain the burden set forth in Section
4928.143, Revised Code.8® Accordingly, the Commission denies
the request of FES for rehearing on this issue.

(63) [EU also submits that the PTR (as well as the capacity deferral
and RSR) violates corporate separation requirements in that it
operates to allow AEP-Ohio to favor its affiliate and ignore the
strict separation between competitive and non-competitive
services. Specifically, TEU contends that Section 4928.02(H),
Revised Code, prohibits the recovery of any generation-related
cost through distribution or transmission rates after corporate
separation is effective.

We find that JEU made similar arguments as to generation
agset divestiture. For the same reasons stated therein, the
Commission again denies [EU’s requests for rehearing.

(64) TFU aiso contends that the PTR%? is unreasonable and unlawful
as its approval permits AEP-Ohio to recovery generation-
related transition revenue when the time period for recovery of
such costs as passed, and where the Company agreed to forgo
recovery of such costs in its Commission-approved settlement
of its electric transition plan (ETP) cases.”0

67 Opinjon and Order at 49.
68 Id.
62 1EU raises the same arguzment as to the RSR and the capacity charge.

70 In the Matter of the Applications of Columbus Southern Power Compary and Ohic Power Compary for Approval
of Their Electric Transition Plans and for Receipt of Transition Revenues, Case Nos, 99-1729-EL-ETP and 99-
1730-EL-ETP, Opindon and Order (September 28, 2000).
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As to IEU’s daim that the PTR is unlawful under the agreement
in the ETP cases, the Commission rejects this argument. As we
stated in the Opinion and Order, approval of the PIR
mechanism does not ensure any recovery to AEP-Ohio. AEP-
Ohio can only pursue recovery under the PTR if this
Commission modifies or amends its corporate separation plan,
filed in Case No. 12-1126-EL-UNC {Corporate Separation Case),
as to divestiture of the generation assets only. Further, if the
conditions precedent for recovery under the PTR are met, AEP-
Ohio has the burden under Section 4928.143, Revised Code, to
demonstrate that the Pool Agreement benefitted Ohio
ratepayers over the long-term, any PTR costs and/or revenues
were allocated to Ohio ratepayers, and that any costs were
prudently incurred and reasonable.”? IEU made substantially
similar claims regarding transition cost and the ETP cases in
the Capacity Case.”2 The type of transition costs at issue in the
BTP cases are set forth in Section 4928.39, Revised Code. We
find that recovery for forgone revenue associated with the
termination of the Pool Agreement is permissible under Section
4928,143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, as discussed more fully below.
Thus, we find IEU's argumerts incorrect and premature. In
addition, for the same reasons we rejected these arguments by
IEU on rehearing in regard to the RSR and capacity charge, we
reject these claims as to the PTR. TEU's request for rehearing is
denied.

FES, IEU and OCC/ AP]N reason that the Commission based its
approval of the PTR on Section 4928.143(B)(2}(h), Revised
Code, which applies only to distribution service and does not
include incentives for transitioning to the competitive market.
FES, IEU and OCC/APIN offer that the PTR is generation
based and has no relation to distribution service. Further, FES
offers that by the time the AEP Pool terminates, the generation
assets will be held by AEP-Ohio’s generation affiliate and any
revenue loss experienced will be that of a competitive
generation provider. According to FES and OCC/APIN,
nothing in Section 4928.143(B){(2), Revised Code, or any other
provision of Ohio law, permits a competitive generation
provider to recover lost revenue or to incent the electric
distribution utility to transition to market. Furthermore, FES

71 Opinion and Order at 49.
72 Jn re AEP-Ohio, Case No. 10-2029-EL-UNC, Opinion and Order at (date).
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reasons that Section 4928,02(H), Revised Code, specifically
prohibits cross-subsidization. IEU likewise claims that Section
4928.06, Revised Code, obligates the Commission to effectuate
the state policies in Section 4928.02, Revised Code.

AEP-Chio replies that despite the claims of FES, [EU and
OCC/ APJN, statutory authority exists for the adoption of the
PIR falls under Section 4928.143(B)}{2}(h), Revised Code, as the
Commission determined in its Opinion and Order. The PIR, is
also authorized, according to AEP-Ohlo, under Section
4928,143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code. AEP-Ohio reasons that the
purpose of the Pool Agreement is fo stabilize the rates of Ohio
customers, thus division (B){2)(d) of Section 4928.143, Revised
Code, also supports the recovery of Pool Agreement cost. AEP-
Ohio states, in regards to the argument on cross-subsidies, that
a significant portion of AEP-Ohio’s revenues resuit from sales
of power to other AEP Pool members, With the termination of
the Pool Agreement, if there is a substantial decrease in net
revenue, under the provisions of the PIR, the Company could
be compensated for iost net revenue from retail customers.
Based upon this reasoning, AEP-Ohio argues that the PTR is an
authorized component of an ESP and was correctly approved
by the Commission.

The Commission notes that the Opinion and Order specifically
limited AEP-Ohio’s right to recover under the PTR, only in the
event this Commission medified or amended its corporate
separation plan as to the divestiture of its generation assets.”
The Opirdon and Order also directed, subject to the approval of
the corporate separation plan, that' AEP-Ohio divest its
generation assets from its electric distribution utility assets by
transfer to its generation affiliate.” Further by Finding and
Order issued on October 17, 2012, in the Corporate Separation
Case, AEP-Ohio was granted approval to amend its corporate
separation plan to reflect full structural corporate separation
and fto transfer its generation assets to its generation affiliate,
AppHcations for rehearing of the Finding and Order in the
Corporate Separation Case were timely filed and the
Commission’s decision on the applications is currently
pending. The Commission reasons, however, that if we affirm

73 Opinion and Order at 49.
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our decision on rehearing, as to the divestiture of the
generation assets, AEP-Ohio has no basis to pursue recovery
under the PTR.

Nonetheless, we grant rehearing regarding the statutory basis
for approval of the PTR. We find that Section 4928.143(B)}(2)(d),
Revised Code, supports the adoption of the PTR7 The
termination of the Pool Agreement is a pre-requisite to AEP-
Ohio’s transition to full structural corporate separation. With
AEP-Ohio’s move to full structural corporate separation and
CRES providers securing capacity in the market, the number of
service offers for SSO customers and shopping customers will
likely increase and improve. On that basis, termination of the
Pool Agreement is key to the establishient of effactive
competition and authorized under the terms of Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code. We are not dissuaded from
this position by the claims of OCC/APIN and FES. As
OCC/APIN correctly assert, revenues received as a result of
the Pool Agreement are not recognized in the determination of
significantly excessive earnings. However, OCC/APIN fails to
recognize that the language of Section 4928.143(F), Revised
Code, specifically exclude such revenue. We also note, that
while effective competiion is indeed the goal of the
Commission, Section 4928.02(H), Revised Code, does not
strictly prohibit cross-subsidization. The Ohio Supreme Court
has ruled that the policies set forth in Section 4928.02, Revised
Code, do not impose strict requirements on any given program
but simply express state policy and fimction as guidelines for
the Comunission to weigh in evaluating utility proposals.76

IEU claims that Section 4928.06, Revised Code, raises the state
policies set forth in Section 492802, Revised Code, to
requirements. Elyria Foundry v. Public Util. Comm., 114 Ohio
S5t3d 305 (2007). We note, that more recently, the Ohio
Supreme Court determined that the policies set forth in Section

75 Section 4929.143(B)Y(2}{d}, Revised Code, states:

Terms, conditions, or charges refating to limitations on customer shopping for retail electric
generation service, bypassability, standby, back-up, or supplemental power sarvice, default
periods, and accounting or deferrals, inciuding future
recovery of such deferrals, as would have the effect of stabilizing or providing certainty

service, carrying costs, amortization

regarding retail electric service.

76 In re Application of Columbus Southern Power Co. ¢t al.,, 128 Ohio 5t.3d 512, at 525, 2011-Ohio-1788
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4928.02, Revised Code, do not impose sirict requirements on
any given program but simply express state policy and
function as guidelines for the Commission to weigh in
evaluating utility proposals.”” Consistent with the Court's
ruling we approved the establishment of the PTR subject to the
Comparty making a subsequent filing for the Commission’s
review including the effectuation of state policies.

XIX. GENERATION ASSET DIVESTIURE

(67) In its application for rehearing, AEP-Ohio asserts that the
Commission should have approved the corporate separation
application at the same time that it issued the Opinion and
Order or made approval of the Opinion and Order contingent
on approval of the Company’s corporate separation application
filed in Corporate Separation Case. AEP-Ohio argues that
structural corporate separation is a critical component of the
ESP which is necessary for AEP-Ohio to transition to
implementing an auction-based SSO. Thus, AEP-Ohio requests
that the Commission clarify on rehearing, that the BSP will not
be effective untll the Commission approves AEP-Ohio’s
corporate separation application.

The Opinion and Order was issued August 8, 2012, The order
in AEP-Ohio’s Corporate Separation Case was issued October
17, 2012, approving the corporate separation plan subject to
certain conditions. The Commission denies AEP-Ohio’s
request to make the ESP effective upon the approval of the
corporate separation plan. AEP-Ohio had the option of
designing its modified ESP application to incorporate iis
corpotate separation plan or {o timely request consolidation of
the Corporate Separation Case and the ESP cases. AEP-Ohio
did not undertake either option, Furthermore, the rates and
tariffs in compliance with the Opinion and Order were
approved and have been effective since the first billing cycle of
September 2012. Accordingly, it would be unreasonable and
unfair to make the effective date of the ESP the date the

corporate separation case was approved. AEP-Ohio’s request
for rehearing is denied.

77 in re Application of Cofumbnus Southern Power Co. et al., 128 Ohio Se3d 512, at 525, 2011-Ohio-1788.
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IEU argues that the Opinion and Order is unlawful and
unreasonable to the extent that the Comumission approved the
conditional transfer of the generation assets without
determining that the transfer complied with Sections 4928.17,

4928.02, and 4928.18(B), Revised Code, and Chapter 4901:1.37,
O.AC.

As we previously acknowledged, AEP-Ohio did not request
that the Corporate Separation Case and the ESP proceedings be
consolidated. Therefore, as was noted in the Opinion and
Order, the primary considerations in the ESP proceeding was
how the divestiture of the generation assets and the agreement
between AEP-Ohio and its generation affiliate would impact
SSO rates and customers. The requirements for corporate
separation contained in Sections 4928.17 and 4928.18(B),
Revised Code, and the applicable rules in Chapter 4901:1-37,
O.AC., were addressed in the Corporate- Separation Case
which was issued subsequent to the Opinion and Order in this
matter. As the issues raised by IEU have subsequently been
addressed, we deny the request for rehearing.

AEP-Ohio also requests that the Commission reconsider and
modify the directives as to the pollution contral revenue bonds
(PCRB). AEP-Ohio requests that, at a minimum, the
Commission clarify that the %0-day filing be limited to a
demonstration that AEP-Ohio customers have not and will not
incur any additional costs caused by corporate separation, and
that the hold harmless obligation pertains to the additional
costs caused by corporate separation. AEP-Ohioc requests
permission to retain the PCRB or, in the alternative, authorize
AEP.Ohio to transfer the PCRB to its generation affiliate
consistent with the Corporate Separation Case. AEP-Ohio
suggest that the PCRBs be retained by AEP-Ohio until their
respective tender dates and transfer the liabilities to its
generation affiliate with inter-company notes during the period
between closing of corporate separation and the respective
tender dates of the PCRB. AEP-Ohio attests that either option
offered would not cause customers to incur any additional
costs that could arise from corporate separation and eliminate
the need for any 90-day filing.

We grant rehearing on the issue of the PCRB to darify and
reiterate, consistent with the Commission’s decision in the

52-
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Corporate Separation Case, that ratepayers be held harmiess,
In the Corporate Separation Case, in recognition of the
Company’'s request for rehearing in this matter and as a
condition of corporate separation, the Commission directed the
Company utilize an intercompany note between AEP-Ohio and
its generation affiliate wherein AEP-Ohio could retain the
PCRB and avoid any burden on AEP-Ohio EDU ratepayers.”®
Thus, with the Commission’s decision in the Corporate
Separation Case, the 90-day filing previously ordered in this
proceeding was no longer necessary. -

[EU argues that the Opinion and Order is unreasonable and
unlawful as it allows AEP-Ohio, the electric distribution utility,
to evade strict separation between competitive and non-
competitive services and, as such insulates AEP-Ohio’s
generation affiliate, in violation of Section 4928.17(A)(3),
Revised Code, affording its generation affiliate an undue
preference or advantage. Similarly, FES argues that the
Opinion and Order, to the extent that it permits AEP-Ohio, to
pass revenue to AEP-Ohio’s generation affiliate, violates
Section 4928.143(B)(2){a), Revised Code, as the statute requires
that any cost recovered be prudently incurred, including
purchased power acquired from an affiliate. According to FES,
the record evidence demonstrates that the capacity price of
$188.88 per MW-day is significantly higher than the price that
can be acquired in the market and AEP-Ohio has not evaluated
the arrangement with AEP-Ohio’s generation affiliate or
considered options available in the competitive market. As to
the pass-through of generation based revenues from SSO
customers, FES claims there is no record evidence to supportan
“arbitrary” price for energy and capacity from SSO customers.
FES asserts that AEP-Ohio’s base generation rate is not based
on cost or market and that AEP-Ohio argued that the base
generation rate reflects a $355 per MW-day charge for capacity.
For these reasons, FES reasons that the base generation
revenues reflect an inappropriate cross-subsidy and are a
detriment of the competitive market.

Finally, IEU, FES, and OCC/APAC submits that the pass-
through of revenues from AEP-Ohio to its generation affiliate,

78  In re Ohio Power Company, Case No. 12-1126-EL-UNC, Order at 1718 (October 17, 2012).
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violates the state policy set forth in Section 4928.02(H), Revised
Code.

AEP-Ohio replies that AEP-Ohio is a captive seller of capacity
to support shopping load under its FRR obligations and is
required to fulfill that obligation during the term of this ESP
after corporate separation. AEP-Ohio states four primary
reasons why payments to its generation affiliate are not illegal
cross subsidies and should be passed to its generation affiliate
after corporate separation during this ESP.  First, the
Commission approved functional separation and AEP-Ohio is
presently a vertically-integrated utility. Second, during a
portion of the term of this ESP, AEP-Ohio will be legally,
structurally separated but remain obligated to provide SSO
service at the tariff rates for the full term of the ESP. Third,
after corporate separation, AEP-Ohio’s generation affiliate will
be obligated to support S5O service (energy and capacity) and
AEP-Ohio reasons it is only appropriate that its generation
affiliate receive the same generation revenue streams agreed to
by AEP-Ohio for such service. Finally, there will be an SSO
agreement between AEP-Ohio and its generation affiliate for
the services, which is subject to the jurisdiction and approval
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).
Furthermore, AEP-Ohio warns that without the generation
revenues the arrangement between AEP-Ohio and its
generation affiliate will not take place. AEP-Ohio also notes
that FES has supported this approach on behalf of the First
Energy operating companies for several years. AEP-Ohio
conciudes that the interveners’ cross-subsidy arguments are not
a basis for rehearing,

First, as we have noted at-other times in this Entry on
Rehearing, the Ohio Supreme Court has ruled that the policies
set forth in Section 4928.02, Revised Code, do not impose strict
requirements on any given program but simply expresses state
policy and function as guidelines for the Commission to weigh
in evaluating utility proposals.”?

The Commission recently approved AEP-Ohio’s application for
structural corporate separation to facilitate the Company’s
trangition to a competitive market. Given that the term of this

7 In re Application of Columbus Southern Power Co. et al., 128 Ohio St:3d 512, at 525, 2011-Ohio-1788.
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ESP, corporate separation of the generation assets, and AEP-
Chio’s FRR obligations are not aligned, in the Opinion and
Order the Comunission recognized that revenues previously
paid to AEP-Ohio for S50 service will be paid to its generation
affiliate for the services provided. However, while we believe
it is appropriate and reasonable for revenues to pass thru AEP-
Chio to its generation affiliate for the services provided by no
means will we ignore Section 4928.143(B)(2)(a), Revised Code.
The costs incurred by AEP-Ohio for SSO service will be
evaluated for prudence as a part of AEP-Ohio's
FAC/ Alternative Energy Rider audit. None of the arguments
presented by FES, IEU or OCC/AFIN convince the
Commission that this decision is unreasonable or unlawful and,
thetefore, we deny the requests for rehearing of this issue.

It is, therefore,

ORDERED, That Duke's motion to file memorandum contra instanter is granted. 1t
is, further,

ORDERED, That Kroger's request to withdraw its reply memorandum filed on
September 24, 2012, is granted. Itis, further,

ORDERED, That AEP-Ohio's motion to consolidate is moot. It is, further,
ORDERED, That QCC/APIN’s motion to strike is denied. 1tis, further,

ORDERED, That [EU’s request to review the procedural rulings is denied. It is,
further,

ORDERED, That the applications for rehearing of the Commission’s August 8, 2012,
Opinion and Order, be denied, in part, and granted, in part, as set forth herein. It is,
further,
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ORDERED, That a copy of this opinion and order be served on all parties of record.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO




EXHIBIT C



BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of
Columbus Southern Power Company and

Ohio Power Company for Authority to

Case No. 11-346-EL-SSO

to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the

)
)
Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant ) Case No. 11-348-EL-580
)
)

Form of an Electric Security Flan.
In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbus Southern Power Company and ) Case No.11-349-EL-AAM
Ohic Power Company for Approval of ) Case No.11-350-EL-AAM
Certain Accounting Authority. ) -
SECOND ENTRY ON REHEARING
The Commission finds:
(1)  On March 30, 2012, Ohio Power Company (AEP-Ohio) filed an

3

@

®)

application for a standard service offer, in the form of an
electric security plan (ESP), in accordance with Section
4928.143, Revised Code.

On August 8, 2012, the Commission issued its Opinion and
Order, approving AEP-Ohio’s proposed ESP, with certain
modifications (Order). Further, the August 8 Oxder directed
AEP-Ohio to file proposed final tariffs consistent with the
Opinion and Order by August 16, 2012

On August 16, 2012, AEP-Chio submitted its proposed
compliance rates and tariffs to be effective as of the first billing
cycle of September 2012. By entry issued on August 22, 2012,
the Commission approved the proposed tariffs and rates to be
effective with the first billing cycle of September 2012,

Pursuvant to Section 4903.10, Revised Code, any party who has
entered an appearance in a Commission proceeding may app}y
for rehearing with respect to any matter determined by the
Commission, within 30 days of the entry of the order upon the
Commission’s journal.

On September 7, 2012, AEP-Ohio, The Kroger Company, Orrnet
Primary Aluminum Corporation, Industrial Energy Users-Ohio
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®)

©)

(IEU), Retail Energy Supply Association, OMA Energy Group
{OMAEG) and the Ohio Hospital Association (OHA), the Ohio
Energy Group (OEG), FirstEnergy Solutions Corporation (FES),
jointly by The Ohio Association of School Business Officials,
The Ohio School Boards Association, The Buckeye Agsociation
of School Administrators, and The Ohio Schools Council
{collectively the Ohio Schools), and jointly by the Ohio
Consumers’ Counsel (OCC) and Appalachian Peace and Justice
Network filed applications for rehearing of the Commission’s
August 8, 2012 Order. Memoranda contra the various
applications for rehearing were filed jointly by Duke Energy
Ohio, Inc. and Duke Energy Commercial Asset Management
Inc, FES, OCC/APJN, IEU, OMAEG/OHA, OEG, Ohio
Schools, and AEP-Ohio on September 17, 2012,

By entry dated October 3, 2012, the Conunission granted
rehearing for further consideration of the matters specified in
the applications for rehearing of the Order.

On January 30, 2013, the Commission issued its Entry on
Rehearing addressing the merits of the various applications for
rehearing (January 30 EOR).

On March 1, 2013, OCC and IEU filed applications for
rehearing of the January 30 EOR, On March 11, 2013, AEP-
Ohio filed a memorandum contra the applications for
rehearing.

In its application for rehearing, IEU argues that Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, does not provide the
Commission authority to approve AEP-Ohio’s retail stability
rider (RSR). Specifically, IEU states that the fact that the RSR
will result in a non-fuel base generation rate freeze does not
satisfy the requirements of Section 4928.143(B}(2)(d), Revised
Code, and the determination that the RSR provides certainty
and stability goes against the manifest weight of the evidence
in this proceeding. IEU also points out that the Commission
may not approve a rider that causes the modified ESP to be less
favorable in the aggregate than a market rate offer.

AEP-Ohio responds that IEU raised similar arguments in its
first application for rehearing and fails to raise any new
arguments in its second application for rehearing. AEP-Ohio

2
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adds that IEU's interpretation of Section 4928.143(B)2)(d),
Revised Code, unnecessarily narrows the statute. In addition,
AEP-Ohio points out that IEU previously raised arguments
regarding the statutory test in its initial application for
rehearing and fail to provide any new arguments.

The Commission finds that TEU fails to ralse any new
arguments for the Commission’s consideration in its
application for rehearing. In both the order and the entry on
rehearing, the Commission determined that the RSR i justified
pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code. (Order at
31-32; January 30 EOR at 15-16). Similarly, IEU previously
raised its arguments pertaining to the statutory test, which the
Commission denied in the January 30 EOR. Accordingly, IEU's
application for rehearing should be denied.

In its application for rehearing OCC claims that the
classification of the RSR as a charge related to default service is
not supported by the record, violating Section 4903.09 Revised
Code, and Section 4903.13, Revised Code.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio responds that the
Commission clearly explained how the RSR falls into defauit
service, and adds that even one of OCC's witnesses agreed that
the RSR relates to AEP-Ohio’s generation revenues,

The Commission finds OCC’s assignment of error is without
merit and should be dented. In the entry on rehearing, the
Commission emphasized that the RSR meets the statutory
criteria contained in Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Codle, as
it is a charge relating to default service that provides certainty
and stability for AEP-Ohio’s customers. {January 30 EOR at 15-
16)) Specifically, the Commission explained that the RSR
allows for price certainty and stability for AEP-Ohio’s standard
service offer (SSO) customers, which, is AEP-Ohio’s default
service for customers who choose not to shop. (1d)
Accordingly, OCC's assignment of error should be rejected,

In its application for rehearing, IEU claims that the customer
rate impact cap fails to identify the incurred costs that may be
deferred, but rather only provides that AEP-Ohjo may defer
the difference in revenue as a result of the customer rate cap.
In addition, IBU argues the Commission should identify the
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specific carrying charges that will apply to the deferred
amount JEU states that if the Commission continues to
authorize the customer rate impact cap deferral, it should set
the level of the carrying charges on the deferral balance to a
reasonable level below AEP-Ohio’s long or short term cost of
debt.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Chio provides that the
carrying cost rate should be the weighted average cost of
capital, consistent with Commission precedent and AEP-Ohio’s
phase in recovery rider. AEP-Ohio opines that the same
regulatory principles should be applied here, and any deferrals
under the customer rate impact cap would accrue a carrying
charge during the period of deferral and a lower debt rate
charge during the recovery period.

The Comumnission finds that IEU’s application for rehearing
should be denied, as the customer rate impact cap is
permissible pursuant to Section 4928.144, Revised Code.
Section 4928.144, Revised Code, provides the Commission with
discretion to establish a deferral to ensure rate or price stability
for customers, which the customer rate cap establishes by
limiting any customer rate increases to no more than a 12-
percent increase, The Commission determined this was
necessary in its order, and emphasized it again in its entry on
rehearing. (Order at 70; Janmary 30 EOR at 40). Further, the
entry on rehearing clarified that AEP-Ohio was entitled to the
deferral of the incurred costs equal to the amount not collected,
as well as carrying costs associated with the deferral. We do
clarify, however, that these carrying costs should be set at AFP-
Ohio’s long-term cost of debt rate, as recovery of these costs are
not only guaranteed but also are consistent with Conmumission
precedent. Finaily, the collection of the deferral is on a non-
bypassable surcharge, and protects customers from any
potential rate increases associated with AEP-Ohio’s newly
established non-bypassable riders, consistent with Section
4928144, Revised Code. Therefore, as the customer rate impact
cap complies with Section 4928.144, Revised Code, IEU's
arguments should be dismissed.

IEU argues that the Commission cannot lawfully authorize a
non ble rider to recover lost generation revenue
pursuant to Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code. [EU
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argues that only divisions (b) and {c) of Section 4928.143(B)(2),
Revised Code, allow for a generation-related, non-bypassable
charge for the recovery of construction costs. Therefore,
according to IEU, there is no "basis under Section
4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, to approve the Pool
Termination Rider (PTR).

AEP-Ohio notes that while Section 4928.143(B)(2)(b) and (d),
Revised Code, specifically require that the charges established
there under be nonbypassable, subdivision (d) contains no such
requirement. AEP-Ohio reasons that Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d),
Revised Code, specifically grants the Commission the authority
to establish a non-bypassable charge as part of an ESP.

The Commission finds that IEU's argument is without merit.
Section 4928.143(B}2)(d), Revised Code, specifically permits
the Commission to consider the “bypassability” of the “[t]erms
conditions or charges relating to limitations on customer
shopping for retail electric generation service ... as would have
the effect of stabilizing or providing certainty regarding retail
electric service” as a component of an ESP. The Commission
interpreta the language in this section to grant the Commission
the authority to approve a particular component of an ESP as
bypassable or non-bypassable. Thus, we deny IEU’s request
for rehearing.

IEU also argues that the Commission failed to make the
necessary findings to demonstrate that the PTR would have the
effect of stabilizing or providing certainty regarding retail
electric service. IEU asserts that nothing in the record in this
case demonstrates that the Pool Agreement prevented an
auction for the provision of standard offer service (S50) end
did not have any bearing on the Commission’s conclusion in
AEP-Ohio’s Capacity Case! Accordingly, IBU reasons that
there is no basis for the Commission to conclude that
termination of the Pool Agreement is "key to the establishment
of effective competition.” IEU reasserts that the PTR recovers
from retail customers lost wholesale Pool Agreement revenue
and shifts AEP-Ohio’s wholesale risks to retail customers.
Therefore, IEU submits that there is no basis for the
Commission to find that the PTR has the effect of providing

1 In re AEP-Ohio, Case No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, Order (July 2, 2012).
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certainty or stability in the provision of retail electric service to
retail customers.

In its memorandum contra, AEP-Ohio submits that IEU’s claim
that an increase in service offers is not equivalent to certainty or
stability in service is misplaced. AEP-Ohio states, as it and
other parties to this proceeding have previously asserted, that
the nature of the Pool Agreement has historically been to
stabilize rates for Chio ratepayers and, on that basis, AEP-Ohio
claims that the PTR, therefore, qualifies as a charge that would
have the effect of stabilizing or providing certainty regarding
retail electric service in compliance with the requirements of
Section 4928.143{B)}(2){(d), Revised Code. Further, AEP-Ohio
emphasizes the rationale offered in the August 8 Order, that
the PTR serves as an incentive for AEP-Ohio to move to a
competitive market to the benefit of its shopping and non-
shopping customers, Furthermore, AEP-Ohio explains that the
rationale offered in the August 8 Order is consistent with the
reasoning offered by the Commission in the January 30 EOR,
which is essentially that termination of the Pool Agreementmd
increases in service offers likely will promote price stability,
through the development of a more robust and transparent
retail electric service market. With that understanding, AEP-
Ohio reasons that the Commission properly determined that
Section 4928.143(B)(2)(d), Revised Code, authorizes the PTR
and adequately explained the basis for its decision.

We find no merit in IEU’s claims that the Commission failed to
make the necessary findings to demonstrate that the PTR
would have the effect of stabilizing or providing certainty °
regarding retail electtic service. While the Commission
reconsidered its statutory basis for approval of the PTR in the
January 30 EOR, the rationale for approval has not changed.
As noted in the August 8 Order “the PTR serves as an incentive
for AEP-Ohio to move to a competitive market to the benefit of
its shopping and non-shopping customers, without regard to
the possible loss of revenue associated with the termination of
the Pool Agreement” (Order at 49). The basis for Ohio electric
utilities transitioning to a competitive market is to encourage
retail electric suppliers to pursue customers with a variety of
service offers. A competitive market will ultimately result in
more offers for retail electric service for shopping customers
and put pressure on AEP-Ohio to retain non-shopping
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customers with better service offers. Nonetheless, the
Commission limited AEP-Ohio’s right to recover under the
PTR (January 30 EOR at 59-60), and even assuming that the
conditions for pursuing recovery under the FTR were met,
AFP-Ohio maintained the burden set forth in Section 4928,143,
Revised Code, to first file an application to “demonstrate the
extent to which the Pool Agreement benefitted Ohio ratepayers
over the long-term and the extent to which the costs and/or
revenues should be allocated to Ohio ratepayers... that any
recovery it seeks under the PIR is based upon costs which
were prudently incurred and are reasonable” (Order at 49).
Thus, at this juncture, the PIR has only been approved to
facilitate the possibility of recovery. The Commission finds
that the rationale previously offered is sufficient ¢to allow AEP-
Ohio the possibility to file an application for recovery under the
PTR and, therefore, we deny IEU’s application for rehearing.

Finally, IEU again asserts, as argued in its application for
rehearing of the August 8 Order, that the approval of the PTR,
violates Sections 4928.02(H) and 492817, Revised Code. IEU
submits that Section 4928.02(H), Revised Code, prohibits the
recovery of any generation-related costs through distribution
or transmission rates after corporate separation is effective,

In response, AEP-Ohio notes that the IEU made the same
arguments in its application for rehearing of the August 8
Order which were rejected by the Commission in the January
30 EOR. AEP-Ohio recommends that the Commission decline
to consider the argument again on rehearing.

In yet another attempt to support its arguments about Section
4928.02(H), Revised Code, [EU overstates the January 30 EOR
and the Sporn Decision2 We thoroughly considered and
addressed these claims in the January 30 EOR. IBU fails to
raise any new arguments which persuade the Commission that
approval of the PTR violates Sections 4928.02(1]} and 4928.17,
Revised Code. Thus, we must again deny IEU's request for
rehearing.

It is, therefore,

2 Inre Oltic Power Compeny, Case No. 10-1454-EL-RDR, Finding and Order (January 11, 2012).



11-346-EL-SSO, et al. 8-

ORDERED, That the applications for rehearing of the January 30 EOR filed by OCC
and TEU are denied as discussed herein. Itis, further,

ORDERED, That a copy of this Second Entry on Rehearing be served on all parties
of record.
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