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BEFORE 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

 
In the Matter of the Application of Duke 
Energy Ohio, Inc. for Approval of its 
Energy Efficiency and Peak-Demand 
Reductions Portfolio of Programs. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 13-0431-EL-POR 
                  
 
 
 

 

 
OBJECTIONS BY OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL 

 COUNCIL 
 

 
I.  Introduction. 

The Application filed by Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (“Duke”) concerns the 

implementation of the energy efficiency and peak demand reduction (“PDR”) 

requirements of Senate Bill 221 (“S.B. 221”).  Duke’s application was filed on April 15, 

2013.  OAC 4901:1-39-04(D) provides that any person may file objections after the filing 

of an electric utility's program portfolio plan. OAC 4901:1-39-04(D) specifically states:  

“Any person filing objections shall specify the basis for all objections, including any 

proposed additional or alternative programs, or modifications to the electric utility's 

proposed program portfolio plan.”  Accordingly, the Ohio Environmental Council (“OEC”) 

respectfully submits for the Commission’s consideration specific objections and 

proposed modifications to Duke’s EE/PDR plans. 

II.  Objections to the Portfolio Management and Implementation Strategies. 
 
 A.  Duke failed to ascertain the Combined Heat and Power potential 

in its territory. 
 
A review of Duke’s application indicates there is not a single program devoted to 

combined heat and power (“CHP”) projects.  Despite the passage of Senate Bill 315 in 

September of 2012, Duke Energy has neither developed nor provided any CHP focused 
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energy efficiency program options for customers. Businesses and developers across 

Ohio have been gearing up over the past 9 months to provide combined heat and power 

capacity to our state. Duke Energy has had 9 months of opportunity to develop and 

design energy efficiency options for newly qualified CHP resources. That noted; Duke’s 

plan fails to offer a single CHP program to customers.  

The OEC strongly encourages the commission and Duke Energy to make an 

adequate assessment of the true energy efficiency potential of combined heat and 

power in the Duke Energy service territory and to develop and promote programs 

specifically geared toward CHP projects.  

Most importantly, there is a tremendous amount of economic and technical 

potential for smaller CHP systems, i.e. projects from 250 kwh to 3 MW.  Duke Energy 

did not review this potential in its market assessment. Though there are hundreds of 

these smaller CHP host opportunities in the Duke territory, the potential study only lists 

30 sites.1 Clearly, there is significant potential available that Duke has not considered or 

factored into its portfolio plans.  The fact that Duke Energy’s potential study does not 

predict continued compliance with Ohio’s energy efficiency standards should, in and of 

itself, compel Duke to develop and implement these significant energy savings 

programs.   

Specifically, Duke Energy’s market potential study asserts that long term targets 

could be difficult to meet; “To achieve the SB 221 energy savings target DEO would 

need to acquire about 75 percent of all technical potential by 2025. However, it appears 

                                                 
1
 See Duke Market Potential Study page 32.  
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from our analysis that Duke Energy will be able to cost effectively achieve just better 

than half (57%) of all technical potential, short of the SB 221 target for 2025.”2 

This is despite the fact that Duke expects to meet the targets cost effectively 

through 2017, cumulative overachievement expected to be .6 percentage points by 

2017.3 Duke will over comply with the targets in this period, and receive significant 

revenues through shared savings. It is not clear from the market potential study why the 

company will find compliance so easy through the plan period; but suddenly so much 

more difficult beyond the plan years. This is especially troubling considering Duke’s 

failure to adequately assess the long term potential of CHP resources. 

B.  Duke failed to bid all anticipated energy efficiency savings into the PJM 
capacity auction. 

 
Finally, we object to any effort by Duke to avoid bidding all anticipated energy 

efficiency savings into the PJM capacity auction. Duke witness Timothy Duff states that 

Duke will offer installed Energy Efficiency resources that qualify for the auction, “but 

only those resources that appear to be cost effective relative to the required incremental 

costs of M&V and the time requirements to complete incremental M&V tasks, no 

installed EE resources were offered into the third incremental auction for 2013/2014.”4 

Duke has an obligation to work with stakeholders to bid the maximum amount of energy 

efficiency possible into the capacity market in order to create substantial customer 

savings.  

 

                                                 
2
 See Duke Market Potential Study page 4.  

3
 See Duke Market Potential Study page 4. 

4
 Testimony of Tim Duff p.15.  
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III.  Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, OEC respectfully requests its objections and 

recommendations be adopted in this proceeding. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
____/s/ Cathryn N. Loucas_________ 
Trent A. Dougherty  (0079817)  
Cathryn N. Loucas  (0073533) 
1207 Grandview Avenue, Suite 201 
Columbus, Ohio 43212-3449 
(614) 487-7506 - Telephone 
(614) 487-7510 - Fax 
TDougherty@theOEC.org  
CLoucas@theOEC.org 
 
Counsel for the Ohio Environmental 
Council 
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Elizabeth H. Watts  
Duke Energy Ohio 
2500 Atrium II  
139 East Fourth Street, P.O. Box 960 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45201-0960  
amy.spiller@duke-energy.com 
Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com 
 
Counsel for Duke Energy Ohio  
 
William Wright 
Devin D. Parram 
Ryan O’Rourke 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Public Utilities Section 
180 East Broad Street, 6th Fl 
Columbus, Ohio  43215 
william.wright@puc.state.oh.us  
devin.parram@puc.state.oh.us 
ryan.orourke@puc.state.oh.us 
    
Counsel for PUCO Staff 
 
Colleen Mooney 
Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy 
231 West Lima Street 
Findlay, OH  45839-1793 
Cmooney2@columbus.rr.com 
 
Counsel for Ohio Partners for 
Affordable Energy 
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Kyle Kern 
The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ 
Counsel 
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH  43216 
schuler@occ.state.oh.us 
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Counsel for Ohio Consumers 
Counsel 
 
Todd Williams 
Williams, Allwein and Moser, LLC 
Two Maritime Plaza, Third Floor 
Toledo, OH  43604 
toddm@wamenergylaw.com  
  
Counsel for Ohio Advanced Energy 
 
David F. Boehm 
Michael L. Kurtz 
Jody Kyler Cohn 
Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry 
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510 
Cincinnati, OH  45202 
dboehm@bkllawfir.com  
mkurtz@bkmlawfirm.com  
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Counsel for Ohio Energy Group 
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Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP 
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Bojko@CarpenterLipps.com 
Mohler@CarpenterLipps.com 
 
Counsel for the Kroger Co. 
 
Nicholas McDaniel 
Environmental Law and Policy Center 
1207 Grandview Avenue, Suite 201 
Columbus, OH  43212 
NMcDaniel@elpc.org  
 
Counsel for Environmental Law and 
Policy Center 
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Hussey@CarpenterLipps.cpm  
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Defense Council and Sierra Club 

 

mailto:Hussey@CarpenterLipps.cpm
mailto:Sechler@CarpenterLipps.com
mailto:callwein@wamenergylaw.com
mailto:NMcDaniel@elpc.org
mailto:tom@jthlaw.com
mailto:Bojko@CarpenterLipps.com
mailto:Mohler@CarpenterLipps.com


This foregoing document was electronically filed with the Public Utilities 

Commission of Ohio Docketing Information System on 

7/1/2013 3:20:28 PM

in

Case No(s). 13-0431-EL-POR

Summary: Objection By the Ohio Environmental Council electronically filed by Ms. Cathryn N.
Loucas on behalf of The Ohio Environmental Council


