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In this proceeding, the Public Utilities Commissiaf Ohio (“PUCQO” or
“Commission”) imposed charges on Ohioans who singplyose to retain their existing
traditional meters, rather than have an advancedmestalled on their homésThe
approved charges for meter reading alone are $869gar per customer, which is a
significant burden for individual residential custers.

By its application filed June 27, 2014, Duke Ene@yio (“Duke”) proposed a
one-time charge to replace an advanced meter wrdddional meter, and a recurring
monthly charge to read the traditional meter.ldbgroposed an alternative to defer
certain one-time costs associated with informatemmnology (“IT”) system
improvements. The Office of the Ohio Consumersuisel (“OCC”) timely intervened
in this proceeding, presented pre-filed directiteshy, and actively participated in the
hearing held October 15, 2015. In an Opinion ande®issued April 27, 2016

(“Order”), the PUCO approved a one-time customergh for meter replacement of

! An advanced meter is one that is capable of eftheway communications (“AMI”) or one-way
communications (“AMR”). See Joint Ex. 1 at Stigeld Exhibit B-2, Original Sheet No. 103-12.



$100 and a recurring monthly customer charge off¢Btneter reading. Moreover, the
PUCO authorized a deferral of $243,122 for IT syst®sts associated with advanced
meter opt-out service. The costs are in additotiné cost-collection already in base
rates for IT systems costs.

OCC files this Application for Rehearing of the @rd The PUCO’s Order is
unreasonable and unlawful for the following reasons

Assignment of Error 1: The PUCO erred by settinga service charges to

consumers$n this proceeding instead of in Duke’s upcomingébeate proceeding

in which the unproven costs presented in this prdiceg can be given appropriate
scrutiny.

Assignment of Error 2: The PUCO erred in deterngrtime one-time charge to
replace an advanced meter with a traditional meter.

A. The PUCO erred by approving @muder that violates R.C. 4903.09
because it fails to explain the reasons for itgmheination of Metering
Services cost® be included within charges to consumers, anduleits
determinations are not based upon evidence ofdeddoreover, Duke
has failed to sustain its burden of proof imposgdRbC. 4909.18.

B. The PUCO erred by approving @muder that violates R.C. 4903.09
because it fails to explain the reasons for itemheination of Distribution
Maintenance cost® be included within charges to consumers, and
because its determinations are not based uponreed# record.
Moreover, Duke has failed to sustain its burdeprobf imposed by R.C.
4909.18.

C. The PUCO erred in approving deferral authoritytfer costs associated
with the IT system improvements related to theaytservice because
Duke is collecting IT systems costs through exgsbase ratethat are
charged to consumers.

Assignment of Error 3: The PUCO erred in deterngrtime monthly meter
reading charge.

A. The PUCO erred by approving an Order that viol&«£3. 4903.09
because it fails to explain the reasons for itgmheination of Metering
Services cost® be included within charges to consumers, andiszits

2 This Application for Rehearing is filed pursuamtR.C. 4903.10 and Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-35.
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determinations are not based upon evidence ofdeddoreover, Duke
has failed to sustain its burden of proof imposgd®RbC. 4909.18.

B. The PUCO erred by approving an Order that viol&«£3. 4903.09
because it fails to explain the reasons for itemheination of Distribution
Maintenance cost® be included within charges to consumers, and
because its determinations are not based uponreed# record.
Moreover, Duke has failed to sustain its burdeprobf imposed by R.C.
4909.18.

Assignment of Error 4: The PUCO erred by approandOrder that is
unreasonable because it fails to order Duke to t@hgumers avoid meter
reading charges through other options to takingisemunder the proposed opt-
out tariff. The Order also violates R.C. 4903.08ese it fails to explain the
reasons for its rejection of OCC'’s proposal foriaps that could help consumers
avoid meter reading charges.

For the reasons more fully explained in the attddiiemorandum in Support, the
PUCO should “abrogate or modify” its Ordecpnsistent with OCC’s recommendations.
Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE J. WESTON (0016973)
OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/s Terry L. Etter
Terry L. Etter, Counsel of Record
Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485
Telephone: (614) 466-7964 (Etter direct)
Terry.Etter@occ.ohio.gov

(willing to accept service by e-mail)
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application Not )
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Section 4901.18, Revised Code, of ) Case No. 14-1158-EL-ATA
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Meter Opt Out Tariff. )

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

INTRODUCTION

By its Order in this proceeding, the PUCO approsiegrges to impose upon
Duke’s residential customers who choose not to laasmart meter installed on their
homes. Specifically, the Order approves burdensdmeges of $100 to have an advance
meter replaced with a traditional meter and $3@0ypar for meter reading services. In
addition, the Order permits Duke to defer $243,d4ated to IT system improvement
costs for eventual collection from all customeffie Order is unlawful and unreasonable
because Duke has failed in its burden to showsthett charges are just, reasonéle,
cost-based.

Because the evidence in this proceeding does @t giat the charges are cost-
based, the PUCO should consider Duke’s proposedd aas rate structure for the Smart
Grid opt-out service in Duke’s next base rate cagech will commence within the next

five months. The base distribution rate proceedrige proper vehicle to verify Duke’s

4R.C. 4905.18; R.C. 4905.22.
® Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(b)(ii).



true costs for removing/installing meters and tgkarmonthly meter reading, as well as
Duke’s IT system improvements.

Accordingly, the PUCO should grant rehearing fa plurpose of further
considering these cost-based charges in the negtrate proceeding. The PUCO should
abrogate or modify its Order and set the chargeBiike’s opt-out service at zero
dollars. Once the rate proceeding is concludetritter established in this case can be
populated based upon verified costs in the rate aasequired by Ohio Adm. Code
4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(b)(ii).

If, however, the PUCO does not follow OCC'’s recomdetion and instead
decides to set rider charges in this proceedingugt correct numerous findings in its
Order, consistent with this application for rehegri In this regard, the PUCO should
modify its Order and set the one-time charge ataimum of $37.12 and the monthly

charge at a maximum of $24.

Il. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Applications for rehearing are governed by R.C.3190. This statute provides
that any party may apply for rehearing on mattesded by the PUCO within thirty
days after an order is issued. An applicatiorrétvearing must be written and must
specify how the order is unreasonable and unlafvful.

In considering an application for rehearing, thed@Jmay grant the rehearing
requested in an application if “sufficient reasbarefore is made to appedr.If the

PUCO grants rehearing and determines that its asderjust or unwarranted, or should

®R.C. 4903.10.
"1d.



be changed, it may abrogate or modify the ofd@&therwise, the order is affirmed.
Under R.C. 4903.10(B), the PUCO is limited on relmgato granting or denying a
“matter[] specified in such application [for rehieay].”

OCC meets the statutory conditions applicable tagslicant for rehearing
pursuant to R.C. 4903.10 and the requirementseoPthCO’s rule on applications for
rehearing. OCC is a party to the case. Additionally, OC@waty participated in this
case and, thus, may apply for rehearing under £903.10. The PUCO should determine
that OCC has shown “sufficient reason” to graneseging on the matters specified below
and should abrogate or modify its Order.

In this proceeding, the PUCO must ensure that thike3 tariffed rates comply
with Ohio law requiring utilities to charge customeates that are just and reasonable.
And the tariffed rates also must comply with Ohidm Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(b)(ii),
which requires that customers pay only cost-baat$ ifor choosing to keep a traditional

electric meter. Duke bears the burden of proahese issues.

1. ERRORS
Assignment of Error 1. The PUCO erred by setting pt-out service charges
to consumers in this proceeding instead of in Duke’'upcoming base rate
proceeding in which the unproven costs presented ihis proceeding can be
given appropriate scrutiny.
PUCO Staff witness Rutherford recommended that Byk®posed costs and

rate structure for the SmartGrid opt-out servicisste in this proceeding be reviewed in

&1d.

% See Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-35.
19R.C. 4905.22; R.C. 4909.18.

' R.C. 4909.18.



Duke’s next base rate ca¥eThe PUCO, in reaching its conclusions, recognthési
recommendation and apparently agrees with ltinder the stipulation in Case No. 10-
2326-GE-RDR, Duke must file a base distributiom rzdse within one year after the
PUCO Staff determines that Duke’s SmartGrid isyfdiéployed-* On October 15, 2015,
the PUCO Staff made such a determinatfhus, the filing of Duke’s next distribution
rate case is imminent and will occur within the e months (by October 15, 2016).
Accordingly, because Duke has failed to meet itsléu in this case, OCC recommends
that the tariff in this proceeding be approved, thetcharges be set at zero dollars
pending resolution of the rate proceeding in whiehcosts at issue can be accurately
determined.

The advantages of reviewing the costs and ratetateiof the opt-out service in a
base rate proceeding are enormous. As discussmd,bmeany of the figures presented in
this proceeding are estimated and contested, imgute number of customers who will
take opt-out servic® the length of time to install and read meters néed for additional
communication devices, and whether Duke will us@ihployees or contract labor to

perform meter installations and reads. In addjtibare is controversy around the true

12 Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 8.
13 Order at 9. The Order is somewhat confusing amtlades when addressing monthly charges:

Similar to the one-time charge, we find that thpragimate amount should be adjusted
to an even $30.00 to simplify customer bills. Rert Staff withess Rutherford testified
that the costs and rate structure for the optamiff should be subject to review in
Duke’s next base distribution rate case.

4352 OCCEx. 1 at 6, n. 4.

1311 the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. to Adjust Rider DR-IM and Rider AU for
2010 SmartGrid Costs and Mid-Deployment Review, Case No. 10-2326-GE-RDR, Notice of Staff
Determination (October 15, 2015) at 1-2.

16 Duke’s estimates are based on 725 customers tétkénservice; however, only 105 have affirmatively
requested to keep their traditional metesse OCC Initial Brief at 6-8.
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cost of Duke’s IT system upgrades related to theoopservice'’” All of these issues
will be much more distinct now that Duke’s Smartsystem is fully deployed, and the
heightened scrutiny of a rate proceeding will pdavihe PUCO with a clearer picture of
Duke’s actual costs. Moreover, rate case revielfulfill the PUCQO’s obligation to
assure that Duke’s proposed charges are, indestibased.

An extremely small percentage of Duke’s customerseldeclined advanced
meters for years without being assessed a chdrgere is no reason to rush to set the
charges now, particularly considering the immirnaié proceeding and that Ohio Adm.
Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(c) and (d) make it disoredry to impose one-time and
recurring charges associated with opt-out service.

Assignment of Error 2. The PUCO erred in determinng the one-time charge
to replace an advanced meter with a traditional mer.

The PUCO correctly prohibited Duke from imposingree-time charge for opt-
out service on customers who never have had amadaaneter installed, but have
chosen to retain their traditional met&tsHowever, the PUCO erred in other respects
related to the one-time charge. This one-timegdh& made up of two components,
Metering Service and Distribution Maintenance. éfigtg Service is further broken
down into three subcomponents: (1) the cost ofticachl meters for reserve stock, (2)
meter storage labor costs, and (3) meter testipgifreosts’ Distribution Maintenance

captures the cost to actually remove and instalerseand is based primarily upon the

n its application, Duke asserts the IT systemrompment costs were $686,140 (Duke Ex. 1, attachmen
p. 3) and at hearing claimed they were $243,12@kelEx. 2 (Brown Testimony), Attachment JCB-1 at 2.

18 Order at 7.See also Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(c), which pesnaih electric utility to establish
a one-time fee specifically “to recover the codteemoving an existing advanced meter, and the
subsequent installation of an advanced meter.”

Yocc Ex. 2.



employee’s hourly rate and the time estimated topdete the meter swap or
installation?® The PUCO erred because it failed to considevé#ni®us cost components
of the one-time charge, and because Duke has failedstain its burden that the charges
are cost-based.
A. The PUCO erred by approving an Order that violatesR.C. 4903.09
because it fails to explain the reasons for its detmination of Metering
Services costs to be included within charges to caumers, and because its
determinations are not based upon evidence of reatr Moreover, Duke
has failed to sustain its burden of proof imposedyR.C. 4909.18.

Duke estimates that 725 customers will elect itarsmeter opt-out service. It
claims that it will need to have a reserve of stotkn additional 218 traditional meters
(or 30 percent of the estimated 725 traditionalerseéxpected). However, the Order
accepts the PUCO Staff's testimony that it is uessary for Duke to purchase additional
traditional meter§® In making an adjustment based upon its adoptitheoPUCO
Staff's testimony, the Order reduces the proposstl forall Metering Services by one
third, decreasing the total cost from $54,737.5$36,126.75. The PUCO erred by not
applying the reduction to the relevant cost comptsthat comprise Metering Services.

Specifically, of the three components comprisingdvieg Services, only two —

the cost of traditional meters for reserve stock§$2.50) and the cost meter storage

labor ($10,875) — relate to the 218 meters at i85ukhe costs for these components

20 0CC Ex. 2.

2L As stated in OCC's Initial Brief at 6-8, the estitm of 725 opt-out service customers is grossly
overstated, considering that only 105 customere ladfirmatively elected to retain their traditiomaéter.
The overstatement inflates thaal costs that Duke could incur under the opt-out serviéde PUCO
should not be swayed by this tactic into beliewvimgt the service’s costs are significant and, where
appropriate, cannot be recovered under existing kaes.

22 502 Order at 8.
#Z 0OCC Ex. 2.



should be denied in accordance with the Order’'paaoio of the PUCO Staff's testimony,
because these 218 meters are unnecessary.

The third component of Metering Services (meteting&epair) relates only to
the 725 meters that Duke estimates to be necessancommodate customers who will
take the opt-out servicd. It is unrelated to the 218 reserve meters. Hewehe Order
fails to address whether the costs ($36°95@lated to testing/repair of these existing
traditional meters should be allowed. The overwtigd evidence of record shows that
the costs should not be allowed.

Significantly, no customer in Duke’s service tarit has requested that an
advanced meter be replaced with a traditional nfététbsent the need to deploy
additional traditional meters to replace advancetens, Duke proposes that its meter
testing/repair charge be applied to all traditiomalters already installed at customers’
homes, even without the customer's reqdédbuke’s proposal must be rejected. These
meter testing/repair charges are already collected customers through Duke’s base
rates?® and Duke has failed to show that its base raeatufficient to fully collect the

costs associated with meter testing and réair.

*OCC Ex. 2.

2 1d.

% Tr, at 33.

2T OCC Ex. 2; Tr. at 40-41.

28 Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 4.

2 |n this regard, the PUCO should note that Duketaltcosts for meter testing/repair are grossly
overstated. As noted in OCC's Initial Brief, thisst is based on Duke’s unrealistic assumption#B&t
customers will choose to be served by a traditiomaster. However, of the 325 customers who initiall
requested traditional meters, only 105 continueldetserved by them as of the time of hearing. Dhade
yet to be able to contact the remaining 400 custenwedetermine whether those customers wish &irret
traditional meter. OCC Initial Brief at 6-8.



Duke’s proposal is nothing more than a thinly veiétempt to impose additional,
unnecessary charges on customers who choose tmbpf-advanced meter service.
Accordingly, Duke also should be prohibited chaggiistomers the meter testing/repair
charge, resulting in the denial of all of the thcest components for Metering Service.

B. The PUCO erred by approving an Order that violatesR.C. 4903.09

because it fails to explain the reasons for its detmination of Distribution
Maintenance costs to be included within charges twonsumers, and
because its determinations are not based upon evitee of record.
Moreover, Duke has failed to sustain its burden gproof imposed by R.C.
4909.18.

The PUCOQO’s Order fails to explain why it allowed K&is proposed Distribution
Maintenance costs in the one-time charge, in vimmtadf R.C. 4909.03. As stated above,
the Distribution Maintenance cost component ofdhe-time charge captures the cost to
actually remove and install meters. It is basacha@rly upon the employee’s hourly rate
and the time estimated to complete the meter swapstallation®® The labor cost is
“fully loaded,” which means it includes not onlyetbost of the technician’s hourly rate,
but also the cost of fringe benefits such as heatth vacation, ett. There are several
problems with Duke’s calculation of costs for distition maintenancé

First, Duke offers no support for its proposed coldte charge is based on the
“experience” of project managers in changing meterBuke performed no separate

studies or analysis to determine how long it wdake to replace an advanced meter

with a traditional meter. But no customers in Oh&ve asked Duke to replace an

305e OCC Ex. 2.
311d. at 49.

%2 Many of these same problems also are relevarR @O Staff’s proposed $38 one-time charge, which
is based solely on distribution maintenance coS¢e.Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford) at 3-5. Thus, the PUCO
Staff's proposed one-time charge also is flawed.

3 SeeTr. at 49.



advanced meter with a traditional meter. Hence&elhas not had any experience in
removing an advanced meter and replacing it witla@itional meter in Ohio.

Second, Duke bases its Distribution Maintenancé @oshe fully loaded cost of
using a Duke employee to replace an advance méteawraditional meter. However,
Duke might hire independent contractors to repibeanced meters with traditional
meters, based on Duke’s “business neélis\evertheless, customers would still be
charged based on the fully loaded labor costs &tsdowith a Duke employee doing the
work, even though Duke does not incur fringe bergefsts when using contractdrs.
Thus, customers would pay for costs that Duke woolkidncur. Because Duke has
failed in its burden to show that the Distributidiaintenance charge is cost-based, it
should be disallowed in its entirety.

But if the PUCO does not completely disallow thetBbution Maintenance
charge (as OCC recommends), it should reduce trgehhat was approved in the
Order. The record shows that the Distribution Memance costs should be reduced. The
PUCO Staff recommended that the labor componetiteo€ost be reduced from one hour
to 45 minutes, or 25 percent. Although the Ordmrsdnot reducene-time Distribution
Maintenance cost§,it adopts the PUCO Staff's rationale when subsetipaddressing
themonthly meter reading charge. The Order finds:

One of the ways in which Staff witness Rutherfodghated Duke’s
proposed amount was by decreasing the time forrmedeingand

replacement from one hour to 45 minutes. We agree with Staff
witness Rutherford, and find that all metering s&s proposed by

#1d. at 50.
*®1d.
3 See Order at 8 (table).



Duke should be subject to a 25 percent reduction.

Although the Order concludes that the time for meg¢placement should be
reduced by 25 percent, as recommended by Ms. Rattéf the Order fails to capture
that reduction, and erroneously applies the redncinly to the monthly meter reading
charge. Accordingly, at a minimum, the one-timstBibution Maintenance cost should
be reduced by 25 percent from $37,120.00 to $270840

If this minimum adjustment is adopted, and the MeteServices costs properly
disallowed, the total one-time replacement chargelevbe $37.12 ($27,840.00/750
meters). Although OCC recommends that the one-tinagge be set at zero dollars in
this proceeding, the $37.12 charge is considenaloiye just and reasonable for
residential customers than the $100 charge ther@rdeneously imposes.

C. The PUCO erred in approving deferral authority for the costs associated

with the IT system improvements related to the opbut service because
Duke is collecting IT systems costs through existinbase rates that are
charged to consumers.

In this proceeding, Duke seeks to collect from aomrs $243,122 in IT system
improvement costs related to implementation ofdpieout service by including these
cost in the onetime installation charfjeAlternatively, Duke asked the PUCO to defer
these costs for collection in the next base digtidim rate case. The Order granted the

request for deferral, finding that the costs weypiaal of the IT costs currently

recovered in base ratés.

371d. at 8 (emphasis added).

3 Actually, the Order confuses the record. PUCGHfStiiness Rutherford testified that the time for
replacing meters should be reduced from one hour to 45 minuteaff 8k. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 5. She
testified that the time for reading meters showddduced from one hour to 35 minutéd. at 7-8

39 See Duke Ex. 2 (Brown), Attachment JCB-1 at 2.
“9Order at 7.
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As a threshold matter, requiring all customersayp the costs related to IT system
improvements related to advanced meter opt-outcgewolates PUCO rules. Ohio
Adm. Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(e) requires that costgrred by an electric utility to
provide advanced meter opt-out service shall badonly by customers who elect to
receive advanced meter opt-out service. To thengxhat the PUCO considers the costs
to be a part of general IT system improvementsha©rder intimate$' the costs are
properly considered in the next base rate procegedin

Moreover, Duke has not shown that these costs meessary to serve opt-out
customers. According to Duke witness Brown, thalifrcations involved:

(1) the ability to bill any approved one-time antjoing charges;

(2) inclusion of a “special condition” for opt-octistomers “so that when
customers call in, maybe have bill questions orgamts, you can see
that they are traditional customer — using a trawl#l meter as opposed to
an AMI meter”; and

(3) allowing Duke’s work management system to auwtieally identify
customers who have a traditional meter so thauKeédmust do a meter
swap, the technician will be able to take the rigleter’?

Duke, which has the burden of proof in this case, tot shown that it should be
allowed to collect the IT Systems costs from cugian Duke is already collecting IT-
related costs through its base distribution ratesarguing against Duke’s proposed

deferral of the IT Systems costs, PUCO Staff wenapthratt testified that Duke “has

“d.
“2Tr. at 55-56.

11



not shown that IT related costs embedded in thedés case are insufficient in
comparison to current levels of spending?®>..Mr. Lipthratt based his conclusion on
Duke’s response to a PUCO Staff data request iolwDuke stated that “it would have
both capitalized and expensed IT costs includatiériast base rate cas®.”

In addition, Duke is already providing servicedad billing the usage of,
residential customers who have a traditional m®teks OCC witness Williams noted, it
appears that the only changes to the billing systesrfor Duke to be able to bill the one-
time and monthly charges it seeks to impose inpriseeding® Customers should not
have to pay for such billing system changes, esfigavhen the PUCO does not require
a utility to implement the one-time and recurritiguges’,’ and when Duke has not
shown that the IT-related costs already includdokise rates is insufficient to make the
changes.

Duke has not shown that it should be allowed ttecbthe IT Systems costs
associated with opt-out. The PUCO should not allosvcosts, either as a deferral, or
part of the one-time charge.

Assignment of Error 3: The PUCO erred in determinng the monthly meter
reading charge.

The monthly meter reading charge is comprised ofc@amponents, Metering

Services and Distribution Maintenance. MeteringviBes has three subcomponents (1)

*3PUCO Staff Ex. 3 (Lipthratt) at 6.

“d.

> See Tr. at 56-57.

6 0CC Ex. 3 (Williams) at 11.

*” Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(5)(c) and (d) allbwt do not require, utilities to impose one-tiarel
recurring charges associated with opt-out.
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costs for monthly meter reading for on-cycle re@818,000), (2) costs for monthly
meter reading for off-cycle reads ($290), and é¥enue assurance ($728)An on-

cycle read is the monthly meter read; an off-cyeksd is generally performed at initiation
or termination of service; revenue assurance #edlto theft investigatiorfs.

Distribution Maintenance is comprised of two subpoments: (1) communication device
installation ($2,469.18) and (2) the communicatienice ($1,957.50). The
subcomponents capture the cost of purchasing,ihgcand installing communication
devices to read meters that are “stranded” beaafusemmunications gaps that may be
caused by traditional metets.

A. The PUCO erred by approving an Order that violatesR.C. 4903.09

because it fails to explain the reasons for its detmination of Metering
Services costs to be included within charges to caumers, and because its
determinations are not based upon evidence of reatr Moreover, Duke
has failed to sustain its burden of proof imposedypR.C. 4909.18.

The Order notes that PUCO Staff withness Ruthenfecdmmends that the costs
for revenue assurance and all Distribution Mainteeacosts be disallowed, and that the
cost for on-cycle and off-cycle meter reading luced. However, as noted above, Ms.
Rutherford recommended that the time for perfornmreger reading be reduced from one
hour to 35 minute3® However, the Order adopted a 25 percent redu¢fiom one hour

to 45 minutes) for meter reading and applied altdMetering Services, including

revenue assurance (i.e., theft investigatidhs)s stated above, the 25 percent time

*®OCC Ex. 2.

%9 See Tr. at 58-59.

%0 See Duke Ex. 2 (Brown), Attachment JCB-1 at See also Tr. at 72-73.
°1 Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 7-8.

°2 Order at 8.
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reduction was Ms. Rutherford’s recommended adjustrite the one-time meter
replacement charge, not monthly meter reading.

As a threshold matter, for the reasons listed@CQ Initial Brief, the PUCO
erred by not finding that Duke failed to carrylsrden of showing that the Metering
Services charges are not cost-baetlowever, at a minimum, the PUCO should correct
the error of reducingll Metering Services costs by 25 percent.

Of the three Metering Services subcomponents, ti@yn-cycle and off-cycle
meter reading subcomponents involve time to rea@ e Accepting Ms. Rutherford’s
recommendation, the time to read those meters dliimuteduced from one hour to 35
minutes (approximately 40 percent), and the metading costs reduced accordingly.

The Order does not specifically address revenugrasse (theft investigations).
The PUCO should disallow the revenue assurance bestiuse they are not functions
that occur monthly. Revenue assurance involvegisgrout a technician to examine
whether a meter has been tampered Witfthis does not occur with each customer on a
monthly basis; in fact, Duke assumes that it wolhduct theft investigation for
approximately one percent of metafsyhich would involve fewer than seven traditional

meters per year.

%3 Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 5.
** OCC Initial Brief at 19-21.

* On-cycle costs would be reduced from $348,00@@8%000; and off-cycle costs would be reduced from
$290 to $174.

* Seeid. at 69-70.
*"See OCC Ex. 2, p. 7.
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Duke does this strictly for its own edificatiort.id not a function that the
customer has requested. Customers should notaogezhfor this. Indeed, Ms.
Rutherford recommends that this cost be disallowster Duke’s current tariff

B. The PUCO erred by approving an Order that violatesR.C. 4903.09

because it fails to explain the reasons for its detmination of Distribution
Maintenance costs to be included within charges twonsumers, and
because its determinations are not based upon evitee of record.
Moreover, Duke has failed to sustain its burden gproof imposed by R.C.
4909.18.

The Order fails to explain why it allowed Duke’ppsed Distribution
Maintenance costs, in violation of R.C. 4909.03% stated above, the Distribution
Maintenance cost component of the monthly charg®tsumers captures the cost of
purchasing, locating and installing communicatienides to read meters that are
“stranded” because of communications gaps thatleasaused by traditional metéPs.
Duke has not shown support for these estimated.cdst OCC witness Williams noted,
Duke stated in a discovery response that no conutations gaps have been caused by
traditional meter§® Thus, Duke has not shown the accuracy of itsneséid need for
communication devices. The cost is purely spesmaélaand until Duke shows an actual
need for the communication nodes, customers shuatlgay for them.

Moreover, as the PUCO Staff recognizes, these carization nodes are used to

support the SmartGrid service and should not beceld as a monthly charge from

customers who opt out of SmartGrid senfiteThus, these communication nodes should

%8 Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 7.

% See Duke Ex. 2 (Brown), Attachment JCB-1 at See also Tr. at 72-73.
0 0occ Ex. 3 (Williams) at 16.

®1 Staff Ex. 2 (Rutherford Direct) at 6.
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be a capital investment and should be collectet tastomers through Duke’s base
rates. This issue is best reserved for Duke’s basé rate proceeding, as discussed
above.

If these Distribution Maintenance costs are disedld, and the Metering Services
costs properly adjusted, the total monthly chargeald/be approximately $24. Although
OCC recommends that the monthly charge be seratdodlars, the $24 charge is
considerably more just and reasonable to residents&@omers than the $30 charge the
Order erroneously imposes.

Assignment of Error 4: The PUCO erred by approvingan Order that is

unreasonable because it fails to order Duke to helgonsumers avoid meter

reading charges through other options to taking sefice under the proposed
opt-out tariff. The Order also violates R.C. 4903.9 because it fails to explain
the reasons for its rejection of OCC'’s proposal fooptions that could help
consumers avoid meter reading charges.

At hearing and on brief, OCC proposed that the Plé@f@r Duke to work with
its customers to provide options to taking servinder the opt-out tariff. However, the
Order does not address the issue and providespiaration for its rejection, in
violation of R.C. 4903.09.

In its Entry on Rehearing where it establishedaytrules, the PUCO stated:

The Commission believes that the EDUs should watk esustomers
on a case by case basis, regardless of whethentbgr is an
advanced meter, and should arrive at a mutuallgesdpie solution to
the customer’s concerns. The EDUs should recogrdzanced meter
opt-out service as one of many solutions to custaoecerns
regarding their metef%.

Duke, however, offers no alternatives to its praobgpt-out tariff. Residential

customers can either take the opt-out servicetddtay Duke — with its exorbitant one-

%2 See Case No. 12-2050-EL-ORD, Entry on Rehearing (Ddm=mi8, 2013) (“Opt-Out Entry on
Rehearing”) at 3.
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time charge and unavoidable monthly meter readwagge — or the customers must have
an advanced meter installed at their homes agiiestwishes. This runs counter to the
PUCO'’s directive in the Opt-Out Entry on Rehearitg furtherance of its directive, the
PUCO should require Duke to work with customerdereloping more options for

opting out of having an advanced meter.

One simple option would be for customers to bevatld to avoid the additional
charge associated with the monthly meter readiaggeh To avoid this charge,
customers should have the option of reading their meters during most months and
reporting the reading to Duke. As OCC witness Mhtis pointed out, Duke already has
this capability®® This was confirmed at hearing by Duke witnesswBr8*

Allowing customers to read their own meter and repp@o Duke is consistent
with the PUCO'’s rules. Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-1@Hg%) requires that utilities read
meters only once a year, and provides for utiliéied customers to make other
arrangements for meter reading:

The electric utility shall obtain actual readindsab its in-service
customer meters at least once each calendar f@ary billing
period, the electric utility shall make reasonaddtempts to obtain
accurate, actual readings of the energy and denifaaquplicable,

delivered for the billing period, except where tustomer and the
electric utility have agreed to other arrangements.

The PUCO should require Duke to make this opticailakle to customers who
choose not to have an advanced meter at their homes
Another alternative would be for Duke to waive dew for installing an

advanced meter at a different location from whheettaditional meter is currently

% 0ccC Ex. 3 (Williams) at 5-6.
% Tr. at 38.
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installed. Duke gives customers the option ofalisig an advanced meter in a location
different from the traditional meter — but at thestomer’s expense. This was discussed
during the cross-examination of Duke witness Brown:

Q. [By Mr. Stinson] Now, isn't it true that if a stomer expresses a
concern about having an AMI meter installed, thet@mer has two
options, the first being to have a traditional mete

A. [By Mr. Brown] | believe that's what this tariffias filed for.

Q. And is another option to have the AMI meter tedafurther from
the customer’s residence?

A. The customer can have their meter base movebywanwill install
a meter base somewhere else — or, excuse me, pandtthat meter
base somewhere else on their property.

Q. And isn’t it true that the customer pays fortttedocation?
A. Yes®

Duke has also not shown a willingness to work wiiktomers who have
concerns about the communications functions of acke meters. Duke has alleged that
PUCO rules prevent it from shutting off the comnuations functior?® But that is
simply not the case. In the Opt-Out Entry on Rehngathe PUCO specifically
mentioned turning off the communications functieraa alternative to opt-out:

The Commission notes that the electric utility ncaptinue to work
with customers on alternatives to opt-out, suctuasing off the
communication function of the meter or moving theten to another
area of the property, but the customer shall hageption to request

full advanced meter opt-out service for replacenoétihe advanced
meter with a traditional metéf.

5 Tr. at 78-79.
%1d. at 79.
7 Opt-Out Entry on Rehearing at 3.
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The Order errs by not requiring Duke to work witlstomers regarding their
concerns over traditional meters. This also inetugroviding customers with

alternatives to monthly meter readings that Dukeaaly makes available to customers.

IV.  CONCLUSION

Duke has the burden of proof in this case to sh@wits proposed charges for
customers who choose a traditional meter are pst@asonable. Duke has failed to
meet this burden and the PUCO should reverse dsr@nd deny Duke’s application.

Because Duke has failed to sustain its burdenisnptfoceeding, its costs should
be examined in the rate proceeding that will comeeesithin the next five months. In
that event, the PUCO should approve the Applicatdh both the one-time charge and
the monthly recurring charge set at zero dolldrnise charges then would be populated
once the rate proceeding has concluded.

But if the PUCO does not follow OCC’s recommendatmd instead determines
to set the opt-out service charges in this procegdi must revise its determination of
various costs consistent with this applicationr&rearing. The one-time charge should
be set at no more than $37.12 and the monthly elatrg maximum of $24, as discussed
above. The PUCO should also order Duke to develog alternatives to opt-out for
customers.

To protect consumers, the PUCO should grant OCp$iGation for rehearing in

this proceeding.
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