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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of ) Case No. 16-1096-EL-WVR
Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. for a Waiver. )

MOTION TO INTERVENE
AND
OBJECTIONS
BY
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (*OCC’9vas to intervene in this
case involving the rights of Ohioans whose eledeiwice is to be disconnected for
nonpayment. OCC is filing on behalf of Duke’s 6XH) residential electric utility
customers.

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”)qeires electric utilities to
provide residential consumers with personal natic¢he day their service is to be
disconnected for nonpaymentf the customer (or an adult consumer) is nahathome,
electric utilities must leave written notice in@spicuous place at the customer’s home
prior to disconnectiof.

The personal notice requirements are importanseeraining whether shutting
off the electricity could cause tragic consequerioesonsumers in the home. And, the
personal notice is that last opportunity for custosrto avoid disconnection of electric
service. Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (“Duke”) seekstmid giving this personal notice of

service disconnection to its residential electtistomers. With the waiver, Duke could

! Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(2).
21d.



utilize the remote disconnection function of itzvadced metering infrastructure (“AMI”
or “advanced”) meters to disconnect residentiattelzcustomers for nonpaymeht.
The reasons the PUCO should grant OCC intervetieriurther set forth in the
attached Memorandum in Support. OCC also subtsiisitial objections to Duke’s
proposal to avoid providing proper notice of disoection to residential customers

whose homes have advanced metefie PUCO should deny Duke’s request.

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE J. WESTON (0016973)
OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/sl Terry L. Etter

Terry L. Etter (0067445), Counsel of Record
Christopher Healey (0086027)

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)
Telephone: (614) 466-9571 (Healey direct)
terry.etter@occ.ohio.gov

(willing to accept service by e-mail)
christopher.healey@occ.ohio.gov

(willing to accept service by e-mail)

% SeeApplication for a Waiver by Duke Energy Ohio, IiftApplication”) (May 13, 2016) at 1-2.
* OCC reserves the right to file any additional diags the PUCO may allow in this proceeding.
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Duke ) Case No. 16-1096-EL-WVR
Energy Ohio, Inc. for a Waiver. )

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

INTERVENTION

In its Application, Duke seeks to be excused frapvjaling personal notice of
disconnection for nonpayment of electric servicédaesidential customers whose
homes are equipped with advanced meters. Sucbnoest are entitled to receive
personal notice under the PUCO’s rulekistead, Duke wants to disconnect residential
customers’ service remotely through the advance@nmm&ithout ever having to
personally appear at customers’ horheBuke proposes that the waiver be undertaken as
a “pilot” program, to run from “no later than” Augul, 2016 through May 31, 2019.

Through its waiver request, Duke would deprive cosdrs whose homes are
equipped with an advanced meter from an additioppbrtunity to avoid disconnectién.
OCC has authority under law to represent the istsref all of Duke’s 615,000
residential utility customers, pursuant to R.C. @ka4911.

R.C. 4903.221 provides, in part, that any persohd'may be adversely affected”
by a PUCO proceeding is entitled to seek intereenin that proceeding. The interests

of Ohio’s residential customers may be “adverséigcted,” especially if the customers

® Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(2).

® SeeApplication at 2.

"1d. at 7.

8 SeeOhio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(4)(a)-(c).



were unrepresented in this case where Duke isrsgekwvaiver of a PUCO rule that
protects customers from termination of electriv®er without adequate notice. Thus,
this element of the intervention standard in R@031221 is satisfied.

R.C. 4903.221(B) requires the PUCO to considefdhewing criteria in ruling
on motions to intervene:

(1) The nature and extent of the prospective ieteov's interest;

(2) The legal position advanced by the prospedtitervenor and its

probable relation to the merits of the case;

(3) Whether the intervention by the prospectivennenor will unduly

prolong or delay the proceeding; and

(4) Whether the prospective intervenor will sigeafintly contribute to the

full development and equitable resolution of thetdal issues.

First, the nature and extent of OCC'’s interese@esenting Duke’s residential
customers in this case involving the requisitec®for disconnection of service, as
required by Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(2). dimterest is different from that of
any other party and especially different from thiathe utility whose advocacy includes
the financial interest of stockholders.

Second, OCC'’s advocacy for residential customeltdneiude advancing the
position that Duke’s customers are entitled toptwections set forth in Ohio Adm.
Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(2), which mandates that ordtneof disconnection of service for
nonpayment, electric utilities “shall provide thestomer with personal notice” or
provide personal notice to an adult consumer ahtimee if the customer is not there.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(2) alternatively yides that if neither the customer



nor an adult consumer is at the home on the daysobnnection, the utility “shall attach
written notice to the premises in a conspicuouatioa prior to disconnecting service.”
OCC'’s position is therefore directly related to therits of this case that is pending
before the PUCO, the authority with regulatory cohof public utilities’ service quality
in Ohio.

Third, OCC'’s intervention will not unduly prolong delay the proceeding.
OCC, with its longstanding expertise and experiend@UCO proceedings, will duly
allow for the efficient processing of the case vatmsideration of the public interest.

Fourth, OCC'’s intervention will significantly cortiute to the full development
and equitable resolution of the factual issues.Cal obtain and develop information
that the PUCO should consider for equitably andu#lywdeciding the case in the public
interest.

OCC also satisfies the intervention criteria in @®o Administrative Code
(which are subordinate to the criteria that OC@s8as in the Ohio Revised Code). To
intervene, a party should have a “real and substanterest” according to Ohio Adm.
Code 4901-1-11(A)(2). As the advocate for residentility customers, OCC has a very
real and substantial interest in this case wheileelsiseeking waiver of the notice of
disconnection requirements as they apply to custembose homes are equipped with
advanced meters.

In addition, OCC meets the criteria of Ohio Adm.déat901-1-11(B)(1)-(4).
These criteria mirror the statutory criteria in R4903.221(B) that OCC already has

addressed and that OCC satisfies.



Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-11(B)(5) states that the PLsG@ll consider the “extent
to which the person’s interest is represented listieg parties.” While OCC does not
concede the lawfulness of this criterion, OCC §iaishis criterion in that it uniquely has
been designated as the state representative woiténests of Ohio’s residential utility
customers. That interest is different from, antirepresented by, any other entity in
Ohio.

Moreover, the Supreme Court of Ohio confirmed OQdggjht to intervene in
PUCO proceedings, in deciding two appeals in wld€C claimed the PUCO erred by
denying its interventions. The Court found tha BFUJCO abused its discretion in
denying OCC's interventions and that OCC shouldeHaeen granted intervention in
both proceedings.

OCC meets the criteria set forth in R.C. 4903.Z21ip Adm. Code 4901-1-11,
and the precedent established by the Supreme GbOftio for intervention. On behalf

of Ohio residential customers, the PUCO should tg@dC’s Motion to Intervene.

Il. OBJECTIONS TO WAIVER
A. Introduction
The PUCO's disconnection rules help protect consarig requiring utilities to
give customers personal notice on the day sersite lbe disconnected. Ohio Adm.
Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(2) provides the following:
On the day of disconnection of service, the utitiynpany shall
provide the customer with personal notice. If¢thetomer is not at

home, the utility company shall provide personalagoto an adult
consumer. If neither the customer nor an adulsaorer is at home,

° See Ohio Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. Cognitil Ohio St.3d 384, 2006-Ohio-5853, 113-20
(2006).



the utility company shall attach written noticethe premises in a
conspicuous location prior to disconnecting service

The PUCO has recognized the importance of perswiale to customers on the
day of disconnection for nonpayment. In rejectingke’s previous request for waiver of
the personal notice rule, the PUCO stated thatitiwlit personal notification, or the
display of notice, it is possible that customeryiipa unaware of the pending
disconnection, or may believe that the lack of weris the result of an outag®”"The
PUCO also has previously noted that the noticesrate there “to ensure that, during the
winter heating season, every effort is made toawrd customer facing disconnection
before the disconnection of the customer’s sertiteThere is no doubt that living in
homes without electricity can have serious heaithsafety implications for Ohioans.

Duke is asking the PUCO for authority to avoid tl@quirement of personal
notice on the day electric service is to be diseated for nonpayment for customers
who have advanced metéfsThis would affect nearly all Duke electric cusensin

Ohio* Instead of personal notice, on the day of diseotion Duke would like to use a

%1n the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy @Hnc. for a Waiver of Certain Sections of the ®hi
Administrative Code for SmartGrid Pilot Progran@@ase No. 10-249-EL-WVR, Entry (June 2, 2010y .at

™ n the Matter of the Application of Brainard Gasr@oration, Orwell Natural Gas Company and
Waterville Gas and Oil Company for a Waiver of Ra#©1:1-18(B)(1), Ohio Administrative Cqd9-
1970-GA-WVR, Finding and Order (February 11, 20402;In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of
Chapters 4901:1-17 and 4901:1-18, and Rules 496101 4901:1-10-22, 4901:1-13-11, 4901:1-15-17,
4901:1-24-14, and 4901:1-29-12 of the Ohio Admiatste Code Case No. 08-723-AU-ORD, Entry
(September 23, 2009) at 7-8.

12 seePitzer v. Duke Energy Ohio, IncCase No. 15-298-GE-CSS.

3 Duke states that the waiver would apply only tetomers who are “served by certified AMI
technology....” Application at 4, 5, 6.

14 Approximately 105 Duke residential customers hiaaditional meters, rather than advanced metSes
In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy @Hnc. for Approval of a Grid Modernization Opt-Du
Tariff and for a Change in Accounting Proceduresliding a Cost Recovery Mechanisgase No. 14-
1160-EL-UNC, Hearing Transcript at 35. Approximiat€00 other residential customers may still have
traditional metersSee idat 48-49. The waiver request apparently doesapply to customers with
traditional meters. The PUCO should continue tpuiee personal visits on the day of disconnectam f
customers who have traditional meters.



single text message and a single automated teleptadhto notify the customer whose
service is about to be disconnected for nonpayriteBiike would supplement these
messages with year-round use of the ten-day ntitatas required during the winter
heating season and reminders from call center peesoshould a customer facing
disconnection call Duk¥ Duke would also use bill inserts to inform cusessthat it no
longer will provide day of disconnection notite Duke states that it will continue
providing personal visits to the homes of “Criti€adre” customers on the day of
disconnectiort®

Duke proposes that the waiver be undertaken aga™program, to run from
“no later than” August 1, 2016 through July 31, 2% Duke has proposed to gather
data regarding seven “topics” for gauging the aftéthe “pilot.””° Duke claims the
timeframe “would enable inclusion of two winter liag seasons? although the “pilot”
would be for three years and include three wingatimg seasons.

Duke proposes to provide the data only to PUCOf 8t#thin 30 days after the
“pilot” is completed®? In addition, after conclusion of the pilot, Dugmposes to

continue disconnecting residential customers foypayment according to the process

15 Application at 5-6.
%1d. at 6.
Y1d. at 5.
®1d. at 6.
Yld. at 7.
21d. at 8.
2id.at7.

22 Any data compiled under a “pilot” should be doekktand should be provided to intervenors in thse ca



outlined above while the PUCO Staff reviews theiltssof the “pilot,” unless otherwise
ordered by the PUCH.

The PUCO's rules requiring utilities to make peionsits to customers’ homes
on the day of disconnection for nonpayment giveamsrs a much-needed opportunity
to avoid disconnection. The PUCO should not distirthis essential consumer
protection. The PUCO should deny Duke’s request.

B. Standard of Review

Under Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-02(B)(3), the PUC&ywaive any
requirement, standard, or rule in Chapter 4901:1e18§ood cause shown. An
application for a waiver must include the speaitie(s) requested to be waived. The
waiver request must also provide sufficient explimma by rule, to allow the PUCO to
thoroughly evaluate the waiver request.

As discussed below, Duke has not shown good caudbd requested waiver.

C. The PUCO should reject Duke’s request for a waer because the

pilot program in AEP Ohio’s service territory is still ongoing, the

nature of Duke’s requested waiver is vague, and Dks waiver
contains inadequate consumer protections.

In its Application, Duke cites to the PUCQO'’s appaibuf a waiver of the
disconnection rules granted to AEP OffloThe PUCO granted that waiver as a pilot

program in March 201%

Zd. at 8.
% Sedd. at 4.

% |n the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Caanp for a Limited Waiver of Rule 4901:1-18-
06(A)(2), Ohio Administrative Cod€ase No. 13-1938-EL-WVR, Entry (March 18, 201®)HP Ohio
Entry”).



AEP Ohio’s pilot has not even completed its firsay, it is scheduled to run from
August 1, 2015 through August 1, 20%7The results of AEP Ohio’s program will not
be available for PUCO review until after Augus017. Hence, the PUCO cannot yet
assess the effect of AEP Ohio’s pilot program aomsconers. Until the PUCO determines
from the AEP Ohio pilot that the lack of personatice does not have a negative impact
on residential consumers, the PUCO should not eéteithe important protection of
personal notice on the day of disconnection foeohioans.

The nature of Duke’s requested waiver is vaguekeBatates that the waiver
would affect residential customers “served by @ediAMI technology, except as
otherwise provided hereiff? But Duke does not specifically identify the tyds
residential customers with advanced meters who dvoat be affected by the waiver.
Duke later discusses “Critical Care” custonf@risut apparently does not mention any
other customers who would be excluded from the graihio law explicitly requires
reasonable provisions in the disconnection proesifar the elderly and handicapgéd.
The PUCO should not grant a waiver that is vagukthat can jeopardize the health and
safety of elderly and handicapped Ohioans.

Duke’s proposal gives consumers less protection ihafforded consumers in
AEP Ohio’s pilot. AEP Ohio limited its pilot progm to the approximately 132,000
customers in its Phase 1 gridSMART area who havarszéd meter® AEP Ohio’s

pilot will not apply to any residential customerbaweceive an advanced meter through

®|d. at 13.

27 Application at 4.

#1d. at 6-7. OCC addresses the issue of “Critical Cawstomers below.
2 R.C. 4933.122(C).

30 AEP Ohio Entry at 1.



AEP Ohio’s gridSMART Phase®. Duke, on the other hand, does not specify any
particular group of residential customers or porid its service territory that would be
targeted for the “pilot.” Hence, Duke apparentiyuid apply its waiver to all of the
more than 600,000 Duke residential customers whke ha advanced meter.

AEP Ohio’s pilot program also has definite paramgetd’he PUCO stated that
should AEP Ohio wish to continue its pilot beyondgist 1, 2017 or expand it to other
customers, AEP Ohio must seek PUCO approval antyio¢ parties to the waiver
proceeding by June 1, 203% Duke, however, apparently plans to start theotpiéven
without PUCO approval. In the Application, Dukatss: “Duke Energy Ohio proposes
here that its waiver request be undertaken a8 piith the initial term commencing
upon Commission approval of this applicatimut no later than August 1, 2016”33
This indicates that Duke intends to begin the ‘Pifwt later than August 1, 2016
regardless of whether the PUCO has approved it.

Further, Duke plans to continue its “pilot” pas¢ thuly 31, 2019 end date. In its
Application, Duke stated: “To minimize customer ftggion, inefficiencies, and
unnecessary cost, Duke Energy Ohio will continuadbere to the parameters of the

pilot during the review period and, unless otheemsdered by the Commission, after

such review period has conclude€d. The data review period would not begin until

31 SeeCase No. 13-1938-EL-WVR, Notice of Amended Applicat(September 5, 2014) (“AEP Ohio
Application Amendment”).

32 AEP Ohio Entry at 13.
% SeeApplication at 7 (emphasis added).
¥ Seeidat 8.



approximately 30 days after July 31, 2639Hence, Duke doesn't really propose an end
date to the “pilot.®

The notice proposed by Duke is also inadequatedi®gt consumers. An
automated text message and a robocall to custares poor substitute for an in-person
visit on the day of disconnection. Customers wigofacing disconnection of their
electric service for nonpayment are often in a tiirancial situation. Electricity is
usually the last utility service they can do witha@o they might not have a working
telephone. In such instances, an automated tesdage or an automated telephone call
might not be received by customers whose eleatrnace is about to be disconnected.
This could lead to tragic results, especially dgrold weather months.

D. Duke’s high percentage of residential customensho have been

disconnected for nonpayment raises concerns aboutea waiver
request.

Duke asserts that “approval of the waiver will marease the number of eligible

disconnections...?

" The PUCO should not take this claim at face value

For several years, Duke’s percentage of residegigakric customers who have
been disconnected for nonpayment has been thestighmng Ohio’s electric
distribution utilities®® The waiver Duke is seeking can only lead to iaseel

disconnections of Duke’s residential electric cosos because electric service could

then be remotely terminated from a distant Duke&efthrough automated processes.

¥ 35eeid.

% Duke also does not explain what “customer confusitefficiencies, and unnecessary cost” it is
referring to.

37 Application at 4.

3 0On September 15, 2015, OCC and Citizens Unitedétion filed a complaint in Case No. 15-1588-GE-
CSS regarding Duke’s policies and practices cornegrdisconnection of residential customers’ serfare
nonpayment. The parties in that case are awaitiRyyCO ruling on discovery issues that arose irokst
2015. No settlement conference has been scheduled.

10



Each June, Ohio public utilities file their annugports of service disconnections
for nonpayment, as required by R.C. 4933.123. r€pert covers the period June 1 of
the previous year through May 31 of the year tip@reis filed. Until 2013, Duke
submitted combined disconnection data for eleetnd gas. Beginning with the June
2013 report, Duke separated the gas and electtonnection data. The following table
contains the data from the reports submitted by®Halectric utilities for reporting years
2013 through 2015:

Ohio Electric Utility Disconnections of ResidentialCustomers for Nonpayment
(2013-2015¥°

Compan Reporting Year 2013 Reporting Year 2014 Reportiegry2015
pany Discon Customers  %Dis Discor Customers %Djisc  DisgoCustomers %Disd

Duke 77,165 613,181 13.6 83,199 615,738 14.3 80,8317619,513 13.0
AEP Ohio 98,917| 1,273,361 7.8 88,390 1,273,602 6.996,456 1,275,815 7.6
DP&L 34,822 454,605 7.7 31,28 457,39p 6.8 30,837 58,063 6.7
Ohio Edison 45,685 918,450 5.0 45,124 919,344 49 6,564 922,193 5.1
Toledo Edison 8,479 272,004 3.1 9,71)7 271,717 36 ,4938 271,719 3.1
CEl 15,970 660,818 2.4 14,736 660,648 2R 14,594 1,16® 2.2

As shown in the table, Duke has disconnected aigportion of customeror
non-payment as compared with the other Ohio eteatiiities. Duke’s rate of
disconnections has been close to, or more tharmledloat of Ohio’s other electric
utilities. And Duke consistently has disconnedtezlsecond-most number of residential
customers for nonpayment, even though Duke is lidartotal number of residential

electric customers.

39n the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Distections for Nonpayment Required by Section
4933.123, Revised Cod@ase No. 15-882-GE-UN@) the Matter of the Annual Report of Service
Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Sect®334 23, Revised Cod€ase No. 14-846-GE-UNC;
In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Distections for Nonpayment Required by Section
4933.123, Revised Codease No. 13-1245-GE-UNC.

11



The PUCO should be concerned about Duke’s recsturfjiof disconnecting
customers for nonpayment. If Duke is allowed tmaoeely disconnect residential
customers for nonpayment, more Ohioans will likeke their electric service.

E. Duke’s waiver request is inadequate to protecttaisk customers.

AEP Ohio exempted “vulnerable customers” from itstg® “Vulnerable
customers” were described as customers who are6Ovgears of age and have
demonstrated difficulty understanding AEP Ohio’sadinnection practices or procedures,
someone with mental impairments who is unable toprehend the bill or disconnection
process, and persons with life support equipmeredfied medical certificates. Duke,
on the other hand, proposes to continue providagad disconnection personal visits to
“residential customers who are classified as Giiti€are customers pursuant to the
Commission’s regulations® Duke does not define “Critical Care” customers] a
contrary to Duke’s statement the term is not comt@iin PUCO regulations.

The PUCO's rules do include the term “critical @mer,” which is defined as
“any customer or consumer on a medical or life-suppystem who has provided
appropriate documentation to the electric utilitgttan interruption of service would be
immediately life-threatening®® This definition, however, is not as broad astéim

“vulnerable customers” used by AEP Ohio; for examfildoes not include persons who

“0SeeAEP Ohio Entry at 1.

“d.

“2 Application at 6.

3 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-01(H).

12



have difficulty understanding the bill and discoatien proces§? Such individuals
should continue to receive personal visits on @neaf disconnection.

Further, Duke’s proposal inadequately protects goress who should be
identified as “Critical Care” customers, but whemt. Duke states that if it learns that it
has remotely disconnected a residential customermamets the “Critical Care”
definition but is not on the list of “Critical Cdreustomers, Duke will restore the
customer’s service “as soon as practicablé®..Duke does not explain what it means by
“as soon as practicable.” Delay in restoring eleal service to a consumer with a
serious medical condition could have grave consecpge Because Duke would not
have to send personnel to such a customer’s homestiare service, the customer’s
service should be reconnected immediately.

F. Duke’s request for waiver does not include a ragttion in

distribution rates to account for the savings thatwould result from

eliminating the in-person disconnection notice requements of
Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-016(A)(2).

Duke seeks to reap the benefits of waiving theireqments of Ohio Adm. Code
4901:1-18-06(A)(2) while failing to properly adjust rates to account for the cost
savings associated with remote disconnection. abilay to remotely disconnect a
customer’s electric service without in-person retiuld greatly reduce Duke’s cost

associated with disconnection and reconnection.

*4 OCC raised concerns about privacy issues invohi¢d AEP Ohio’s definition of “vulnerable,” which
was limited to customers over 60 years of age whe Hdifficulty understanding the disconnection s
Case No. 13-1938-EL-WVR, OCC Motion to Intervend &@bjections (October 18, 2013) at 6-8. In order
to avoid the privacy concerns raised in the AEPoQtmiver case, the PUCO should include customers
who have difficulty understanding the disconnectinocess, regardless of age.

> Application at 7.

13



In its pilot, AEP Ohio committed to waiving overtammeconnection fees for the
customers in the remote disconnect pilot &eBuke, meanwhile, has not committed to
waiving, or even reducing, any disconnection ooneection fees. Duke claims that its
waiver would enable efficiency and proper costratignt?’ Yet Duke does not offer to
pass those efficiencies on to customers throughcestidisconnection and reconnection
charges.

Duke’s reconnection charges vary between $25 abdi&fending upon
accessibility of the meter. Additionally Duke chas customers $50 to reconnect service
on the same day if the request is made after 12r83° Duke apparently would
continue collecting these reconnection charges ftostomers even though the cost for
providing the services is far less than was juediin previous rate proceedings.

If the PUCO were to waive the requirements of Okdlon. Code 4901:1-18-
06(A)(2) and allow Duke to remotely disconnect desitial customers without personal
notice (even on a pilot basis), it must first atdjDake’s disconnection and reconnection
fees to rates that are determined to be just aasbreblé® Because Duke’s waiver
would eliminate all trips for disconnection andaenection purposes to homes of

customers with advanced meters, Duke should bereghio eliminate all such

6 AEP Ohio Application Amendment

“” Application at 7.

“8 Duke Tariff, P.U.C.O. Electric No. 19, Sheet N@.3 page 1 of 1.
“9R.C. 4909.15(C).

14



associated charges to such custorriegloreover, to the extent that Duke is able to
reduce its credit and collection costs through rendisconnections (through waiver of
the personal notice requirement), its customersilghonmediately realize the benefit of
the reduced operating and maintenance costs witérldistribution rates as well.

G. Duke’s assertions regarding eliminating public ad employee
safety issues are pure conjecture.

Duke claims that granting the waiver would resdiweblic and employee safety
issues....*"! Duke asserts that personal visits on the dayssbdnection can create
“underlying tension” or “hostility” that is directitoward Duke personn@&l. Duke notes,
however, that such incidents are “not typical® .Nevertheless, Duke contends that
granting the waiver “will necessarily eliminate ahyeats posed by such appearance,
whether such threats emanate from persons, aniorassher hazardous conditior.”

Duke has not provided data or other informatiorardimg any actual public and
employee safety issues raised in the Applicationorder to determine whether the
public interest is served by allowing Duke to avpétsonal visits on the day of
disconnection, even on a “pilot” basis, the PUCOusth have more information. Duke

should provide information concerning public andodoyee safety issues associated with

day of disconnection personal visits by Duke emgésy Specifically, Duke should

* Duke states that it has reduced the amount Bnitrt grid rider by the operational benefits assted
with remote disconnection and reconnectitoh.at 3-4. To be clear, Duke did not provide theuctin
unilaterally. The reduction was the result of element in the case involving the mid-deploymentiew
of Duke’s smart grid.In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy @Hnc. to Adjust Rider DR-IM
and Rider AU for 2010 SmartGrid Costs and Mid-Dgpient ReviewCase No. 10-2326-GE-RDR,
Stipulation and Recommendation (April 24, 2012%-at. In return, Duke has collected hundreds of
millions of dollars from customers.

> Application at 5.
*2|d.
> 1d.
> 1d.
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provide information regarding the number of suatidants during the past year, whether
the incidents involved only threats or actual h#mmeither employees or the public, and

the costs Duke incurred regarding the incidents.

[ll.  CONCLUSION

OCC has met the criteria for intervention in thisqeeding. The PUCO should
grant OCC’s motion to intervene.

The PUCO previously denied Duke’s request to fahgopersonal notice
requirements of Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(&#)residences equipped with
advanced meters. In that 2010 case, Duke sought to avoid provigiesonal notice of
disconnection of service on the date of serviceniteaition to residential customers whose
homes have advanced meters. In denying Duke'sstgine PUCO ruled that
“[w]ithout personal notification, or the display nbtice, it is possible that customers may
be unaware of the pending disconnection, or mag\weethat the lack of service is the
result of an outage’® The PUCO should follow its sound reasoning frtwa June 2010
Duke decision and similarly deny Duke’s currentuest to waive the requirements of
Ohio Adm. Code 4901:18-16(A)(2).

Duke has not shown good cause for its waiver raqugsnce, Duke should not
be allowed to eliminate personal notice on the afajisconnection for nonpayment to

residential electric service customers who havadwanced meter.

*5|n the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy @Hnc. for a Waiver of Certain Sections of the @hi
Administrative Code for SmartGrid Pilot Progran@ase No. 10-249-EL-WVR, Entry (June 2, 2010) .

*1d. at 7.
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