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I. Introduction 

On February 7, 2018, the Commission issued a Finding and Order finding that “a 

seamless move mechanism should be adopted as a Statewide standard” in the state of Ohio.  

Finding and Order at ¶ 37 (Feb. 7, 2018).  The Commission also indicated that it will accept 

further comments from previous participants in the Market Development Working Group 

(“MDWG”) regarding “cost allocation for implementation of a seamless move mechanism 

within each EDU footprint” within 30 days after the Finding and Order’s issuance.  Id. at ¶ 39.  

Ohio Power Company (“AEP Ohio” or the “Company”) hereby submits its initial comments.  In 

addition to addressing cost recovery of a seamless move program, AEP Ohio will also address 

the Commission’s comments in regard to customers being dropped due to name changes on their 

account.  Contemporaneously with these comments, AEP Ohio is filing an application for 

rehearing of the Finding and Order, which AEP Ohio incorporates herein by reference.  By filing 

these comments, AEP Ohio does not waive any argument regarding the appropriateness of the 

Commission’s seamless move directive contained in the Company’s application for rehearing. 
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II. Comments and Recommendations 

A. Cost Allocation 

The fair and reasonable approach to cost recovery of a seamless move program would be 

to bill the suppliers who benefit directly from the program.  If a supplier currently has a contract 

with a customer, it would greatly benefit the supplier to keep this customer; therefore, the 

supplier should incur the costs associated with the seamless move.  However, in light of the 

relatively high cost of implementing the program compared to the small number of customers 

that will utilize the service each year, and recognizing that the Commission has determined that 

seamless move should be a statewide mandate, the Company proposes a two-tiered recovery 

mechanism for the system costs.  The Company proposes to defer the cost of the system upgrade 

as a regulatory asset at the weighted average cost of capital (WACC).  Any per-transaction fee 

payments, described below, made by suppliers will be credited to the total regulatory asset 

balance.  The remaining balance, which will be collected through base rates in the Company’s 

next base case, will be based on the balance of the regulatory asset at that time.  An example of 

the regulatory asset calculation described herein, which assumes a recovery period of seven years 

consistent with the Staff Report in this proceeding, is attached as Exhibit 1 to these comments.  

AEP Ohio’s updated estimate of implementation costs is approximately $1.8 Million.  AEP 

Ohio’s historical experience with customers that will be able to take advantage of the seamless 

move each year is estimated to be 6,930 a year, less than one-half percent of total customers.  

The estimated cost per contract, assuming each eligible customer uses seamless move once per 

year, would be $47.84 using these assumptions, as indicated in Exhibit 1. 

AEP Ohio proposes to bill each supplier for each eligible seamless move, regardless of 

whether the customer or supplier chooses to continue with the existing contract between them.  
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AEP Ohio will be required to complete the same process –to the benefit of CRES providers – 

and incur the same costs any time a customer is eligible for a seamless move, even if the 

customer’s CRES contract is not transferred to the customer’s new address at the option of either 

the customer or supplier (assuming the contract between the CRES provider and customer 

provided either party that option).   

AEP Ohio believes this methodology is the best way to recover costs from those who 

benefit from the program (i.e., suppliers) while also taking into account that, theoretically, nearly 

all customers would have the option to participate in the mechanism. 

B. Business customer name changes 

The Company also believes it is necessary to address the Commission’s discussion of 

scenarios in which a business customer’s name changes.  See Finding and Order at ¶ 15.  There, 

the Commission indicated that it is concerned that a business’s name changing “could result in 

that business being sent back to default service” which “is hardly business friendly.”  Id.  The 

Commission ordered that the EDUs and suppliers work together to address this issue.  Id.  AEP 

Ohio wishes to clarify the situation the Commission identified and to possibly allay some of the 

Commission’s concerns.  When a business calls AEP Ohio to change its name to correct an error, 

such as a misspelling or spacing issue, AEP Ohio will perform that correction without the 

customer being returned to AEP Ohio’s standard service offer (SSO).  

When, however, a company is either bought by a new parent company, has ownership 

changes, or has any other significant change that requires it to obtain a new tax identification 

number, AEP Ohio does consider this a new customer, and returns the new customer to its SSO, 

even though the core functionality of the business may not have changed.  A change of corporate 

form or ownership frequently results in increased risk to AEP Ohio.  This is not a simple “name 
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change.”  For example a limited liability company poses a greater credit risk than a corporation.  

A new tax ID to AEP Ohio is a new customer because it is a legal identification number that is 

associated with only that company.  Since it is legally a new customer, the customer is dropped 

from their supplier and given a new account number.  If the Commission is ordering that AEP 

Ohio be able to start a new customer with a supplier from the first day, then that would be 

considered under an instant connect scenario. 

AEP Ohio requests that the Commission clarify that only minor changes to a business 

would not affect a supplier’s contract, but that a new tax ID, new responsible billing party, or any 

changes which would affect the EDU’s ability to collect money owed to it by a company is 

outside of scope for the Commission’s request. 

III. Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth above, AEP Ohio recommends that the Commission blend the 

recovery of the costs of implementing the seamless move standard and reiterates that AEP Ohio 

should be made whole for the costs of the program, regardless of the method approved by the 

Commission for the recovery of those costs.  AEP Ohio also requests that the Commission 

provide the clarification requested herein regarding the Commission’s directive as to business 

customers that change their names. 

Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Steven T. Nourse      
Steven T. Nourse (0046705) 
    Counsel of Record 
Christen M. Blend (0086881) 
American Electric Power Service Corporation 
1 Riverside Plaza, 29th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio  43215 
Telephone:  (614) 716-1608 
Fax:  (614) 716-2950 
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Email:  stnourse@aep.com 
 cmblend@aep.com 
 
Counsel for Ohio Power Company

mailto:cmblend@aep.com
mailto:stnourse@aep.com


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

In accordance with Rule 4901-1-05, Ohio Administrative Code, the PUCO’s e-filing 

system will electronically serve notice of the filing of this document upon the following parties.   

In addition, I hereby certify that a service copy of the foregoing Comments was sent by, or on 

behalf of, the undersigned counsel to the following parties of record this 9th day of March, 2018, 

via electronic transmission. 

/s/ Steven T. Nourse     
Steven T. Nourse 

 
EMAIL SERVICE LIST 
 

amy.spiller@duke-energy.com;  
anne.reese@lasclev.org;  
BarthRoyer@aol.com;  
burkj@firstenergycorp.com;  
callwein@wanenergylaw.com;  
cathy@theoec.org;  
cmblend@aep.com 
cdunn@firstenergycorp.com;  
cgoodman@energymarketers.com;  
cmooney2@columbus.rr.com;  
coneil@calfee.com;  
cynthia.brady@constellation.com;  
dboehm@BKLlawfirm.com;  
david.fein@constellation.com;  
drinebolt@ohiopartners.org;  
ejacobs@ablelaw.org;  
elizabeth.bennett@exeloncorp.com;  
Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com;  
fdarr@mwncmh.com;  
Gary.A.Jeffries@dom.com;  
gbenjamin@communitylegalaid.org;  
gkrassen@bricker.com;  
gpoulos@enernoc.com;  
JABorell@co.lucas.oh.us;  
 

Jeanne.Kingery@duke-energy.com;  
jkooper@hess.com;  
jlang@calfee.com;  
jmaskovyak@ohiopovertylaw.org;  
joseph.serio@occ.ohio.gov;  
judi.sobecki@aes.com;  
Julie.robie@lasclev.org;  
Leslie.kovacik@toledo.oh.gov;  
lmcbride@calfee.com;  
lsacher@calfee.com;  
haydenm@firstenergycorp.com;  
grady@occ.state.oh.us;  
meissnerjoseph@yahoo.com;  
mkurtz@BKLlawfirm.com;  
msmalz@ohiopovertylaw.org;  
mkl@bbrskaw.com;  
mlinville@columbuslegalaid.org;  
mwalters@proseniors.org;  
mwarnock@bricker.com;  
NMcDaniel@elpc.org;  
nmorgan@lascinti.org;  
plee@oslsa.org;  
rjohns@oslsa.org;  
Rocco.DAscenzo@duke-energy.com;  
 

mailto:jmaskovyak@ohiopovertylaw.org
mailto:jlang@calfee.com
mailto:Leslie.kovacik@toledo.oh.gov
mailto:Julie.robie@lasclev.org
mailto:JABorell@co.lucas.oh.us
mailto:gpoulos@enernoc.com
mailto:jkooper@hess.com
mailto:Jeanne.Kingery@duke-energy.com
mailto:lmcbride@calfee.com
mailto:mwarnock@bricker.com
mailto:mwalters@proseniors.org
mailto:Rocco.DAscenzo@duke-energy.com
mailto:nmorgan@lascinti.org
mailto:meissnerjoseph@yahoo.com
mailto:lsacher@calfee.com
mailto:mlinville@columbuslegalaid.org
mailto:mkl@bbrskaw.com
mailto:cgoodman@energymarketers.com
mailto:cdunn@firstenergycorp.com
mailto:coneil@calfee.com
mailto:cmooney2@columbus.rr.com
mailto:burkj@firstenergycorp.com
mailto:anne.reese@lasclev.org
mailto:cathy@theoec.org
mailto:callwein@wanenergylaw.com
mailto:cynthia.brady@constellation.com
mailto:Gary.A.Jeffries@dom.com
mailto:Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com
mailto:gkrassen@bricker.com
mailto:gbenjamin@communitylegalaid.org
mailto:drinebolt@ohiopartners.org
mailto:david.fein@constellation.com
mailto:elizabeth.bennett@exeloncorp.com
mailto:ejacobs@ablelaw.org


 7 

sam@mwncmh.com;  
srantala@energymarketers.com;  
smhoward@vorys.com;  
stephen.bennett@exeloncorp.com;  
storguson@columbuslegalaid.org;  
talexander@calfee.com;  
toddm@wamenergylaw.com;  
trent@theoec.org;  
trhayskaw@gmail.com;  
tsiwo@bricker.com;  
william.wright@ohioattorneygeneral.gov; 
wsundermeyer@aarp.org 

 

 
 

mailto:trent@theoec.org
mailto:toddm@wamenergylaw.com
mailto:tsiwo@bricker.com
mailto:trhayskaw@gmail.com
mailto:stephen.bennett@exeloncorp.com
mailto:srantala@energymarketers.com
mailto:talexander@calfee.com
mailto:storguson@columbuslegalaid.org


Exhibit 1

Estimated per transaction Fee 47.84$                 

Estimated Number of Customers 6,930                   

Year 1 Year 2 year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7

System Cost 1,800,000.00$   1,606,920.82$   1,395,634.28$   1,164,423.41$   911,409.36$      634,536.09$      331,553.67$      

CRES Fees 331,553.67$      331,553.67$      331,553.67$      331,553.67$      331,553.67$      331,553.67$      331,553.67$      

Balance 1,468,446.33$   1,275,367.16$   1,064,080.61$   832,869.75$      579,855.70$      302,982.42$      -$                     

WACC 9.43% 9.43% 9.43% 9.43% 9.43% 9.43% 9.43%

Balance w Carrying Charges 1,606,920.82$   1,395,634.28$   1,164,423.41$   911,409.36$      634,536.09$      331,553.67$      -$                     
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