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I INTRODUCTION

The Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel (“OCC”) opposes the Settlement in
this case. It opposes the Reconciliation Rider, in any form. But given that the Public
Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) has already approved the Rider, OCC believes
that IGS’s proposal to make the it bypassable, so that only standard service offer (“SSO”)
customers would pay it, would make a bad situation even worse.! IGS’s proposal to
unbundle costs associated with standard service offer rates by creating two new riders
would also make the Settlement worse and harm customers.”> IGS’s proposals should be
rejected. They are harmful to consumers, not in the public interest, and contrary to

important regulatory principles and practices.

! See Rebuttal Testimony of Wm. Ross Willis on Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel
(April 9, 2019).

2 See id.



II. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. No party supports either of IGS’s proposals, confirming
OCC’s demonstration that they are harmful to consumers, not
in the public interest, and contrary to important regulatory
principles and practices.

That IGS’s proposals should be rejected is confirmed by the fact that no one
supports them. Six parties made filings in response to IGS’s effort to rewrite the PUCO’s
Opinion and Order in this case to make the Reconciliation Rider bypassable and to
unbundle costs associated with standard service offer rates by creating two new riders.>
The PUCO Staff pointed out that “IGS has presented nothing that warrants any change in
the Commission’s Opinion and Order.”* DP&L asserts that the Settlement — without
IGS’s proposals — “passes the Commission’s three-part [settlement] test, and [the PUCO]
should reject IGS’ challenges to the Stipulation.” OEG accurately notes that “IGS has
not introduced any arguments that were not considered by the Commission at the time of
its October 20, 2017 Order approving the Amended Stipulation with modifications or its
Third Entry on Rehearing again declining to approve a bypassable [Reconciliation
Rider].”® Neither Kroger nor OMA supports IGS’s proposals.’

The complete lack of support for IGS’s proposals only serves to confirm OCC’s

recommendations in this case. IGS’s proposals should be rejected.

3 OCC, The Kroger Company, Ohio Energy Group, Dayton Power & Light Company, the Ohio
Manufacturer’s Association Energy Group, and PUCO Staff.

4 PUCO Staff’s Initial Brief at 7.

> DP&L’s Initial Brief at 36.

% OEG’s Initial Brief at 4.

7 See Kroger’s Initial Brief; OMA’s Letter of Notification.
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B. OCC’s testimony rebutting IGS’s proposals is unchallenged,
confirming OCC’s demonstration that they are harmful to
consumers, not in the public interest, and contrary to
important regulatory principles and practices.

Equally as significant, no party — including IGS — takes issue with the testimony
of OCC expert Wm. Ross Willis. As explained in detail in our Initial Brief, Mr. Willis
confirmed that the Reconciliation Rider should be non-bypassable. This is less harmful
to consumers and more in the public interest than a bypassable rider that harms standard
offer customers.® It is also more consistent with important regulatory principles and
practices.” OCC opposes the Reconciliation Rider, in any form. But given the PUCO’s
prior approval of the Rider, it should be paid by all customers. OCC Witness Willis’s
testimony on this score is unchallenged.

Likewise, Mr. Willis’s testimony that IGS’s unbundling proposal harms
customers, is not in the public interest, and violates important regulatory principles and
practices remains unrefuted.' The standard service offer is available to all customers, all
of the time, no matter what. Accordingly, all customers should pay for it. That is how it
is now, and that is how it should remain. OCC Witness Willis’s testimony on this score
is unchallenged.

That OCC’s testimony in this case has gone unchallenged only serves to confirm

OCC’s recommendations in this case. 1GS’s proposals should be rejected.

8 See OCC’s Initial Brief at 6-15.
9 See id. at 15-16.
10 See id. at 16-20.



III. CONCLUSION
The PUCO should reject IGS’s proposals regarding the Reconciliation Rider and
unbundling. They would harm consumers, are not in the public interest, and violate

important regulatory principles and practices.
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