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| Senate Eneray and Public UtilitiesHouse SlotCommitteeonEnergybf s

Prepared Statement of Sam Randazzo, Chairman,
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio and

Ohio Power Siting Board

Caiman yisonHoops, Ranking MemberWiliams. ad, Vice CharMcColleiAbroms,
Members of theSenate HouseSelect EnerayandPublicUtes Commitee on Energy
PolicyandOversigh, my name is Sam Randazzo. |currently sevetheciizens of Ohio
in the capacity of Chairman of the Public ses Commission of Ohio (PUCO) and the
Ohio Power Sing Board (OPS). |appear here todaya he request of Chairman
Hoops ison and hope to make a positive contribution to you efforts to consider
‘SenateBil 346(58346)HousoB73 (HB-738)anc Hous B74 (43-746)as i
oymay afect current law.

My propre statoment docs discuss suggestions hat his Commitee and tho General
Assembly investtimean resources in the development of a comprehansive energy
policy. As prior witnesses haveexplained in tesimony discussing theHouse's

| companioneisato, the polices and practice of thefederal government contol
much of what happens inside Ohio when i comes o ecticity. The samo is true when
it comes to the natural gas and communications sect. Also, Ohio has codified
customer-centric energy polis fo retail dctic and natura gas soices in R.C.
4926.02 and 4929.02 respectively. Siar pois have been codifed or the
communications sector in R.C. 4527.02. I any oven, f the are question about
‘where Ohi stands with regard to energy policy. | woud be happy to discuss them with
ho members of his Commitee
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Section 1 What Has Happened on the Implementation Side of
Amended Substitute House Bill 6 (HB 6) and Unwinding
Challenges

begin by expressing my appreciation to the Legislative Senvice Commission (LSC) for
the quantity and qualty of the information shared with the House Select Commitee on
‘EnergyPolicy and Oversight believe |SC wil share the same or sir infomation
with his Commitastweok. 1 wil use the information provided by LSC as a
foundation forsome of th information tht wil share with you today. More specifically.
vil use the headings in the presentation provided by Mr. Clark o organize part of my
prepared statement. For your convenience, | have attached Mr. Clark's presentation to
my prepared statement as AtschmentA. 1 will supplement theinformationprovided by
LSC based on aperspectivegained fom the PUCO’s work on the implementation side
ofthe aw.

Payments for qualifying nuclear and renewable resources.

| Asteporedstatedby LSC, no payments have been made to the lige nuclearor
renewable resources and no charges have been imposed on customers. The PUCO
has, in accordance with the stautory requirements, estaished the charges customers
wil begin t pay staring in January 2021. The Ohio Air Qual Development Authority
(OAQDA) is currently obligate to commence distribution of the revenue produced by
the charges in Apri 2021

As you know, the maim monihy charges payable by customers are capped by
salute. Whi the charges are designed to provide a target love of funding, theactual
revenue collected and deposed in the wo separate nuciear and renewable funds will
be diferent ust ike actual tax revenue i either above or below projections. To the
extent hat the revenue collected is less thanth target, OAGDA wil reduce the amount
ofthe payout accordingly. To the extent hat the revenue collected is in excessof he.
target evs, the oxcess wil reduce future funding levels. Current law includes
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oconcilaon mechanisms to ensure that the total amount colcted fom customers and
paid to he lib resources wil not exceed $170 millon per year ove the erm of he
program.

Representative Greenspan's stimanybefore theHouseSelectCommiesonEnergy
| ‘PolicyandOversiah!twoweeks ago testimony astweek brought some attention to

provisions in current aw tha arenttypically noticed and | commend hm for his
education efor. More specifcaly,| am refering to the audit requirementsincurrent
Taw tha ae attached o the opportunity for lige nuclear resources to obtain the $9
credit, As vou may recall, the Senateinceihesethis comitis inserted he version

sessionthalbecamelaw.

Beginning in 2021, current law requires the PUCO toperform an annual retrospective
management and financial audit ofthe ownerloperato of the ucear resources
receiving the edi. The PUCO is currently developing the RFP 1 select an
independent auditor to performth firs retrospective audit (audit of 2020) in 2021,

| Cumentiaw requires the PUCO to provideOADQA QAQDA and General Assembly vith
a report of tha audit results and recommendations. The PCO must also make the

| report avaiable o the pubic. Based on these aut results and recommendations and
in certain cumstances, OAQDA has th discretion f reduce or eliminate the $9 credit
payment (with current law providing for coresponding reductions in customer charge).
As Representative Greenspan explained, t appears that OAQDA may not reduce or
eiminat the $9 credit simply because one or both ofthe nuclear resources do not
require financial assistance to continuo their zero iting electri producto.
Curent aw does permit OAQDA to eliminate or reduce the $9 credit f the Federal
Energy Regulatory Comission (FERC)o the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
has established a monetary benefit or ihe incentive payment tocontinue commercial
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operation." So, ther is some recognition in current law of how financialneedfor the 9
credit mightbeaffected by federal assistance programs.

For what it may be wort, the June2020 US House Majorty Staff Report submitted to
the House Select Committes on the Climate Criss contains thefollowing statement and
recommendation:

Nuclear power s a zero-carbon source of lectcty hat mado up20%of the nation's electricity generation in 2019 and more than
halfofall zero-carbon electricity. The nuciear power sector
‘supported more than 70,000 jobs in the United States in 2019.
Above, the majority staf for the Select Commitee recommends
hat Congress estabish a federal clean energy standardthatwould
allow electricity generated rom exising nuclear power plants to
quality for credits

To the extent the General Assembly acts—and ake no position on tis one way or the
other to modify current law to more clearlyorcomprehensively allow he $9 credit and
corresponding customer charges to be reduced based on a financial need assessment,
believe this could be accomplished by making relatively modest adjustments (0 current

law. Moving in this direction might aisobe accompanied by modiicatonsfo current law,
to defer any cash payment for the credis and the imposition of he customer charges to
fund the credits unt the financial need has been assessed through the retrospective.
audit process.

As cutnty siren, FERC: fstvorsion of hominimum ofr pric lo (OPR) a maybogeredby tte Subseahi)woud nk nyiow bo iered yhvalabityof ocaaSupport payments.
Sang he mato Gris:Tho CongressionalActon Pin fr a loan Energy Ecancmy and Healy.Rosiant and utAmerica po. 46, vaio
histo hos go esoshosGolCine5200 X20AcH Z0PIn29
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Nuclear and renewable resource credit program

While customer charges and cash distribution wil not occur unt next year, current law
allows eighbe resources o ear credits in 2020 based on the megawatt hours (MWH)
of production. Current law cals or the credits eamed in 2020 to be redeemed
beginning in 2021 at a maximum ate of $9 por MWH which is $0.009 per kiowatt hour
(KW), or nine tenthsofone cent por KWh. While SB 345HB738.andHB740 repeals.
the credit program.acLSChasexplained, neitherbiladdressesthobildoes noladdress
explicit what some may argue s a credit redemption obligation created by current lav.

Monthly customer charges.

| As ote above, the monty customer charges have been established butheyvil not
onto effect unt the begining of 2021.

Nuclear Generation and Renewable Generation Fund

As already explained, these fund credits are current being eamed by eligible
resources, but the cash redemptionofthesecredits does not commence unt April
2021.

Renewable energy benchmarks

The lessened or liminated compliance requirements of current law are in efect and are
beingobserved by competitive retal electric sevice (CRES) providers and electric
distribution uslives (EDUs) based on compliance benchmarks applied to thei respective

| rota sales. 55.346 BoiH3-736and48.740would restore the higher compliance
mandates for 2020 (6.5% versus 5.5% renewable, with 0.26% versus 0% specifically

| fom sola). 55.346ossWB738-00 4.740 do-not adress the patents non-
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compliance hardship imposed on CRES providers and EDUs from the change to @
higher compliance requirement for calendar year 2020 ine months into the year.

To the extent the General Assembly elects to restore the renewable resource purchase
obigation mandate that existed in prior aw, | recommend that some consideration be:
given to providing a transition period fo avoid the abruptness and hardship discussed
above. Also, curent law allows some of Ohio's largest electricity users 0 opt outofthe
renowable resource purchase mandate and reversing tis status (returningto prior law)
will kel require some transition thinking/lanring as well

Renewable energy compliance reduction

(Current law calls forthe MWH production rom thesalarprojects receiving credits fom
‘OAQDA to be counted towards compliance with the enawabl portfolio mandate.
Sincecustomers would be paying or the creditsfo the solar projots, curent law
recognizes that customers get the benefit of the renewable production associated with
the credits by, in efec, reducing the amount of the renewable mandate comphiance for
which customers would otherwise be required 0 pay. In more practical terms, this
crediting against the renewable compliance mandate protects customers against being

| “doubledipped. 45axplnedThS rection nthe renewable compliance
mandate elated to the production from the benefited solar facies would be oiminated

| bysee738and 40.

Renewable energy credit: double counting prohibition

Current law allows a renewable resource cortfed by the PUCO to obtain a renewable
energy certificate (REC) for each MWH of slectricly generated. REC have been part
ofOhio law since 2009 and,becauseoftheir market-based convenience, are the.
primary meansof compliancewith the renewable mandate.
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RECS are sold or otherwise used fo capture value in the marketplace based on the.
value assigned by wing sellers and buyers. This REC commerce provides a
Secondary market, a vitual means or renewable resources 0 obtain nancial support
and an opportunity for customers who wish fo buy RECS to meet thei encwable
technology preferences, sustainably or oher gods.

Because current law provides an opportunityfo some scar projects 0 obain up 0.59
per MWH, current aw also precludes geting boththe $9 cred anda REC, This
provision in current law aiminates the potential for doubie dipping thatmight otherwise

| eis. 5.346HB738andHB#40woud cone curten lw which allows renewable
sources to seek and obtain RECs, and remove the doubl dipping protection since the
proposed legislation eliminates the $9 credit.

For what it may be worth, Ohio:sliise ocafed renewable resource REC prices have
ocently beenin he$310 S10perMWHrange. Baseson is rico ange,colar

HB.6. As explained above, HB6 precludes obtaining financial suppor rom both the
REC opportunity and the HB 6 credit

Cost recovery

Current law allows an EDU 10 pass on to customers, trough a bypassable charge, the
costs associaed with certain legacy contracts which the EDU entered int prior fo 2015
for tho purchase of tho output of renewable resources. Those contracts were enored
into afer generation supply became a compelive service. In this context, a bypassable:
charges a charge tha can be avoided by customers that cbtain ther generation supply
(the competiive service) rom a RES provider serving asa generation supplier rather
than from an EDU. Current aw mis the time an EDU can transfor these above-market
legacy contract costs to customers.
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| thecostsare fullyrecovered. SB346HB-738-andHB740-doesnotaddress the

EEa
Valley Electric Corporation (OVEC).
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compliance plans to extend them through the end of2020. SB346HB.738andHB.740.
Increases and extends the mandated compliance levels and the coss that wil be paid
by customers. However, thebi dob docs not address the somewhat challenging
logistics associated with getting compliance plans in lace to meet the higher and
extended compliance mandates beginning in 2021. The process to get these

| compiance plans approved can incude informal stakeholder meetings, fom hearings
before the PUCO, and potential appeals to the Supreme Court of Ohi.

Given the transitional reais presented by reverting o the higher, longer and more:
expensive EE mandate shorly before 2021 and the fact that stakeholders have made
adjustments to their human and other resource allocations based on current aw. | dont
think ts possible, in a practical sense,toput he foolhpaste back nthe tube n the

| timeframe impici in 5834645733and 3-740. Theprocedural requirements
associated with establishing new EE mandate compliance plans, f nothing ise, make it
challenging to revert to pri law without an appropriate transition period and transition
plan.

Discontinuance of energy efficiency cost recovery mechanism upon full
compliance

As already explained, current law ends the mandated compliance obligation on EDU
for EE programs asofadate cetan, December 31,2020. Current law also ends the.
charges customers are compelled to pay as a result ofthe mandates at the same time,
subject 10a limited extension as may be necessary to reconcile or zero out any prio
period over or under recovery. The steps the PCO has taken (0 wind down the
compiance programs should help to minimize the extent o which any charges continue,
into 2021.

| SBL34615-738 ond48.740woud restore thecharges made necessary by the
mandated compliance requirements; and,becauseof the escalation in the compliance
required in 2021 relativeto2020 (a jump from 1% to2%) ts reasonable toexpectthat
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the mandate charges paid by customers wil increase significant in 2021. Ils aso
reasonable to expect that the logistical challenges associated with reverting to prior law
in he short amount of me available prior to the startof 2021 wil contribute to the
escalation in the costs that wil be passed on {0 customers. Haste makes waste, as
they say.

vil discuss the compliance cost experience and all the categories of cost that are:
reflected inthis experiance later in my prepared statement.

Reporting requirement or customers that opt out of portfolio plans (mandate
compliance plans) & mercantie customer opt out

Current law streamlines the opportunity for mercantie customers (defined as non-
residential customers consuming above 700,000 KWh per year or part of a national
account involving multiple faiities?) 0 opt out of the EE mandate compliance plans.

| 58.346 8-736an 48 40 would revert the more complicated opt out process
contained in prio law. tis important to ote that both current law and prio law called
for the EE complance baseline tbe adjusted toremoveopt-out customers’ KWH from
the compliance baseline. This adjusiment is necessary to avoid ransfering 10 other
customers the compliance obligation created by the opt-out customers’ Kh. During
2020, mercantiecustomers have utized the sireamiined opt out process in current aw,
and the associated baseline adjustments have boen implemented. If the law reverts to

| the morecompicated aptout proces, 55.345H5736andHE7401saesilent on what
i510 be done regarding the streamiined opt outs that have already taken place and the
corresponding baseline adjustments that have already been made. Its reasonable, in
practical terms, 0 expect that, upon reversion 0 prio law, mercantie customers would
become subject oa mandate-imposed competitive disadvantage and the total
‘compiance baseline tha would otherwise occur under current aw wouldbegreater. All
ofthis tends toward higher mandate costs payable by customers and particularly Ohio
businesses.

Ro ssas0tAYI9)
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Legacy generation resource recovery (OVEC)

|| AsesplinatbyLC. SB.346H6.738andHE740would iminte language in curent
Taw that provides EDUS with the right (0pass on to customers the above-markel costs
associated with their contract, as extended, with logacy generation resources which,
as defined, are the generation resources owned and operated by OVEC. Current law
allows EDUS to recover eligible abovemarket cost, contains mits on the amount of
legacy generation costs that can be included in a customer's monthly bil, excludes any.
allowancefo a return on equity, spreads the costo customersofall EDUs, requires
prudency audits by the PUCO and time limits the recovery period to December 31
2030, subject to a reconciiaton period 10 accountforover or under recovery.

Prior o current aw, the PUCO authorized abovemarket OVEC costs to b recovered
from the customers of three EDUs. Tis recovery was included within the dlectric
security plan (ESP) for each of the three EDUs with no caps on customers’ monthly
charges. Bocause these OVEC-related charges were par of the ESPs, | bolieve tis:
reasonable to assume that the durationof the charges would have been the same as
the durationof the ESPs.

| SB340148.738and48.740docs no adress questions about how the epoal ofthe
provisions governing cost recovery for OVEC would or would not restore the prior
PUCO-approved OVEC related charges. If the prior PUCO-approved recovery
mechanisms are restored for the three EDUs that had them, thenthecustomersofthe
three EDUs wouldseean electric bil increase effective with the restoration, and
customers of the ther EDUS would see tis charge eliminate (a bil decrease).

Agreements for customer-sied renewable energy resources

Current faw allows EDUS to ente nto a contract with a mercantie customer or group of
mercantile customers to consiuct  customer-sited renewable energy resource in Ohio
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SB 346HB.738 2ndHB740 repeals the county fai and agricultural society rate design
reform but a silent on the implicationsfor the replacement rate design thats now in
place (perhaps with added significance asa resultofthe impact of COVID-19on county
fairs and agriculural societies). f the repeal of current law occurs and these customers.
are required to retum to the otherwise applicable rae, ts reasonable 0 expect that the
financial hardship these organizations atributed o the prior rate structure wil return.

Home energy assistance programs

Current law enables use ofa higher percentageoffederal Home Energy Assistance
Program (HEAP) dollars for weatherizaton services provided within thescopeofthe
federal program.

| SB.346.148.738and740ropes tis provision hereby reducing the apportunity todirect
greater HEAP dollars towards weatheizaton.

Property tax exemption for energy projects

As a resultofchanges made o the jurisdictionofthe OPSBoverwind turbine generator
projects less than 20 MW, current aw includes a complementary adjusiment o the ax
provisions contained in R.C. 5727.75.

AS with the ther changes applicable to wind urine genaralor projects less than 20
MW,SB.346HB.738 900HB740retums R.C. 5727.75 to is prior version. SB.348

NoilnorHB738.norHB740-dogsnotaddress any implications ofthe repealon the level
of taxes that wil be dueorare levied but are not payable unl afer the repeal,

Tangible personal property (TPP)

AS a result of issues associated with the marketvalueof Ohio's nuciear plants and their
potential closure, the taxvaluationofthe plantswasan evolving and potentially
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contested issue. In ightofthe nuclear support opportunity in current law, curent law
also disallowed any flure reduction in TPP valuationfo tax purposes for @ nuclear
plant receiving support

| SB.340HB-736.anHB-740would repea the tax valuation certainty providedbycurent
Taw and estore the valuation uncertainty that existed previously.

Section 2:Mandate Compliance Cost History 2014-2019

1 have attached (Attachment C) a summary of the EE and POR mandates compliance
osthistory for the period 2014 through 2019. Duringthaperiod, the annualcostof
complance ranges rom $230,466,762 (2015)10 $301,491,496 (2019). This summary
also includes the cost categories that ae incuded fo purposesofdetermining how

| much customers must payfo the mandated compliance. This summary shows ta, for
this period, customers were charged and paid more than $1.6 billion because ofthe
EE/PDR mandates. Of tha total, $408,712,280, moro than 25%, was included to
Increase the profit or earingsofthe EDUS in the name of“shared savings’. Shared
savings is the label that hasbeen attachedtothe incremental profit opportunity provided
to EDUs largely as resultofthe PUCO' approval of requests from stakeholders
Supporting the mandates. Other than a bref mention of “shared savings” inthe law
governing EDUS' electric secur plans’, there is nothing in current or prior law that
specifically allows this component to be included in or excluded from the costs passed
on to customers for EEIPDR programs. This component was essentially created on the
implementation side of the law.

Based on the data used to produce his cost summary, the per uit average cost of
| compieiance-ranges from a low of 0.09 per Kh of compliance n 2016 0. igh of

50.17 per kWhofcompliance in 2019. The average per kWh cost of compliance over
the entire period is botwoen $0.15 and $0.16 per kWh. As indicated earle, the cost to

“RC 4528 102020
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customers ofthe nucear credits would be 50.009 per KW, or nine teihs of one cent
per kWh,

| SB3461H5736and48.740woud restore the EEIPDR mandates as thy existed in
prior law mearing tat tha 1% of asalinecompliance EE requirement in 2020 would

| double 1023 in 2021 and th at of escalation n each year ereaerwould stay at
29% to achieve cumulative compliance in excessof22% by th end of 2027.

Returning to prior aw and reinstating the escalation in the compliance percentage that
occurs in 2021 wil result inth cost ofcompliance and custome charges escalating
sigiicanty. To the extent the General Assembly reverts fo prior aw in tis area, |
recommend some consideration be given t eliminating the cost fo customers created
by “shared savings, moderating the escalation in the compliance percentage and
puting a maximum charge limit n place so customers know thei tab or mandate
compan cost wil not xcoed a specified dolar amount inany month. Other
stakeholders have, from time {0 time, made recommendations 0 remove the
compliance process from the conrol of EDUS and they may bring these:
recommendations (and likely many others) 0 you atenon as patofthis process

| ALS explained othe House Sie Comite, atlmps fo quantity any customer
benefits arising from the mandates involvea lo ofassumptions, as i the case with the
operation of anyavoided-cost model. | am wel aware of forts to potay these EE
programs as having boen determine 0 cost effective, but | am also aware of the pers
associated with substantiating theseclams

‘Beforediscussing heefforts to portraytheseEEprogramsasbengcosteffective,|
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Systemsthathavebeencreatedto complywith themandates.Also,utysponsored

Thereis no statutory requirement that thecompliance programs be cot fective; here
is language in the PUCO ul tha has boen ciled a supporting hs requirement. Here
is the tex of the PUCO le:

Each aectic uty shal demonstratthat ts program portfolio plan i.
costeffctiveona portolio basi,basedonth total resourcecost est. In
general each program proposed iin a program porto lan must iso
becostafctive, although each measure within a program need not bo
costeffctve. However, an electic uility may include a program within ts
program portolio plan tha is not cost-effective pursuant o he oll
resource cost test whe that program provides subsianal non-energy
benefits or the lectrc uty can demonsirae that an allemative cost est
is more appropriate.

The language in the rue makes i clear tha each EE program does not have 0 be cost
efecive. Cost efeciveness is to be measured based on the enire package of
programs. Thus, customer dolars are not focused just on cost effect programs.

The rue calls for use ofth “oal resourcecost test to measure cost effectiveness
This est measures cost efectveness in the aggrega fom the perspective of an
EDU entire sence territory.

There are othe cost effectiveness tests thal could also be used fo measure costs
depending on a desired outcome. For example, here i th “ratepayer impact est” that
measures cost effectiveness from the point of viewo uly customers and considers
theimpact on customers not participating in the complance programs. The benefis of
hesecompliance programs are typical eroyed bya relatively smal percentageof

OnoAdm. Code 49011.39048)
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customers while all customers pick up the tab. And since electricity is inherenty in
Interstate commerce and any demand impacts of retail EE programs affect, absent
congestion, prices in the entire PIM footprint, any whalesale market price benef of
these programs paid fo by Ohio customers are enjoyed by customers in and outside
Ohio that do not pay for these programs.

There is the wtlty cost test which measures cost effectiveness from the perspectiveof
the sponsoring uit.

There is the ‘participant test” that measures cost effectiveness [0 customers
participating in the compliance programs.

Icould goon

Thus, there are a varity of cost ffectiveness tests and the cost effectiveness.
numerical score may swing significanty depending on which testyou select. And | have
ot even begun to explore with you the implications of the mismatch between modeled
and actual results that occurs because of the mismatch between the values assigned to
model input variables (such as th price of natural gas or others reflecting economic
conditions) and actual input values during the period modeled

| Thetotal resource cost test results alsoignore omitiniusion-oal of the costs
mandated compliance imposes on customers such as “share savings” (about 25% of
he foal) and the out of pocket costs incurred by customers that paricipala in the
programs.

The PUCO's human and other resource intensive EE processes involvea five-year
review of the energy savings claimed by EDU (PUCO Case No. 19-020-EL-UNC). As.
part ofthis process, a third-party independentauditor was selected to review the
compliance programs fo program years 2014 — 2018. An audit report was fied and the
PUCO requested and received comments on the audit report. As a result theOfficeof
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Consumers’ Counsel (OCC) fled comments on July 1, 2020 raising material questions
about the scope and quali of the audit report. The Commission takes the issues
raised by OCC seriously and it nedstoaddress next procedural steps and, eventually,
resolve the issues. Until we concludethiswork, |caution against making conclusions.
based on the information EDUS have submited to he PUCO. And even f CC's
claims tum out to be without merit—and | am not suggesting they wil-—the above-
described vagaries that enter the picture when avoided-cost andcosteffectiveness.
models are in play il remain.

As aconcession to my goekiness, | will quibble bit withtocicvanceofLSC's
cautioned reference1House Select Commies 1 economic theory and heuseof
heoreticatinfution about the potential of energy efficiency to shift the demand curve to
helt, thereby reducing wholesale energy prices. To appreciate the misof his
theory you need to spend a good dealof time in the renches where thesausageof
wholesale market design is made, remade and thenremadeagain (| don' recommend
in

For example, in determining how much supply needs for both planning (long-term)
and operational (real-time) reliably purposes, PJM attempts o recognize the efectof
energy efficiency ints specificationofdemand. If PJM is a perfect predictor (and
nobody is), there should be iteo no impact on wholesale prices. The theory has
already boen considered i specifying the demand curve that drives wholesale prices.

The PJM market design allows energy efficiency to qualify as a “capacity resource” (Ike
an electricity generator). Capacity resources submit offer prices to PIM, to be selected
througha competiive bidding process, or receipt of capacity payments. When energy
efficiency is transformed intoacapacity resource, PJM “adds back’ the demand
reduction impact of energy efficiency 0 the demand of the customer providing the
energy efficiency capacity resource (avoids, theoretically, double ippingby an energy
efficioncy resource; atermatively you cannot be supply side resource and also use:
energy efficiency to reduce demand).
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Turning 0 the cost of the “renewable” portilio mandate, the annual cost ofcompliance
during the period 2014 through 2018 ranges from $72,665,749 (2014) to $40,648,394
(2017)witha total cost of $320,718,264 for tis period and an annual averagecostof
$53,453,044. These cost amounts are shown on Atachment D to my prepared
statement. This mandate appiis to both EDUs and CRES providers. During the period
2014 through 2019, the EDUS' costof purchasing renewable atributes0 comply with
the portfolio mandate ranges from $0.01 to $0.050 per kiVh and the CRES providers
estimated? cost ranges between 50.006 and $0.015 per kWh.

The EE and renewable mandatecompliance cost paid by customers forthe period
2014 through 2019 total $1.947.872.480.

Section 3:Renewable and Other Generation Development Activity
in Ohio

As current aw was being debated, some stakeholders claimed fs enactment would
squash interest in renewable generation project development in Ohio. We now have
Some actual experience and | afer some informationbelowon whatisnowoccurring
under current aw.

Ihave attached to my testimony (Atachment E) a map showing the uly scale (50 MW.
or above) solar generating projects that: 1) have been approved; 2) have been
approved and are under construction; and, 3)are currently pendingbefore the OPSE.

7 As cher its, Oramdefines hewerdTonowabis. RC. 402801(NSTYa) Asdfn. 1Includes sor. Si nana, wind nergy. PyGouocic, getnarna. ful doved fa cidwaste,mas. ana producebySpaciied Cogeneration 6nlgy,bal darned means, htcaptured omoerspecie pos of evry.aoe eied fomnonvested by products of hopingwood manufac proces. fecal 15010 genre deci, mano Gacies romhanionedcoalmine, sora fact htwl Frome blr Lion fenews raryor 3Simrad Gonraion System ued by 3 customer 1 gennideci om anyTenonae So.
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Additional, from the pre-fiing discussions that occur between the OPSB staf, ably
eat by ExecutiveDirectorTheresa White, we know there are a otmoreof these
projects on their way to the OPSB. As these additonal projects make application 0 the
OPSB, this map will be updated.

Based on information reported for th region, Ohio is either ranked as number 1 or
umber 2in PJM fo having the most soar projects including those involving the use of
battery storage (hybrid solar)

And tis renewable buildout i occuring in Ohio at a time when there is already a
significant amount of underutiized generating capaci (capial assets) in the PUM
footprint. And, there is much mregenerating capacity axing t the runway even
though ther is ite or no growth in demand. Under Ohio law, electicygeneration is a
competiive service and generation facies secure market share and compensation
from the market

1 have also attached (Attachments F and G) simiar maps for wind turbine generator
projects § MW and above and natural gas fired generation projects 50 MW or greater.

These maps are availabe with additonal detal at the OPSB website and, again, they
are updated periodical o reflect mre current information.

Conclusion

Through my prepared statement and attachments, veattempted to shed some ight on
ondilons as they exist unde current law and provide additonal context that may be
use as you considerth legislation before you.

*bginsoiogsincom:sutcommitenosocntescuceneat
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1hope the information in my prepared statement i useful and | will do what | canto
respond to your questions recognizing that | wil not be able 0 discuss pending cases.
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ATTACHMENT A ~September 10, 2021 LSC (Mr. Clark) Presentation to
| theHouse Select Committee

(Insertpdf)
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ATTACHMENT 8 - Response Letter to Senators Wilson and Williams.

(Insertpaf)
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ATTACHMENT C -Costof EE Mandate Compliance 2014-2019

(insertpa)
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ATTACHMENT D - Cost of Renewable Mandate Compliance 2014-2019

(Insertpf)
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ATTACHMENT E — Power Siting Solar Case Status
(insert pa)
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ATTACHMENT F —Power Siting WindCaseStatus
(Insetpet)

3



ATTACHMENT G — Power Siting Gas Generation and CHP Case Status
(insertpdf)
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