ACTION: Final DATE: 02/05/2015 9:45 AM

MEMORANDUM

TO: Julie Woolley AssistantChief Legal Counsel, Development Services Agency
FROM: Mark Hamlin, Director of Regulatory Policy
DATE: March 4, 2014

RE: CSI Review—PIPP Plus(OAC 122:5-3-01, 122:5-3-02, 122:5-3-03, 122:5-3-04,
122:5-3-05, 125-3-06, 122:53-07, 122:5-3-08122:53-09, 122:5-3-10)

On behalfof Lt. GovernorMary Taylor, and pursuantto the authoritygrantedto the Common
Sensdnitiative (CSI) Office under OhioRevisedCode(ORC) section107.54, theCSI Office has
reviewedthe abovementioned admstrativerule packageandassociatedusiness Ipact Analysis
(BIA). This memo represats the CSI Office’s comnentsto the Agencyasprovided forin ORC
107.54.

Analysis

This rule package consists of ten rules being proposed with amendments Iyotiize@lopment
Services Agency (DSA)In 2013, DSAand the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO)
collaborated on the review of rules related to the Percentagemhe Payment Plan Plus (PIPP
Plus) program. PIPP Plus is a program available to households with incomes aivworlbel
percent of the federal poverty guidelines, and is intended to allow these househmddstain gas
and electric service by making mtbly payments more affordable on a yeaund basis. Under
Ohio statute, the PIPP Plus progranadministered separately for electric (DSA) and natural gas
(PUCO) utilities. This rule package contains the DSA rules for electric PIPP'Rins, all ten
rules have beereviewed under the five-year review requirements of ORC 119.032.

In reviewing these rules, stakeholders requested better alignment béteems and electric PIPP
Plus rules. According to the Business Impact Analyses submitted for tleetrespule packages,
the two agencies identified the differences in the two regulatory schemes and voayéther to

! The PUCO has submitted its natural gas rules (OAC Chapters 4BD&Ad 4901:118) for CSI review as well,
and they are being reviewed as a separate rule package.
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determine which program had better outcoffieeshe areas of difference. The proposed changes in
these rules are largely intended to ¢pdhe results of these efforts, and the coordination was
largely supported in the fifteen comments submitted during the review process.

The PIPP Plus programs aneplementedy the utility companies providing services to residential
customers. As a rakt, manyasped of the specific rule provisions haaglverse impaston these
businesses, and many of the changes being proposed will require training amgganepriog
costs.Implementation costs for the programs are recovered through riders on custditiigrs

bills. Several of the comments submitted by business stakeholders identified spestgidram

the proposed changes and encouraged the agenaasetfally weigh tle costs of the proposals

and to consider additional implementation time. Several consumer groups atsd cfienments

and focused on the positive impact of PIPP Plus on consumers and the benefits of providing
additional flexibility.

The BIAs submitted by DSA and the PUCO demonstrate significant outreacdkéb@ders and
coordination among the two agencies to improve their respective areas ofluvefr g program.

The request from utility companies for sufficient time to impletmihe proposed changes is
reasonable and should be the subject of discussion among the agencies and stakeholders. But
ultimately, the agencies appear to have achieved an appropriate balance in servaegishefn
low-income utility customers and meetitige spirit of the statutory requirements. As stitie,

adverse impacts of the rulesncluding the proposed amendmentrejustified.

Recommendations
For the reasons discussed above, the CSI Offiee dot have any recamendations for this rule
package.

Conclusion

Based onhie above comments, the CSI Office cafudesthat the Development Services Agency
should proceed with thiermal filing of this rule packge with the JointComnittee on Agency
Rule Review.



