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BEFORE THE 
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COMPANY, AND THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY FOR § CASE No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH A STAF^ARD SERVICE § 
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 4928.143, REVISED § 
CODE, IN THE FORM OF AN ELECTRIC SECURTTY PLAN § 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 
DR. DENNIS W. GOINS 

ON BEHALF OF 
NUCOR STEEL MARION, INC. 

1 INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

2 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS 

3 ADDRESS. 

4 A. My name is Dennis W. Coins. I operate Potomac Management Group, an 

5 economics and management consulting firm. My business address is 5801 

6 Westchester Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22310. 

7 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND 

8 PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND, 

9 A. I received a Ph.D. degree in economics and a Master of Economics degree 

10 from North Carolina State University. I also earned a B.A. degree with 

11 honors in economics from Wake Forest University. From 1974 through 

12 1977 I worked as a staff economist at the North Carolina Utilities 

13 Commission (NCUC). During my tenure at the NCUC, I testified in 

14 numerous cases involving electric, gas, and telephone utilities on such 

15 issues as cost of service, rate design, intercorporate transactions, and load 

16 forecasting. While at the NCUC, I also served as a member of the 
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1 Ratemalting Task Force in the national Electric Utility Rate Design Study 

2 sponsored by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and the 

3 National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC). 

4 Since 1978 I have worked as an economic and management consultant 

5 to firms and organizations in the private and public sectors. My 

6 assignments focus primarily on market structure, policy, planning, and 

7 pricing issues involving firms that operate in energy markets. For 

8 example, I have prepared analyses related to utility mergers, transmission 

9 access and pricing, and the emergence of competitive markets; evaluated 

10 and developed regulatory incentive mechanisms applicable to utility 

11 operations; assisted clients in analyzing and negotiating interchange 

12 agreements and power and fiiel supply contracts; and conducted detailed 

13 analyses of product pricing, cost of service, rate design, and interutility 

14 planning, operations, and pricing. I have also assisted clients on electric 

15 power market restructuring issues m Arkansas, New Jersey, New York, 

16 South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. 

17 I have submitted testimony and affidavits and provided technical 

18 assistance in more than 100 proceedings before state and federal agencies 

19 as an expert in competitive market issues, regulatory policy, utility 

20 planning and operating practices, cost of service, and rate design. These 

21 agencies include the Federal Energy Regulatory Conunission (FERC), the 

22 Government Accountability Office, the First Judicial District Court of 

23 Montana, the Circuit Court of Kanawha County, West Virginia, and 

24 regulatory agencies in Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, 

25 Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 

26 Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, North 

27 Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, 

28 Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Additional details of my 

29 educational and professional background are presented in the Appendix. 
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1 Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS 

2 PROCEEDING? 

3 A. I am testifying on behalf of Nucor Steel Marion, Inc., which is located in 

4 Marion, Ohio. The Nucor facility—a large retail industrial consumer 

5 served by Ohio Edison Companj^-^roduces steel by recycling steel scrap 

6 in electric arc furnaces. 

7 Q. WHAT ASSIGNMENT WERE YOU GIVEN WHEN YOU WERE 

8 RETAINED? 

9 A. 1 was asked to undertake two primary tasks: 

10 1. Review and evaluate FirstEnergy's proposed Electric Security Plan 

11 (ESP). Given the limited time for review and analysis under the 

12 procedural schedule in this case (particularly in conjunction with 

13 my review of FirstEnergy's Market Rate Offer that was filed 

14 concurrently), I was asked to focus on the rate elements in (or 

15 missing from) FirstEnergy's ESP pricing mechanisms.' 

16 2. Identify any major deficiencies in FirstEnergy's ESP rate options 

17 and pricing mechanisms, and suggest recommended changes. 

18 Q. WHAT INFORMATION DID YOU REVIEW IN CONDUCTING 

19 YOUR EVALUATION? 

20 A. I reviewed FirstEnergy's ESP filing presented in this case by its Ohio 

21 utility operating company subsidiaries—Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison, and 

22 Cleveland Electric Illuminating. I also reviewed responses to discovery in 

23 this case^ and information available on web sites operated by FirstEnergy, 

24 the Commission, and the Midwest ISO (MISO). In addition, I reviewed 

25 FirstEnergy's Market Rate Offer (MRO) plan and related documents 

My silence on other elements of FirstEnergy's ESP should not be construed as my implicit 
endorsement of them. 
^ FirstEnergy's responses to selected Nucor discovery requests are included in Exhibit DWG-1. 
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1 submitted in Case No. 08-936-EL-SSO and its 2007 competitive bidding 

2 proposal (CBP) and related documents in Case No. 07-796-EL-ATA.̂  

3 Q. WHY ARE THE MRO AND THE 2007 COMPETITIVE BIDDING 

4 PROPOSAL RELEVANT IN THIS CASE? 

5 A. These cases provide some context in which to evaluate the ESP. The 

6 MRO is a benchmark against which the ESP can be judged with respect to 

7 which plan is most beneficial to customers, while the 2007 CBP case 

8 provides usefril benchmarks against which to evaluate FirstEnergy's 

9 proposed ESP rate options. 

10 CONCLUSIONS 

11 Q. WHAT CONCLUSIONS HAVE YOU REACHED? 

12 A. On the basis of my review and evaluation, I have concluded the following: 

13 1. FirstEnergy's ESP combines a plan to acquire electric supply 

14 resources from its affiliate FirstEnergy Solutions (FES) with 

15 pricing mechanisms designed to recover the costs of those 

16 resources. The ESP also includes transmission and distribution 

17 services and associated rates and riders for standard service offer 

18 (SSO) customers. Because FirstEnergy's SSO supply will come 

19 from the same source as it does today (that is, the operating 

20 companies' affiliate generation supplier), in many ways the ESP 

21 represents a continuation of the status quo— âlbeit with a 

22 substantial increase m generation supply costs. However, with 

23 respect to the pricing of generation services, the ESP's pricing 

24 mechanisms and rate options raise serious concems regarding: 

^ Excerpts from FirstEnergy's filing in the 2007 case are presented in Exhibits DWG-2 and DWG-
3. 
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1 • Interclass cost subsidies and unreasonable customer rate 

2 impacts created by not reflecting identifiable class-specific 

3 cost differentials in generation rates. 

4 • Proper incentives for interruptible and time-of-day customers 

5 to control peak demands and energy use in high-cost peak 

6 periods. 

7 • Negative impacts on economic development and retention of 

8 manufacturing jobs stemming from the large rate increases to 

9 industrial customers. 

10 • Non-cost-based impediments to customer shopping. 

11 2. Accorduig to FirstEnergy, large mdustrial customers served at 

12 transmission voltages will likely see first-year price increases more 

13 than three times greater than the average increase for all customers. 

14 Increases for some large interruptible customers are likely to be 

15 significantly greater. 

16 3. FirstEnergy's ESP generation rates ignore well-recognized cost 

17 differences to serve class-specific loads. Under FirstEnergy's 

18 proposal, all classes are charged the same volumetric time-of-use 

19 (TOU) generation rate" differentiated only by service voltage. The 

20 blended supply cost that serves as the basis for these prices is 

21 derived from the cost of capacity and energy purchased from FES 

22 to meet system requirements. Notwithstanding FirstEnergy's 

23 proposed uniform ESP generation rates, the actual average cost of 

24 generation capacity and energy to meet class-specific loads would 

25 he lower {ceteris paribus) for classes with higher load factors and 

26 primarily off-peak usage. 

"̂  This rate—Rider GEN—excludes applicable transmission and ancillary service charges, which 
will be recovered through Rider TAS. TOU pricing periods include seasonal and time-of-day 
(TOD) periods. 
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1 Such cost and rate differences are explicitly identified in 

2 FirstEnergy's market price projections,̂  were implicitly recognized 

3 in FirstEnergy's 2007 CBP proposal,̂  and have traditionally been 

4 recognized by this Commission is setting rates. Retail rates 

5 currently in effect reflect these class-specific cost differences, even 

6 though the operating companies' generation supply is now 

7 provided by FES under a wholesale power contract. If the ESP is 

8 adopted, FES will continue supplying generation services to the 

9 operating companies imder a new wholesale contract. Simply 

10 changing the contract terms under which generation services are 

11 provided does not change the class-specific cost differences that 

12 exist today and will exist after January 1, 2009. Moreover, 

13 FirstEnergy has offered no justification for ignoring these class-

14 specific cost differences by charging a uniform generation rate. 

15 Despite compelling evidence that its generation costs vary by 

16 class of service, FirstEnergy ignores class-specific cost differences 

17 in pricing ESP generation service, and unfairly penalizes higher 

18 load factor and primarily off-peak (for example, street lightmg) 

19 customers through the uniform volumetric generation rates.'' As a 

20 result, FirstEnergy's ESP prices implicitly allocate excessive 

21 generation supply costs to these classes—for example, classes 

22 served at transmission voltages and street lighting customers. Such 

23 interclass subsidies can and should be removed from the ESP 

24 prices, particularly when they result from large, unjustified rate 

25 increases for industrial customers that are important for Ohio's 

26 economic well-being. 

See the direct testimony of FirstEnergy witness Scott T. Jones at Exhibits 3,4, and 8. 
^ See Exhibits DWG-3 and DWG-4. 
^ FirstEnergy indirectly address this issue for street lighting customers through a credit in Rider 
EDR. 
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1 4. By offering interruptible rate options, FirstEnergy properly 

2 recognizes the potential benefits of interruptible service in reducing 

3 its customers' total costs for generation and transmission services, 

4 enhancing system reliability, and potentially reducing fuel costs for 

5 firm-service customers. However, several elements of the 

6 proposed interruptible options are problematic—for example, the 

7 proposed low interruption credits, bundled emergency and 

8 economic interruption options, unlimited economic interruptions, 

9 and determination of interruptible demand. 

10 5. FirstEnergy's proposed time-of-rate options and demand 

11 measurement approach for transmission customers can and should 

12 be improved to reflect cost causation more accurately and send 

13 proper price signals. 

14 6. FirstEnergy's has proposed several non-bypassable charges that 

15 should be carefully scrutinized to identify and eliminate non-cost-

16 based charges that may impede the development of competitive 

17 retail markets. A good example is FirstEnergy's proposed Rider 

18 MDS (Minimum Defauh Service Rider). 

19 RECOMMENDATIONS 

20 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND ON THE BASIS OF THESE 

21 CONCLUSIONS? 

22 A. I recommend that the Commission require FirstEnergy to: 

23 1. Modify its ESP as described in my testimony. As I discuss in 

24 detail later, multiple improvements in FirstEnergy's ESP rates are 

25 necessary to ensm-e that they provide proper incentives for 

26 customers to control peak demands and use electricity efficiently, 

27 reasonably reflect generation cost differentials of serving different 
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1 types of customers (thereby reducing the likelihood of interclass 

2 subsidies), and promote economic development. 

3 2, Revise Rider GEN such that the ESP generation rates properly 

4 reflect class-specific cost differences.̂  I describe my recommended 

5 approach to achieve this objective later in my testimony. 

6 3. Revise interruptible Riders ELR and OLR as follows: 

7 • Create stand-alone options within each rider that permit 

8 customers to choose to be subject to emergency (reliability) 

9 interruptions, economic interruptions, or both in response to 

10 cost-based incentives applicable to each option, 

11 • Set the emergency interruption option credit at $7.50 per kW-

12 month, and the economic interruption credit at $2.60 per kW-

13 month. 

14 • Define Realizable Curtailable Load to reflect a customer's 

15 monthly peak demand used to calculate billing demand instead 

16 of the customer's historical average demand during selected 

17 summer hours as FirstEnergy proposes. 

18 " S e t reasonable limits (I recommend 250 hours annually) on the 

19 allowable hours of economic interruptions. 

20 4. With respect to FirstEnergy's proposed time-of-day rates, modify 

21 the 16-hour smnmer weekday peak period to include two separate 

22 pricing periods—for example, peak and shoulder pricing periods. 

23 (Winter peak hours and all off-peak hours would remain as 

24 proposed by FirstEnergy.) 

25 5. Determine billing demands for transmission customers on the basis 

26 of 60-minutc integrated demands instead of 30-minute demands as 

27 FirstEnergy proposes. 

^ Changes to Rider GEN would also require corresponding adjustments m Rider GPI (Generation 
Phase-in Rider). 
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1 6. Modify the ESP rates as necessary to remove impediments (for 

2 example, Rider MDS) to competitive energy markets, 

3 CLASS-SPECIFIC COST DIFFERENCES 

4 Q. DO THE PROPOSED ESP RATES HAVE DISPARATE RATE 

5 IMPACTS ON CUSTOMER CLASSES? 

6 A. Yes. According to FirstEnergy, most customer classes will get only 

7 moderate (5 percent or less) first-year rate increases under its proposed 

8 ESP rates. However, large industrial customers served under transmission 

9 Rate GT and most lighting customers will get significant rate increases. 

10 For example, as shown in Table 1 below, transmission customers will get 

11 increases ranging from about 14 percent to nearly 34 percent. The 

12 estimated increases are understated for some customers. For example, 

13 increases may approach or exceed 50 percent for some transmission 

14 customers served under interruptible rates. As I discuss in more detail 

15 later, T do not believe that such increases are cost-based. Instead, in my 

16 opinion, the disparate increases for transmission customers are attributable 

17 in large part to the method FirstEnergy has chosen to set generation rates. 

Table 1. Proposed ESP Rate Increases (%): 2009 

FirstEnergy Company 
Class OE CEI TE 

RS 
GS 
GP 
GSU 
GT 
POL 
STL 
TRF 

2.38 
2.53 
5.33 
8.69 

19.63 
2.46 

11.53 
12.38 

6.17 
4.77 
2.23 
1.74 

13.50 
26.29 
17.20 
21.33 

5.73 
(6.92) 

(10.27) 
(14.88) 
33.83 
16.17 
1.92 

(25.66) 
Total 5.23 5.26 6.96 

^ g Source: FirstEnergy ESP, Schedule 1A; CEI Contracts excluded 
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1 Q. WHY ARE THE RATE INCREASES SO DISPROPORTIONATE 

2 FOR TRANSMISSION AND LIGHTING CUSTOMERS? 

3 A. In my opinion, a primary reason is that FirstEnergy has not properly 

4 reflected the cost of generation capacity in developing ESP rates for 

5 customer classes. As a result, high load factor (transmission) and 

6 primarily off-peak classes (lighting) get disproportionate rate increases 

7 under the ESP. 

8 Q. HOW IS THE COST OF GENERATION SERVICE REFLECTED 

9 IN THE ESP RATES? 

10 A, FirstEnergy proposes to recover its cost of resources purchased from FES 

11 primarily through Rider GEN (Generation Service Rider). Rider GEN (as 

12 proposed) is a uniform volumetric TOU generation rate^ differentiated by 

13 service voltage. It reflects the blended supply cost derived from the cost of 

14 capacity and energy products that FirstEnergy pm ĉhases from FES to meet 

15 system requirements. 

16 Q. DOES RIDER GEN ACCURATELY REFLECT COST 

17 DIFFERENCES TO SERVE CLASS-SPECIFIC LOADS? 

18 A. No. Except for voltage adjustments, the ESP generation rates ignore any 

19 class-specific differences in the cost of serving FirstEnergy's SSO 

20 customers.''' That is, with the exception of voltage differentials, the ESP 

21 generation rates make no effort to recognize cost differences to serve 

22 specific classes (for example, loads characterized by timing, duration, and 

* As 1 noted earlier, Rider GEN excludes applicable transmission and ancillary service charges, 
which will be recovered through Rider TAS. TOU pricing periods include seasonal and TOD 
periods. 
^̂  FirstEnergy's ESP generation rates reflect time-of-use (season and time-of-day) MISO cost 
differences—not class cost differences—that FirstEnergy uses to weight its uniform generation 
rate. 
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1 load factor differences). By unplicitiy assuming a uniform blended cost to 

2 serve ail loads, FirstEnergy has ignored market realities, Commission 

3 precedent, and its own CBP pricing proposals in 2007. The resuh is a set 

4 of ESP generation rates that create interclass subsidies and large rate 

5 increases for selected classes. 

6 Q. DO THE TOU PRICE DIFFERENTIALS REFLECT CLASS-

7 SPECIFIC COST DIFFERENCES? 

8 A. No. In developmg TOU price differentials for Rider GEN, FirstEnergy 

9 assiunes a uniform average annual cost per MWh for each year in the ESP 

10 (for example, $75 per MWh in 2009). FirstEnergy then uses a non-class-

11 specific locational marginal price (LMP) weighting scheme to develop 

12 TOU price differentials. Under this weighting scheme, the weight derived 

13 for a particular period (for example, simimer on-peak hours) equals the 

14 ratio of the average LMP for that particular period in 2006-2007 to the 

15 total average LMP for those 2 years.'̂  While this weighting scheme may 

16 be reasonable in setting TOU price differentials, it does not address class-

17 specific generation cost differences. 

18 Q. HOW DO YOU KNOW THAT CLASS-SPECIFIC GENERATION 

19 COST DIFFERENCES EXIST? 

20 A. In reaching this conclusion, I have relied on information that can be either 

21 reasonably inferred based on expert judgment or empirically observed. 

22 For example, notwithstanding FirstEnergy's uniform ESP generation rates, 

23 we can reasonably infer that the average cost of purchased capacity and 

24 energy to meet class-specific loads is lower (ceteris paribus) for classes 

25 with higher load factors and classes with primarily off-peak usage. This 

26 inference is the same whether one looks at the issue in the context of a 

See the direct testimony of FirstEnergy witness Kevin Warvell at 9:18-10:8 and Schedule 5a at 
7. 
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1 traditional cost-of-service study or an analysis of competitively priced 

2 generation products. The reason is simple— t̂he fixed cost of capacity to 

3 serve higher load factor customers is spread over more kWh, resulting m a 

4 lower average cost. Moreover, with respect to off-peak loads, capacity 

5 costs to serve such loads approach zero, again resulting in a low average 

6 cost of generation products for off-peak customers. With respect to 

7 information that can be empirically observed, FirstEnergy's estimates of 

8 2009 market-rate offers clearly shows that the cost of generation services 

9 varies by class or type of customer.̂ ^ 

10 Q. HAS THE COMMISSION TRADITIONALLY RECOGNIZED 

11 LOAD FACTOR AND OFF-PEAK USAGE IN ALLOCATING 

12 COSTS AND SETTING RATES? 

13 A. Yes. In allocating costs and setting rates, this Commission—as well as 

14 most regulatory commissions with which I am familiar—^has traditionally 

15 recognized the lower average cost of generation and transmission to serve 

16 higher load factor classes compared to lower load factor classes, and the 

17 lower cost of serving off-peak consumption relative to on-peak 

18 consimiption. This logical result simply reflects recovery of fixed 

19 generation costs over more kWh for higher load factor classes, and the 

20 significantly lower cost of off-peak generation. In its ESP, FirstEnergy 

21 will be buying both capacity and energy from FES—its current supplier— 

22 not from altemative suppliers in a competitive market. In other words, 

23 nothing changes with respect to FirstEnergy's current generation supply 

24 except that a new wholesale contract (with higher costs) will be put in 

25 place with FES for the 3-year ESP term. 

'̂  See the direct testimony of FirstEnergy witness Scott T. Jones at Exhibits 3,4, and S. 
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1 Q. IS THIS CASE DIFFERENT FROM SETTING RETAIL RATES 

2 FOR A DISTRIBUTION UTILTTY THAT BUYS WHOLESALE 

3 FULL-REQUIREMENTS SERVICE FROM A SUPPLIER TO 

4 MEET ITS GENERATION NEEDS? 

5 A. No. Power purchased under a full-requirements wholesale contract would 

6 typically be assigned to customer classes on a traditional cost-of-service 

7 basis. This case is no different, despite the option for customers to shop 

8 for an altemative generation services supplier. (Customers could also 

9 shop when FirstEnergy's current retail rates were set.) FirstEnergy did not 

10 present a cost-of-service study in this case that would identify class-

11 specific cost differences for generation service. However, I recommend 

12 that principles of traditional ratemaking not be completely abandoned 

13 simply because FirstEnergy's has proposed a uniform generation charge to 

14 recover its FES supply costs. Reasonable methods to identify and assign 

15 class-specific generation costs are available and should be used. 

16 Q. DID THE OPERATING COMPANIES REFLECT CLASS-

17 SPECIFIC COST DIFFERENCES IN RATES FILED IN THE 2007 

18 CBP CASE? 

19 A. Yes. In the 2007 CBP case, FirstEnergy proposed two auction 

20 alternatives: a load class approach and a slice-of-system approach. Under 

21 the load class approach, FirstEnergy proposed class-specific rates to 

22 recover generation costs to serve each rate class within a major load class. 

23 {See Exhibit DWG-2.) Under the slice-of-system approach (which is most 

24 comparable to this case), FirstEnergy proposed a pricing mechanism that 

25 reflected the Commission's traditional recognition of the lower average 

26 cost of generation and transmission to serve higher load factor classes. 

27 {See Exhibit DWG-3.) That is, in both CBP approaches, FirstEnergy 

28 recognized class-specific cost differences for generation services. Yet in 

29 the current ESP case, FirstEnergy has abandoned its 2007 position and 

Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Dennis W. Goins - Direct 
Page 13 



1 opted instead to set uniform ESP rates for all classes differentiated only by 

2 TOU and voltage. As a result, FirstEnergy's voltage-differentiated TOU 

3 prices effectively allocate excessive supply costs to higher load factor 

4 classes (for example, classes served at transmission voltages) and to 

5 primarily off-peak classes—for example, street lighting customers. Unless 

6 FirstEnergy's ESP pricing proposal is corrected, higher load factor and 

7 off-peak classes will bear a disproportionate and unfair share of the costs 

8 of FirstEnergy's generation purchases from FES. Such interclass subsidies 

9 can and should be removed from the ESP prices. 

10 Q. HOW SHOULD THE ESP RATES BE MODIFIED TO REFLECT 

11 THESE CLASS-SPECIFIC COST DIFFERENCES? 

12 A. The most readily available, reasonable, and straightforward method to 

13 address this problem is the approach that FirstEnergy proposed for its 

14 slice-of-system CBP rates in 2007. (*See Exhibit DWG-3.) I recommend 

15 that the Commission require FirstEnergy to use this approach to set its 

16 class-specific ESP generation rates that can then be adjusted to reflect 

17 FirstEnergy's TOU and voltage differentials. Moreover, because it 

18 recommended this approach in 2007, I do not see how FirstEnergy can 

19 now credibly argue that the approach is unreasonable for setting class-

20 specific ESP generation rates. 

21 Q. HOW SHOULD YOUR RECOMMENDED METHOD BE 

22 IMPLEMENTED? 

23 A. In its 2007 CBP case, FirstEnergy developed class allocation factors 

24 (CAFs) to convert the blended competitive bid price to an SSO rate for 

25 each load class. The CAFs were based on the ratio of each load class' 

26 historical average SSO generation and transmission rate to the historical 

27 average SSO rates for all classes. The CAFs by load class are shown in 

28 Table 2 below. These CAFs should be the first adjustment to 
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1 FirstEnergy's proposed uniform ESP generation rate ($75 per MWh in 

2 2009), followed by the TOU and voltage adjustments. If CAFs for 

3 additional classes are necessary, then FirstEnergy should be required to 

4 develop them consistent with the approach it used in 2007. 

Table 2. Load Class Allocation Factors 

Class CAF 

RS 

GS 

GP 

GSU 

GT 

1.000 

1.252 

0.900 

0.800 

0.769 

5 Source: RretEneigy 2007 CBP filing, Exhibl C2. 

6 To illustrate this method, assume FirstEnergy's uniform generation rate 

7 is $0,075 per kWh in 2009. For residential customers, the CAF-adjusted 

8 generation rate would be $0,075 per kWh (1.000 times $0,075 per kWh). 

9 Similarly, for GT transmission customers, the CAF-adjusted generation 

10 rate would be $0.0577 per kWh (0.769 times $0,075 per kWh). All CAF-

11 adjusted rates would then be further adjusted using the TOU weights and 

12 voltage differentials developed by FirstEnergy. 

13 INTERRUPTIBLE RATES 

14 Q. DO THE ESP RATES PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR CUSTOMERS 

15 TO CONTROL PEAK DEMANDS AND USE ELECTRICITY 

16 EFFICIENTLY? 

17 A. Yes. However, the incentives are limited, and must be strengthened and 

18 improved—particularly with respect to incentives in the proposed 

19 interruptible and time-of-day rate options. 
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1 Q. WHAT IS INTERRUPTIBLE OR NONFIRM SERVICE? 

2 A, Interruptible service is a separately identiflable nonfirm utility product that 

3 allows a supplier to intermpt or curtail customer loads when reliability is 

4 impaired.'̂  Intermptible load enables a supplier to maximize the value of 

5 existing capacity resources and to avoid acquiring new capacity resources. 

6 The available supply of interruptible service depends on the relationship 

7 between available power supply resources and firm service demands. That 

8 is, if firm demands command all available power supply resources, the 

9 supply of intermptible service falls to zero. When firm demands are 

10 significantly less than available resources, the supply of intermptible 

11 service is significantiy greater. Many utilities—includmg those m Ohio— 

12 have offered interruptible rate options for years. 

13 Q. CAN INTERRUPTIBLE RATES REDUCE BUSINESS AND 

14 FINANCIAL RISKS FOR ENERGY-INTENSIVE CUSTOMERS? 

15 A. Yes. Some customers are willing and able to intermpt loads in exchange 

16 for lower electricity prices. For electricity-intensive manufacturing 

17 customers such as Nucor that can intermpt their manufacturing processes, 

18 lower electricity prices afforded by intermptible rates help reduce their 

19 financial and business risks by making their products more cost-

20 competitive. Moreover, including intermptible rates in the ESP recognizes 

21 not only the role such rates can play in economic development Mid job 

22 retention, but also the potential benefits of intermptible service in 

23 enhancing system reliability and reducing all customers' costs for 

24 generation and transmission services. 

Some interruptible programs also provide credits for customers that interrupt for economic 
reasons—for example, when the marlcet price or the supplier's marginal energy cost exceeds a 
specified level. 
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1 Q. DO INTERRUPTIBLE LOADS PROVIDE TANGIBLE BENEFITS? 

2 A. Yes. Intermptible load can and should be a significant element of any 

3 utility's demand-response programs. Intermptible load has long been 

4 recognized as a means to reduce generating and transmission capacity 

5 requirements and a substitute for such ancillary services as spinnmg and 

6 operating reserves. Intermptible load expands the range of resources 

7 available to meet contingencies, lowers customer costs, and can even be 

8 used to mitigate price volatility and curb potential market power problems. 

9 In addition, intermptible load can create environmental benefits when used 

10 to displace fossil generation during peak periods— t̂hereby reducing 

11 greenhouse gas emissions. 

12 Intermptible load can also be used in wholesale markets to reduce 

13 prices and price volatility. For example, market-clearing prices fell by 

14 $100-$200/MWh on a peak day in August 2006 in the Midwest ISO when 

15 interruptible load was used in response to a call for demand reductions.'" 

16 Various states—including Ohio—have also initiated efforts to increase and 

17 expand demand-response programs. Furthermore, properly designed 

18 interruptible programs can be an integral part of efforts by Ohio utilities to 

19 meet peak demand reduction targets established by SB 221. 

20 Q. DOES THE MIDWEST ISO CURRENTLY OFFER TESTED AND 

21 ROBUST DEMAND-RESPONSE PROGRAMS? 

22 A. No. The Midwest ISO's demand-response programs are neither well-

23 developed nor robust. For example, the Midwest ISO has no formal 

24 capacity market and its ancillary services market—in which intermptible 

25 loads may play an important role in providing operating reserves—is not 

26 scheduled to start until later this year. 

14 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Staff Report, 2007 Assessment of Demand Response 
and Advanced Metering at 6-7 (September 2007). 
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1 Q. EVEN IF ROBUST INTERRUPTIBLE PROGRAMS WERE 

2 AVAILABLE IN MISO, SHOULD THE COMMISSION RELY 

3 EXCLUSIVELY ON SUCH PROGRAMS? 

4 A. No. The Commission cannot and should not rely on the Midwest ISO to 

5 frilfill the need for effective and robust demand-response programs. Retail 

6 intermptible programs regulated by the Commission can be important in 

7 meeting legislated targets for peak load reductions. In addition, states 

8 should not defer to regional transmission organizations the exclusive nDle 

9 for developing and implementing intermptible and other demand response 

10 programs that can address local capacity and reliability problems. This 

11 position is supported by a recent national study that cited the need for 

12 retail demand-response programs to compete with and potentially displace 

13 supply-side peaking resources.' ̂  

14 Q. SHOULD INTERRUPTIBLE RATES BE PART OF THE ESP 

15 RATE OPTIONS? 

16 A. Yes. Intermptible rates are critical to meet the broad demand response 

17 policy objectives outiined in SB 221, as well as the specific peak demand 

18 reduction targets for utilities under Section 4928.66(A)(1)(b) of the 

19 Revised Code. To promote these policy objectives and targets, the 

20 Commission should ensure that FirstEnergy's ESP rates include at least 

21 two stand-alone intermptible rate options: 

22 • Emergency or reliability option under which a customer is 

23 required to intermpt or curtail load during a system emergency 

24 when service reliability to firm customers is endangered. 

25 • Economic intermption option under which a customer can 

26 elect either to intermpt load, or not intermpt and pay market 

'̂  Nicole Hopperj Charles Goldman, Ranjit Bharvirkar and Dan Engel, Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory, The Summer of2006: A Milestone in the Ongoing Maturation of Demand 
Response at 11 (May 2007). 
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1 prices for the nonfirm load that remains on-line during the 

2 hours of a called economic intermption. 

3 Customers should be allowed to take service under either or both of these 

4 intermptible rate options. 

5 Q. DOES THE ESP INCLUDE SUCH INTERRUPTIBLE RATES? 

6 A. Yes. However, the emergency and economic intermption options are not 

7 offered as stand-alone choices for current and new intermptible customers. 

8 FirstEnergy's proposed intermptible rate options are: 

9 • Rider OLR (Optional Load Response Rider), which is 

10 available to new and existing customers that agree to intermpt 

11 load during an Emergency Curtailment Event. 

12 • Rider ELR (Economic Load Response Program Rider), which 

13 is available to existing intermptible customers and requires 

14 both emergency and economic intermptions with a buy-option. 

15 During an Economic Buy Through (EBT) Option Event, a 

16 customer may continue to purchase energy at a price tiiat 

17 reflects the adjusted day-ahead MISO LMP.'̂  

18 The proposed monthly credit for both intermptible rates is $1.95 per kW-

19 month of predetermined Realizable Curtailable Load (RCL). 

20 Q. HAVE YOU IDENTIFIED NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS TO 

21 THE PROPOSED ESP INTERRUPTIBLE RATES? 

22 A. Yes. Several adjustments would significantly improve the intermptible 

23 rate options in the ESP. In particular, I recommend: 

'̂  Rider ELR lists existing interruptible rates whose customers are eligible for service under Rider 
ELR. This list omits the General Service Interruptible Electric Arc Furnace Rate (Original Sheet 
No. 29), which should be added to the list of eligible rates. In addition, FirstEnergy's proposed 
Rider EDR also improperly omits Rate 29 fi-om the applicability section of its interruptible credit 
provision. FirstEnergy has agreed with this correction. (See Exhibit DWG-1, Fu-stEnergy's 
response to Nucor 1 -19.) This omission should be corrected in the Commission-approved version 
of Rider EDR. 
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1 • Modifying Riders ELR and OLR to include stand-alone 

2 emergency (mandatory) and economic (voluntary) intermption 

3 options. That is, a customer served under Rider ELR or Rider 

4 OLR would be required to intermpt only during a called 

5 emergency intermption, and could volimtarily opt to be subject 

6 to economic intermptions in exchange for an additional credit. 

7 • Changing the defmition of RCL in Riders ELR and OLR to 

8 reflect the difference between a customer's monthly peak 

9 demand and contract firm load. 

10 • Setting the emergency intermptible credit in Riders ELR and 

11 OLR at $7.50 per kW-montii. 

12 • Setting the economic intermption credit in Riders ELR and 

13 OLR at $2.60 per kW-montii. 

14 • Limiting economic intermptions under Riders ELR and OLR 

15 to no more than 250 hours annually. 

16 I will discuss each recommendation in more detail. 

17 Q. WHY SHOULD EMERGENCY AND ECONOMIC BUY-

18 THROUGH BE STAND-ALONE OPTIONS IN RIDERS ELR AND 

19 OLR? 

20 A. The two options should be stand-alone because they represent separately 

21 identifiable products that have different purposes and underlying values. 

22 Emergency (or capacity) interruptions allow a supplier to avoid capacity 

23 costs, and are used to maintain system reliability for firm customers. In 

24 contrast, economic intermptions are typically used to displace high-cost— 

25 but available—energy, assuming a customer chooses to intermpt instead of 

26 buying through the interruptions at above-average prices. As I discuss 

27 later, because load intermptions for emergency and economic conditions 

28 create different value streams for suppliers, they should be sold as 

29 separate, stand-alone products. There is no inherent economic or 
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1 engineering justification for requiring the products to be sold on a bundled 

2 basis. 

3 By offering the emergency and economic buy-through options as 

4 separate programs, customers can determine whether they are interested in 

5 and want to participate in either or both programs. For example, some 

6 customers may have loads suited for short-notice emergency interruptions, 

7 while others may have loads more suitable for responding to economic 

8 intermptions. In either case, my recommended improvements are likely to 

9 increase customer acceptance of and participation in both rate programs. 

10 Q. HOW IS A CUSTOMER'S RCL DEFINED IN RIDERS ELR AND 

11 OLR? 

12 A. FirstEnergy defines RCL, which is calculated annually, as the difference 

13 between an intermptible customer's contract firm load and average hourly 

14 demand (AHD) during the hours of 12 noon to 6:00 p.m. EDT in the 

15 preceding months June-August." 

16 Q, SHOULD A CUSTOMER'S MONTHLY INTERRUPTIBLE 

17 CREDIT BE BASED ON THE RCL AS DEFINED IN THE ESP? 

18 A, No. A customer's RCL should reflect the difference between the 

19 customer's monthly peak demand— n̂ot historical average demand—and 

20 contract firm load. This approach is consistent with: 

21 • Requiring an intermptible customer served under Rider OLR 

22 and/or Rider ELR to reduce actual (not average) demand 

23 down to contract firm load during a called emergency event. 

24 • Setting buy-through charges under Rider ELR to reflect the 

25 difference between actual (not average) load and contract firm 

26 load during each hour of the buy-through event. 

The measurement period excludes holidays and hours of emergency and economic interruptions. 
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1 In addition, FirstEnergy's definition of RCL ignores its responsibility to 

2 serve customer peak demands whenever they occur— n̂ot arbitrarily 

3 defined average demands that understate the firm capacity and energy 

4 requirements that FirstEnergy avoids with intermptible load. 

5 FirstEnergy's definition mistakenly assumes that it achieves these avoided 

6 cost savings only when intermptible load—maximum demand less firm 

7 demand—is on-line and available for intermption. Because of its 

8 obligation to serve maximum firm customer demands whenever they 

9 occur, FirstEnergy realizes these savings even if intermptible load is not 

10 on-line during all hours of its RCL-defined summer peak period. As a 

11 resuh, the monthly credit paid to an intermptible customer should reflect 

12 the difference between the customer's monthly peak demand— n̂ot 

13 historical average demand— ând contract fnm load. 

14 Q. WILL CUSTOMERS BE ENCOURAGED TO USE ELECTRICITY 

15 MORE INTENSIVELY DURING SUMMER PEAK HOURS IF THE 

16 RCL IS BASED ON AVERAGE DEMAND IN SELECTED 

17 SUMMER PEAK HOURS? 

18 A. Yes. Defining the RCL as FirstEnergy proposes sends an improper price 

19 signal to intermptible customers by encouraging them to use more 

20 electricity during high-cost summer peak hours. Basing RCL on average 

21 demands encourages Rider ELR and OLR customers to use electricity 

22 more intensively during summer peak hours to increase their average 

23 demands— t̂hereby effectively increasing the level of intermptible credits 

24 they receive. Since FirstEnergy will not be acquiring capacity to serve 

25 these customers because they must intermpt during emergency 

26 conditions,̂ ^ the definition of RCL should not encourage them to shift 

27 energy use to super-peak hours in the summer. 

^̂ See FirstEnergy Reply Comments, Case No. 07-796-EL-ATA, at 50 (October 12, 2007). This 
excerpt from the Reply Comments is presented in Exhibit DWG-4. 
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1 Q. HAVE THE OPERATING COMPANIES PROPOSED 

2 CONSISTENT DEMAND MEASURES FOR THE RCL AND 

3 TRANSMISSION BILLING DEMAND? 

4 A. No. Transmission costs—including ancillary and congestion costs—^will 

5 be recovered through Rider TAS from demand-metered customers on the 

6 basis of billing demands— t̂hat is, each customer's maximum 

7 noncoincident demand during each billing month. FirstEnergy suggests 

8 that h selected this approach to be consistent with the calculation of 

9 distribution billing demands. {See Exhibit DWG-1, Nucor l-22.e.) 

10 Consistency also demands that payments for transmission services and 

11 credits for intermptible loads be based on the same measure—customer 

12 peak billing demands. 

13 Q. SHOULD THE INTERRUPTIBLE PROGRAM CREDIT BE 

14 HIGHER THAN $1,95 PER KW? 

15 A. Yes. Several factors indicate that the credits proposed in FirstEnergy's 

16 ESP intermptible rates should be much higher. Moreover, there is no 

17 fiindamentai economic reason why the emergency and economic 

18 interruption credits should be the same. 

19 Q. WHAT SHOULD BE THE BASIS FOR THE EMERGENCY 

20 INTERRUPTIBLE CREDIT? 

21 A. With respect to the emergency program, the credit should generally reflect 

22 the long-mn marginal cost of peaking capacity (including reserves and 

23 adjusted for losses) and incremental transmission capacity costs that can 

24 be avoided because of the intermptible load. FirstEnergy's proposed ESP 

25 credit of $1.95 per kW—^which is not supported by any detailed analysis— 
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1 conservatively implies a peaking capacity cost around $150 per kW.'̂  

2 This estimate is well below the current cost of new peaking capacity, 

3 which has risen substantially in recent years.̂ ^ In addition, the ESP credit 

4 is less than the $2.40-$3.40 per kW range for emergency curtailment 

5 credits that FirstEnergy identified in 2007,̂ ' and also well below the 

6 Department of Energy's recent avoided cost estimate of more than $6 per 

7 kW for peaking capacity.̂ ^ 

WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

I recommend setting the emergency intermptible credit using the 

Department of Energy's recent avoided cost estimate of $75 per kW-year. 

This estimate reflects an independent assessment of the long-mn avoided 

cost of peaking capacity. Conservatively adjusting this estimate to reflect 

avoided reserve cqjacity and losses indicates that the emergency 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Q 

A. 

^̂  This estimate assumes an annual cost of $23.40 per kW (12 x $1.95) divided by an assumed 
carrying charge of 15 percent. Avoided reserve, transmission, and energy (including losses) costs 
are not included in this estimate. 
'̂̂  See, for example. Marc W. Chupka and Gregory Basheda, Rising Utility Construction Costs: 

Sources and Impacts, (2006). This report by the Brattle Group noted that: 

Combustion turbine prices recently rose sharply after years of real price decreases, 
while significant increases in the cost of mstalled natural gas combined-cycle 
combustion capacity have emerged during the past several years, (report at 7) 

Over the period of 2000 to 2006,...the cumulative increase in the installation cost of 
new combined-cycle units was almost 95 percent, with much of this increase occurring 
in 2006. (report at 8) 

^̂  See Exhibit DWG-4. 
^̂  U.S. Department of Energy, Benefits of Demand Response in Electricity Marlcets and 
Recommendations for Achieving Them at 74 (2006). The DOE report states: 
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1 intermptible credit should be set around $91 per kW-year—or $7.50 per 

2 kW-month." 

3 I consider the DOE estimate conservative for two reasons. First, as I 

4 noted earlier, the cost of new peaking generation has increased 

5 substantially in recent years. (The DOE report relies on a 2004 estimate) 

6 Second, despite potential transmission benefits, the DOE estimate does not 

7 include any avoided cost of transmission. 

8 Q. SHOULD SHORT RUN MARKET PRICES FOR CAPACITY BE 

9 USED TO SET INTERRUPTIBLE CREDITS? 

10 A. No. As noted earlier, long nm avoided costs are the appropriate measure 

11 on which to base intermptible credits. Short run market prices fiuctuate to 

12 reflect current market conditions for existing generating capacity, while 

13 long-mn avoided costs reflect the cost of adding new capacity to meet 

14 demand grovrth. Basing intermptible credits on short-mn market prices is 

15 similar to relying solely on the spot market to meet future energy needs— 

16 both approaches mcrease customer risks via unstable and unpredictable 

17 prices. Relying on spot markets is wonderful as long as excess supply 

18 exists and prices are low. However, when generation supply becomes 

19 scarce, short-mn market prices can far exceed the cost of new capacity that 

20 cannot be added for several years. Large intermptible customers need and 

21 want price (that is, credit) stability and predictability in exchange for 

Demand response programs designed to reduce capacity needs are valued according to 
the marginal cost of capacity. By convention, marginal capacity is assumed to be a 
"peaking unit," a generator specifically added to run in relatively few hours per year to 
meet peak system demand. Currently, peaking units are typically natural gas turbines 
with annualized capital costs on the order of $75/kilowatt-year (kW-year). [$75/12 = 
$6.25 per kW-month] 

" ($75 * 1.15)/0.95 = $90.79 per kW-year ($7.57 per kW-month). This calculation assumes that 
interruptible load avoids not only capacity needed to serve the load, but also capacity needed to 
provide a 15-percent reserve margin and losses of 5 percent. (This value ignores any avoided 
transmission and incremental fuel cost savings.) I have included adjustaients for reserves and 
losses to reflect capacity requirements to serve end-use customers. Since these requirements can 
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1 making the capital and operating cost commitments necessary to 

2 participate in an intermptible program. Basing interruptible credits on 

3 short-mn market prices of generating capacity is deflnitely not the way to 

4 provide that needed price stability and predictability. 

5 Q. WHAT VALUE IS IMPLIED BY THE OPERATING COMPANIES' 

6 PROPOSED ESP ECONOMIC INTERRUPTION CREDIT? 

7 A. The implied value of economic intermptions in Rider ELR is zero. Recall 

8 that both Rider ELR and OLR require mandatory emergency intermptions 

9 with a $1.95 per kW-month credit. Rider ELR contains no additional 

10 credit for economic interruptions— t̂hereby implying that FirstEnergy 

11 places no value on such intermptions. (If the Commission agrees and 

12 finds that economic intermptions provide no value, they should be 

13 removed fi-om Riders ELR and OLR.) 

14 Q. IS THIS RESULT CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPANIES' PAST 

15 STATEMENTS REGARDING ECONOMIC INTERRUPTIONS? 

16 A. No. In late 2007, FirstEnergy indicated that the value of the economic 

17 intermption credit should reflect market prices (LMPs), with the credit 

18 netting to zero if a customer bought through all economic intermptions. 

19 On the basis of this position, FirstEnergy indicated that the economic 

20 intermption credit should range between $ 1.60-$2.60 per kW.̂ '* 

21 Q, WHAT SHOULD BE THE BASIS FOR THE ECONOMIC 

22 INTERRUPTIBLE CREDIT? 

23 A. With respect to the economic intermption program, this credit should, at a 

24 minimum, reflect the expected avoided cost of energy displaced by 

25 interruptible load (for example, day-ahead MISO LMPs). This value 

be avoided by interruptible load, the credit for interruptions should include the relevant capacity 
cost savings—including savings offsets for reserves and losses. 
^̂  5ee Exhibh DWG-4. . 
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1 should be converted to a per kW credit and applied to the customer's RCL. 

2 Because of time constramts, I have chosen to rely on FirstEnergy's 2007 

3 estimates of the value of economic intermptions. Therefore, I recommend 

4 setting the economic intermption credit in Riders ELR and OLR at $2.60 

5 per kW-month— t̂he upper end of FirstEnergy's estimated $1.60-$2.60 per 

6 kW range in 2007. In my opinion, this is a conservative estimate given the 

7 dramatic rise in fuel prices and LMPs in 2008. 

8 Q. DOES THE PROPOSED RIDER ELR HAVE ANY LIMITS ON 

9 THE HOURS OF ECONOMIC INTERRUPTIONS? 

10 A. No. Under Rider ELR, FirstEnergy can call an economic intermption 

11 during any 3-hour Market Premium Condition—that is, whenever the 

12 MISO LMP exceeds the applicable kWh net charges in Riders GEN and 

13 GPL This definition implies that the potential hoiu-s of economic 

14 intermptions carmot be determined with certainty, thereby exposing 

15 interruptible customers to little or no financial benefit under the economic 

16 buy-through program. 

17 Q. WILL THIS UNCERTAIN INTERRUPTION EXPOSURE 

18 DISCOURAGE CUSTOMERS FROM CHOOSING THE 

19 ECONOMIC EVTERRUPTION OPTION? 

20 A. Yes. Exposing customers to an indeterminate number of economic 

21 intermptions severely limits their ability to control power costs and 

22 increases their risk of imanticipated electricity cost fluctuations each year. 

23 Q. SHOULD THE HOURS OF ECONOMIC INTERRUPTIONS BE 

24 LIMITED? 

25 A. Yes. The hours should be limited to those that correspond to the highest 

26 cost hours in MISO. I recommend limiting economic intermptions imder 

27 Rider ELR to 250 hours annually. From January through August 2008, 
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1 day-ahead LMPs in MISO for the FirstEnergy hub exceeded $120 per 

2 MWh in 238 hours. (See Table 3 below.) If economic interruptions were 

3 limited to 250 hours annually, my analysis indicates that FirstEnergy 

4 would be able to call economic intermptions to reduce consumption 

5 during many of the highest cost hours in MISO while still encouraging 

6 customers to choose the economic intermption option in Rider ELR. 

Table 3. MISO Day-Ahead LMPs - 2008 YTD 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Q 

A. 

LMP 

$100 

$110 

$120 

$130 

$140 

$150 

Applicable 
>s Target LMP 

472 

329 

238 

181 

132 

81 

Hours 
Avg LMP 

$127 

$137 

$145 

$151 

$157 

$165 

COULD THE LIMIT BE SET AT A DIFFERENT LEVEL? 

Yes. However, some reasonable limit is necessary. Additional analyses 

are required to identify the likely number of 3-hour Market Premium 

Conditions, estimate the cost differential between the LMPs and a 

customer's net generation costs, and determine the likely number of 

intermptions at which total buy-through costs match expected economic 

intermption credits. FirstEnergy has not provided such analyses in its 

ESP. Absent further analyses, I recommend a 250-hour limit. 
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1 Q. HAVE YOU PREPARED TEMPLATES THAT INCLUDE THE 

2 PROPOSED INTERRUPTIBLE RATE MODIFICATIONS YOU 

3 HAVE RECOMMENDED? 

4 A. Yes. Exhibit DWG-5 is a template for Rider ELR that incorporates my 

5 recommended changes, while Exhibit DWG-6 includes my recommended 

6 changes for Rider OLR. 

7 TIME-OF-USE RATES 

8 Q. DO THE ESP RATES ALSO INCLUDE TIME-OF-DAY OPTIONS? 

9 A. Yes. As I noted earlier, FirstEnergy's ESP generation rates reflect both 

10 seasonal and time-of-day price differentials. FirstEnergy has also 

11 proposed an experimental dynamic peak pricing rate for residential 

12 customers. Time-differentiated rates that reflect diurnal cost variations 

13 provide better price signals to which customers can respond. Without 

14 time-of-day pricing, consumers see uniform prices each hour despite the 

15 fact that the cost of electricity varies significantly by time of day. Non-

16 time-differentiated price signals lead to inefficient investment and 

17 consumption decisions regarding electricity. In addition to promoting 

18 efficient investment and consumption decisions, time-of-day rates would 

19 significantly enhance the demand-response elements of FirstEnergy's ESP 

20 rates. 

21 Q. HOW WERE THE TIME-OF-USE PRICE DIFFERENTIALS SET? 

22 A. As I noted earlier, FirstEnergy used a weighting scheme that reflects the 

23 ratio of the average LMP for a particular period in 2006-2007 (for 

24 example, summer on-peak hours) to the average LMP for those 2 years." 

^̂  See the direct testimony of FirstEnergy witness Kevin Warvell at 9:18-10:8 and Schedule 5a at 
7. 
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1 Q. SHOULD THE PROPOSED TOU RATES BE IMPROVED? 

2 A. Yes. I recommend modiiying the proposed 16-hour summer weekday 

3 peak period to include two separate pricing periods—for example, peak 

4 and shoulder pricing periods. Under FirstEnergy's ESP, the summer and 

5 winter daily peak periods are identical: 16 hours, Monday - Friday, 6:00 

6 a.m. - 10:00 p.m., excluding holidays. The breadth of these peak periods 

7 significantly restricts customers' flexibility in shifting electricity use to 

8 lower-cost hours—^particularly in summer months. FirstEnergy provides 

9 no empirical justification for selecting a 16-hour daily peak period. I 

10 recommend, at a minimum, requiring FirstEnergy to split the proposed 16-

11 hour summer daily peak into two periods based on an analysis of hourly 

12 LMPs in MISO.̂ ^ Rate differentials for these two new pricing periods 

13 should be set using the same general approach that FnstEnergy used in 

14 setting the differentials in all of its TOD rates. 

15 OTHER ISSUES 

16 Q. DO YOU HAVE COMMENTS REGARDING OTHER ELEMENTS 

17 OF THE ESP? 

18 A. Yes. I have comments regarding the calculation of billing demand in the 

19 ESP rates and FirstEnergy's proposed Rider MDS. In particulm*, I 

20 recommend that the Commission reject FirstEnergy's proposed: 

21 • Billing demand provisions for transmission (Rate GT) 

22 customers. Monthly billing demand for such customers should 

23 reflect the higher of a customer's maximum 60-minute 

24 demand during system peak hours as determmed by the 

25 Commission, or the Contract Demand as specified in 

26 FirstEnergy's proposed ESP rates. 

*̂ In FirstEnergy's proposed experimental dynamic peak pricing program for residential customers, 
the summer peak period is 11:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., Monday - Friday, excluding holidays. All other 
summer hours are off-peak. 
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1 • Rider MDS. This rider is not cost-based and will hinder the 

2 development of competitive markets for retail generation 

3 services. 

4 Q. HOW IS BILLING DEMAND CALCULATED IN THE ESP RATES 

5 FOR TRANSMISSION CUSTOMERS? 

6 A. FirstEnergy has proposed calculating monthly billing demand in Rate GT 

7 as the greater of 100 kVA, the customer's highest 30-minute demand 

8 (kVA), or contract demand (equal to 60 percent of a customer's expected, 

9 typical monthly peak load). 

10 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PROPOSED BILLING DEMATTO 

11 PROVISIONS? 

12 A. No. I recommend determining billing demands for transmission customers 

13 on the basis of 60-minute integrated demands instead of 30-minute 

14 demands as FirstEnergy proposes. FirstEnergy's 30-minute measurement 

15 period differs fi*om the 60-minute measurement period used by the 

16 Midwest ISO and other wholesale markets. This creates a load-

17 management problem for customers—^particularly certain manufacturers— 

18 buying competitive generation service as they try to manage loads on both 

19 a 60-minute and 30-minute basis during the same 60-minute period. For 

20 example, under a situation with different demand-measurement periods for 

21 generation and distribution services, it would be possible during any 60-

22 minute period for an Ohio Edison Rate GT customer's loss-adjusted 

23 distribution service demand to exceed the customer's generation demand. 

24 Such a situation adds nothing but unnecessary complexity for 

25 manufacturers served at high voltages as they try to manage loads during 

26 production cycles. 
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1 Q. WHAT IS RIDER MDS? 

2 A. Rider MDS is a $0.01 per kWh non-bypassable charge that qDplies to 

3 shopping customers served by an altemative supplier.̂ "' The charge is 

4 allegedly designed to recover generation-related administrative and 

5 hedging costs for SSO service. 

6 Q. SHOULD RIDER MDS BE APPROVED? 

7 A. No. FirstEnergy has not adequately explained the basis for the proposed 

8 charge, much less demonstrated that it is necessary and cost-based. {See 

9 Exhibit DWG-1, Nucor 1-8.) As a result, it should not be approved. Any 

10 non-cost-based, non-bypassable charge—especially one as large as Rider 

11 MDS—will hinder the development of competitive markets for retail 

12 generation services by putting altemative suppliers at a significant 

13 competitive disadvantage. 

14 Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COMMENTS REGARDING NON-

15 BYPASSABLE CHARGES? 

16 A. Yes. I recommend that the Commission carefully scmtinize all of 

17 FirstEnergy's proposed non-bypassable charges and eliminate any that are 

18 not directly attributable to costs caused by shopping customers. Shopping 

19 customers should only be required to pay those costs that are reasonably 

20 attributable to them. 

21 Q. DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

22 A. Yes. 

" FirstEnergy asserts that the $0.01 per kWh charge is also embedded in Rider GEN. See the 
direct testimony of FirstEnergy witness Kevin T. Warvell at 10:16 - 12:4. 
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EXHIBIT DWG-1 

FIRSTENERGY'S RESPONSES TO SELECTED NUCOR DISCOVERY REQUESTS 



Nucor Set 1 
Witness: Blank 

Page 1 of 2 

Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 In the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1-4 Refer to page 9, lines 6-1 3 of Mr, Blank's testimony: 

(a) Why do the Companies propose to spend up to $5 millron annually, and 
not some different amount, from 2009 through 2013 for energy efficiency 
and demand side management activities? 

(b) Explain in detail what energy efficiency and demand side management 
activities the Companies intend to fund with these amounts. 

(c) Why do the Companies propose to ^end up to $5 million annually^ and 
not some different amount, from 2009 thnxigh 2013 for economic 
development and job retention? 

(d) Explain in detail what economic development and job retention programs 
and activities the Companies intend to fund with these amounts. 

(e) Are the Companies actually committing to spend $5 million each year on 
each of the above activities, or some amount between zero and $5 million? 

(f) Explain in detail how the Companies propose for the Commission to 
oversee these expenditures. 

(g) Identify and provide all documents that refer or relate to the energy 
efficiency and demand-side management funding proposal and the 
Companies' decision to offer It. 

(h) Identify and provide all documents that refer or relate to the economic 
development and job retention funding proposal and the Companies' 
decision to offer it. 

Response: (a) The annual commitment of up to $5 million from 2009 through 2013 represents the 
amount that the Companies propose to spend without recovery on energy efficiency and 
demand side management activities as part of the comprehensive ESP package. The 
amount is based on management judgment and is provided to recognize and advance the 
long-term policies of Am. Sub. SB 221. 

(b) The Companies have not determined how the energy efficiency and demand side 
management funds will be used. 

(c) The annual commitment of up to $5 million from 2009 ftirough 2013 represents the 
amount that the Companies propose to spend without recovery on economic development 
and job retention as part of the comprehensive ESP package. The amount is based on 
management judgment and Is provided to recognize and advance the long-term polfcies of 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Sen/ice Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Am. Sub. SB 221. 

(d) The Compares have not determined how the economic development and job retention 
funds will be used. 

(e) The Companies agree to spend up tq $5 million annually for energy efficiency and 
demand side management activities and UP to $6 million annually for economic 
development and job retention for the years 2009 through 2013. 

(f) There is no proposal in the E ^ regarding Commission oversight of these expenditures. 

(g) No such documents exist. 

(h) No such documents emsi. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1-6 Referring to proposed Rider GEN: 

(a) In providing generatioi service, will the Companies or their affiliates be 
providing reliable generation capacity to meet retail customer demands? 

(b) Explain the answer to (a) above in detail. 

(c) If the answer to (a) above is yes: (i) identify the generation units that vtrilt 
be used to provide generation capacity; and (li) pn)vide an estimate of the 
cost of generating capacity (both on a per kW and btal basis). 

(d) Provide workpapers and all other analyses and documents lowing the 
derivation of the answer to part (c) above, 

(e) Identify and provide all documents that show that generation capacity will 
be provided under Rider GEN in order to ensure reliable sen/Ice to the 
Companies' retail customers. 

Response: a) Yes. 
b) The Companies or their aff i t la^ wHI need to meet the MISO long-term 

Adequacy Requirements: NOTE: This response is based upon Midwest ISO 
filings with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC*^ on 
December 27, 2007, and June 25, 2008 in docket £R08-3d4, as amended by 
subsequent filings to comply with FERC orders. The Midwest ISO proposes to 
implement long-term Resource Adequacy Requirements ("RAR"} effective with an 
Initial capadty planning year beginning June 1, 2009. Under that proposal, the 
RAR that will be applicable to load-sending entities ("LSEs") in the Midwest ISO, 
including the Ohio Operating Companies, will be determined by the Midwest ISO 
armuatly via a technical analysis considering factors including, but not limited to, 
Generator Forced Outage rates of Capacity Resources, Generator Banned 
Outages, expected peribmnance of Load Modiiying Resources, LSEs' forecasted 
Demand uncertainty, system operating reserve requirements, transmisaon 
congestion, external finnn capacity sales and available transmission import 
capability. The planning resenre margin for each LSE will then be determined 
based upon the probabilistic analysis of being able to reliably s^ve each LSE's 
demand for each month of the capacity resource planning year 

Under the Midwest ISO proposal, an LSE will confomn with RAR in accordance with 
Module E of the Midwest ISO TEMT by demonstrating to the Midwest ISO that it 
has sufficient generation capacity resources to meet its forecasted demand for the 
applicable planning period, plus the planning reserve margin established either by 
the Midwest ISO or by the stale having jurisdiction over the LSE. 
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Case No. 08-935-Et-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

The applicable section in proposed revisions to Module E of Uie Midwest ISO tariff, 
section 69.3.7.a, states: 

*...The LSE's Financial Settlement Charge for a given month shall be the 
product of the number of MW-monUis that an LSE Is capacity deficient 
pursuant to Section 69.3.6c for such month and CONE value." 

Section 69.3.8.a. sets the Cost of New Entry ("CONE") value at 
"...$80,000 per MW-month for the initial Planning Year, subject to 
modification by the Transmission Provider and the IMM (Independent 
Maritet Monitor)." 

c) (i) The attached file Nucor DR-06 Attachment 1 .x\s, lists the capacity commitments 
of the existing assets ^at would be committed under the plan. As noted, at this 
time there is no r\et demonstrated capability value. Ail of the MW's associated with 
the listed units and purchases, as well as the capacity listed in Attachment D 
(when completed), are committed to the operating companies' retail load 
obligation. The operating companies will not have other commitments for 
wholesale sales or CRES sales.: (It) If t̂ ucor is requesting ^e cost of procuring 
generation capacity on an annual basis then please refer to the response to Nucor 
1-10. 

d) Please see response to Nucor 1-10. 
e) Please see b) above. 



Case No. OS^Sd-EL-SSO 

Nucor DR 6 Attachment I 

Module E Filing 

Plant Name 
Sum pier 
Sumpler 
Sumpler 
Sumpler 
Astabula 
8ayshore1 
BayEhore2 
Bayshore3 
Bay5hore4 
Burger 3 
MadRlver 
MadRlvsr 
MadRiver 
l^adRiver 
Davis Besse 
Eastlakel 
Eastlake2 
Eastlake3 
Easllake4 
EastlakeS 
Eastiakee 
EdgewalerS 
EdgewaterS 
takeshoral 
Mansnaldl 
Mansrield2 
Mansnald3 
Perry! 
Sammis ED 
SaiumJs 1 
Sammis 2 
Sammis 3 
Sammis 4 
Sammis 5 
Sammis 6 
Sammis 7 
Stryker 
BaystioreCT 
BaysfioreCT 
West Lorsin 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
Lakeshore CT 
Burger CT 
Burger CT 
Bur9er4 
Burgers 
RicWandi 
Ric:hland2 
RichlandS 
Richland4 
RichlandS 
Richlande 
ovec 

|.::':Juiii;"^^":r 
es 
65 
85 
85 
244 
136 
138 
142 
215 
9A 
25 
0 
25 
0 

879 
132 
132 
132 
240 
597 
24 
19 
19 

245 
830 
330 
830 
1246 
13 
180 
180 
180 
180 
300 
600 
600 
17 
16 
0 

49.5 
7 5 

49.5 
7.5 
35 
85 
35 
35 

37 
4 

6.3 
0.7 
156 
156 
11 
11 
11 

112 
112 
112 
461 
11.424 

Aufluat 1 
85 
85 
85 
35 
244 
13$ 
138 
142 
215 
94 
25 
0 

25 
0 

879 
132 
132 
13? 
240 
597 
24 
19 
19 

245 
830 
830 
830 
1245 

13 
180 
180 
180 
180 
300 
600 
800 
17 
16 
0 

49.5 
7.5 

49.5 
7.5 
65 
85 
65 
85 

37 
4 

6.3 
0.7 
156 
156 
11 
11 
11 

112 
112 
112 
461 
11,423 

Unit NDC 

Plant Kama [ 
Sumpter 
Sumpter 
Sumpter 
Sumpter 
Astabula 
Sajfshorei 
Bayshore2 
Bayshore3 
6ayshora4 
Burgers 
MadRiver 
MadRlver 
MadRiver 
RAad River 
Davis BesBs 
EBEtlakel 
Ed$ttak62 
EasUaka3 
East)al(s4 
EastlaheS 
EBStlake6 
EdgewaterS 
EdgewaterS 
Lakeshorei 
Mansfisldl 
MansfleUZ 
Mansfietd3 
Perryl 
Sammis ED 
Sammis 1 
Sammis 2 
Sammis 3 
Sammis 4 
Sammis 5 
SammfeQ 
Sammfs7 
Stryker 
BayshoreCT 
BayshoreCT 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
west Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
West Lorain 
Lakeshore CT 
Burger CT 
Burger CT 
8urger4 
Burgers 
Rlchlandl 
Richland2 
Richland3 
Richlafld4 
RichlandS 
Richlandd 
OVEC 

Ju ly : i 
85 
85 
85 
85 

244 
136 
138 
142 
213 
94 
30 
0 

30 
0 

893 
132 
132 
132 
240 
597 
29 
24 
24 

245 
830 
830 
830 
1269 

13 

leo 
160 
180 
180 
300 
600 
600 
18 
17 
0 

50 
10 
SO 
10 

as 
85 
85 
85 
85 
4 
6 
1 

156 
156 
14 
14 
14 

130 
130 
130 
461 
11,605 

August i 
85 

as 
85 
85 
244 
136 
138 
142 
215 
94 
30 
0 
30 
0 

693 
132 
132 
132 
240 
597 
29 
24 
24 
245 
830 
830 
B30 

1269 
13 

180 
180 
180 
180 
300 
600 
600 
18 
17 
0 

50 
10 
50 
10 
85 
85 
85 
85 
85 
4 
6 
1 

156 
156 
14 
14 
14 

130 
130 
130 
461 
11,605 

'Module E Tied capacity reflects summer derates 

" Effective June 1, 2009 capacity wilt no lonser be represented as Installed capacity but rather wHt reflect Unforced capacity vEduoc 
- MISO andiysis is still on-going regarding Tmal decision to use a 3 yoEH- average for eFOR or a 1 year average. 
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Case No. 08-935-Ei--SSO 
Oiiio Edison Company, Tlie Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928,143 in the Fomi of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nticor Set 1-7 Referring to proposed Rider GEN: 

(a) Do the proposed generation charges include capacity costs? 

(b) Explain the answer to part (a) in detail. 

(c) If the answer to part (a) is yes, provide a quantification of the capacity 
costs included in the proposed generation charges (on both a per kW and 
per kwh basis). Identify and provide any woiitpapers and related 
documents showing how the quantification was developed. 

(d) In calculating the proposed generation charges, did the Companies use 
class allocation factors r^ectfng the different peak demands and load 
factors of the various customer classes? 

(e) If the answer to part (d) is no. explain In detail why not. 

(f) In calculating the prc^osed generation charges, did Uie Companies use 
class allocation factors reflecting the same factors (e.g., the ratio of the 
class historical average generation and transmissbn rates to the system) 
pn^posed in the Companies' slice o^ system competitive bid process rate 
template proposed last year? 

(g) If the answer to part <f) is no, explain in detail why not. 

(h) Explain In detail the Companies' view as to how to best address the 
differences in class demand and usage characteristics in establishing 
generation rates for the Companies' retail service. 

(!) Did the Companies consider incorporating more seasonalltime 
differentiation into the pm^osed generation rates, such as critical peak 
period pricing? 

(j) Explain the answer to part (h) in detail, Including the reasons for such 
decision. 

(k) If a critical peak period pricing component were to be included in the 
Companies' proposed rates, ex|;^ain in detail how the Companies would 
propose that it be designed, 

(t) Identify and explain in detail all differences between the method used by 
the Companies in developing proposed Rider GEN in this case and the method the 
Companies proposed last year to convert the Blended Competitive Bid Price into a retail 
rate under the slice of system competitive bid proposal, fn particular, explain in de t^ why. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Fomr> of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

different method is being proposed in this case. 

Response: a) Yes. 
b) A detailed response to this question can be found in the testimony of Kevin 

Warvell. 
c) There Is no quantification of the generation capadty costs that is induded in 

generation charges. There is a market value of Designated Network Resources, 
which is referred to in response to Nucor 1-10. 

d) No. 
e) Costs are a function of market energy prices. The proposed base generation rates 

for the ESP are energy prices which are differentiated on a voltage and seasonal 
basis. Also, the Companies have fx-oposed an optional time of use energy rate. 

f) No. 
g) See response to (e) above. 
h) The Companies usisd rates differentiated by voltage and seasonal factors as well 

as optional time-of-use rates. 
() The Companies have proposed a critical peak pricing pilot for residential 

customers. 
j) Please see response to (h) immediately above, 
k) Based upon historical day ahead LMP for the RrstEnergy load zone. 
I) Comparisons of and differences between the Companies' current proposal and 

that which was proposed In Case No. 07-796-EL-ATA are inelevant to this 
proceeding. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL^SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standand Service Offer Pursuant to R.C, § 
4928.143 in the Fomi of an Electric Security Plan. 

Rl^PONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1-8 Referring to the 1 cent / kWh minimum default sendee charge contained in 
proposed Rider GEN and Rider MDS: 

(a) Explain how this charge was derived. 

(b) Provide all workpapers and calculations used to derive tfie proposed 
charge. 

(c) Identify and provide all o^er documents that refer or relate to this charge. 

Response: a) The 1.0 cent per kWh non-bypassable Minimum Default Service Charge addresses 
the risks involved In hedging 60 million MWh of POLR load and is neither cost-
based nor the result of an analytic study. 

b) There are no workpapers or calculations used to derive the minimum default 
service charge contained in proposed Rider GEN and Rider ̂ ^S . 

c) Please see the Companies filing for all documents that refer or relate to the 
minimum default service charge contained in proposed Rider GEN and F?kier MDS. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 In the Form of an Electrte Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1-9 Explain in detail why customers that avoid DSE! or DSE2 charges pursuant to Rider DSE 
are precluded fixim taking service under Rider RAR. 

Response: Customers that avoid DSE1 or DSE2 charges pursuant to Rider DSE are precluded 
from taking sen/ice under Rider RAR pursuant to proposed Ohio Administrative Code 
rules. Chapter 4901:1-38 of proposed Ohio Administrative Code rules, Case No. 08-
777-EL-ORD, govems customer options provided by both riders RAR and DSE. 
Section 4901:1-38-07 (D) of these proposed rules states the following: "No customer 
shall be pnwided Incentives from more than one schedule or arrangement approved by 
the commission pursuant to this copter." Thus a customer can take service under the 
RAR or avoid the charges per the terms of the DSE rider, but cannot receive the 
benefit from both. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1-10 Refer to page 22, lines 15-17 of Mr. Warvell's testimony. Regarding the 
$64IMW/day price utilized to calculate the $1.95/kw/ month curtailable credit: 

(a) What is the basis for the $64/MW/day price? 

(b) Does this $64/MW/day price represent short run or long run avoided 
capacity costs? Explain the answer in detail. 

(c) Has this $64/MW/day price been adjusted for or reflect avdded losses, 
planning reserve margins, etc.? Explain the answer in detail. 

(d) Explain in detail how the credits in Uie Companies' existing interruptible 
rates were developed. 

(e) Did the Companies consider any oflier ways to value capacity aside from 
the market value of MtSO designated network resources? 

(f) is capacity only sold on a "bilateral" basis in MISO? 

(g) If the answer to part {f} is no, describe in detail by type of capacity 
transaction how capacity Is sold In MISO. 

(h) Identify and provide all workpapers, studies, reports and analyses 
(including all Excel workbooks and worksheets with all links and formulas 
intact) that underiie and/or support the $€4/MW/day price and the 
$1.95/kw/month curtailable credit. 

(i) iHas the Company conducted or obtained any other analyses (fomnal or 
Infomrial) of the value of interruptible load or curtailable load in the past 3 
years? 

(j) If the answer to part (i) is yes, indicate the per5on(s) or entity that 
conducted each study or analysis and describe each sudi analysis in detail, 
including the methodology and results, 

(k) If the answer to part (i) is yes, identify and provide all studies, analyses, 
workpapers and related documents. 

(I) Identify and provide all analyses of the avoided cost of capacity by or for 
the Companies in the pa^ 3 years. 

(m) Identify and provide all analyses of the avoided cost of energy by or for 
the Companies in the past 3 years. 



Nucor Set 1 
Witness: Warvell 

Page 2 of 2 

Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to EstaWish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 In the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Response: a) The $64/MW/day price reflects the estimated maricet price for DNR (Deagnated 
Networic Resource) for calendar year 2009. 

b) See response to a) above. 
c) There are no Transmission losses to reflect in the DNR price, since MISO includes 

these losses In the LMP. Planning reserve margin has not been included In the 
price. 

d) The interruptible credit for a 100% bad ^ctor customer in Ohb Edison's tariff 
sheet No. 73 was originally developed In the mid 1980's and was based upon the 
"up to" value for generation capacity in wholesale agreements. The intenuptible 
credit for lower load factor customers In these tariffs was based upon a prwaUon. 
Any other interruptible credits in other tariffs or contracts entered into by the 
Companies were a product of a bilateral negotiation between the speclfk; Company 
and the customer. 

e) No. The market is the only way to value DNR in a year where DNR is being 
bought and sold on a routine basis. 

f) Yes. 
g) N/A 
h) Please see Schedule 5s of Volume 3 of the filing. 
i) The Companies have not conducted or obtained any other analyses for the 

capacity value of interruptible load over the last three years. 
]) N/A 
k) N/A 
I) The Companies have not peribrmed any analyses of the avoided cost of capacity 

In the past 3 years.. 
m) The Companies have not periormed any analyses of the avoided cost of energy in 

the past 3 years. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
13 Referring to economic interruptions and economic buy-through programs In general: 

Explain in detail why tiiere are no economic interruption options offered for 
customers other tiian under proposed Rider ELR (which oily applies to existing 
interruptible customers). 

Explain in detail the benefits from economic interruption programs to tiie 
Companies and/or system and identify and provide all documents that refer or 
relate to tiiese benefits. 

Are the system benefits from economic interruption programs limited to existing 
Interruptible customers or could benefits be derived from new customers agreeing 
to economic interruptions? Explain the answer in detail. 

Are tiie system benefits from economic intenuption programs limited to customers 
that also agree to emergency/reliaWiity interruptions or could benefits be cterived 
from customers agreeing to economic intenuptions but not emergency/r îability 
interruptions? Explain the answer in detail. 

What value (or credit) per kW would ttie Companies place on an economic 
interruption and buy-through program exclusive of any reliabitiiy or emergency 
interruption featijres? Explain in detail (including any workpapers) how to 
detemiine such value. 

t Identify and provide all related documents. 

Identify tiie economfc carrying charge the Companies use to evaluate tlie costs 
and benefits of intemjptlble load. Identify and provide all components of tlie 
carrying charge, and show its derivation in Excel format with all links and fomiulas 
intact. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Response: a) Rider ELR is available for customers cunently on tiie Companies' existing 
intenuptible tariffs or a special contiract containing interruptible provisions 
and approved by the Commission before July 31, 2008. In addition, Rider 
OLR is designed witii the same general terms and conditions as Rider 
ELR, but applies to emergency interruptions and is available to new 
participants as well as existing cush^mers. Rider ELR is designed to be 
utilized with tiie interruptible credit provision of tiie Economic Development 
Rider (EDR). These customers are cun-ently subject to Economic Buy 
Through Option Events and tills concept is incorporated into Rider ELR. 
Rider OLR is designed for use with new interruptible custom^^load as an 
interruptible credit tiiat recognizes customers are only subject to 
intermption in an emergency curtailment event, and are not subject to 
Economic Buy Through Option Events or the intemjptlble credit provision 
of Rider EDR. 

b) There are no benefits to the Companies or the trananisaon system from 
economic buy tiirough opportunities presented to customers. 

c) Please see b) Immediately above. 
d) Please see b) Immediately above. 
e) There is no value to tiie Companies for economic buy through 

(^portunities. 
f) Not applicable 
g) Not applicable 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standand Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Forni of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
14 Referring to economic interruption features of proposed Rider ELR: 

a. Please confirm that once an Economic Buy Through Event (EBT) has been called, 
the EBT will end as of the beginning of tiie first hour Wtat the MISO LMP no longer 
exceeds the othenvlse applicable per kWh net charges set forth in Rider GEN and 
Rider GPI (i.e.. the first hour when a Maritet Premium Condition no longer exists). 

b. Provide an estimate (or range if a specific number is not available) and analysis of 
the likely number of hours EBTs are expected to be called per year under tiie plan. 

c. Provide an estimate of the energy cost avoided per kW of demand as a result of 
EBTs. 

d. Identify the specific per kWh price(s) tiiat the MISO LMP has to exceed to create a 
Martlet Premium Condition. 

e. Are tiie applfcable MISO LMPs (or detenninlng the Market Premium Condition and 
the EBT prices the Day-Ahead LMPs? 

f. Did (he Companies consider or evaluate a possible limit on tite number of hours 
subject to EBTs? 

g. Explain tiie answer to part (f) in detail and identify and explain any options 
con^dered. 

h. In tiie Companies' view, what would be a reasonable limit on the number of hours 
subject to EBTs? 

Response: a) The EBT will end as of the beginning of the first hour tiiat tiie MISO LMP no longer 
exceeds tiie othenvise applicable per kWh net charges set forth in Rider GEN and 
Rider GPI. 

b) An estimate and analysis of tiie likely number of hours EBTs are expected to be 
called per year cannot be provided. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electrte Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

c) An estimate of the energy cost avoided per kW of demand as a result of EBTs 
cannot be provided. 

d) In order to create a Matket. Premium Condition, the MISO LMP has to exceed the 
othenwise applicable per kilowatt-hour net charges set fortii in the Compan/s 
Generation (Gen) and Generation Phase-In (GPI) riders. Note these prices vary 
by voltage levei sensed and by season. 

e) The MISO Day-Ahead L.MPS for the FE load zone are the basis for determining a 
martlet Premium Condition. 

f) No. 
g) The Economic Buy Through Event is proposed to be tiie same as tiie existing 

tariffs where there is no limit to the numlser of hours subject to EBTs. 
h) It is the Companies' view tiiat tiiere should be no limit on the number of hours 

subject to EBT. However, if there was to be one, tiie credit provided to these 
customers via Rider EDR should be lowered proportionately. In addition, tiie 
Companies note tiiat tiiere is no such limit on the number of hours a credit is 
applied to tiie customer's bill for being on the program. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in tiie Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
15 Regarding the standby charges of 1.5 cents/kWh in 2009,2.0 cents/kWh in 2010 and 2.5 

cents/kWh in 2011 contained in pnjposed Rider PSR: 

a. Explain in detail how tiiese charges were derived. 

identify and provide all documents, workpapers, and calculations underlying the 
proposed diarges. include in your response all Excel workbooks and woritsheets 
(with all links and fomnulas intact) used in the derivation and calculation of the 
standby charges 

Response: The Companies did not perform an analytical study to develop the proposed standby 
charge of $15/MWH in 2009, $20/MWH in 2010 and $25/MWH In 2011. The basis for the 
charge is an evaluation that if customers switch to an altemative supplier and desire to 
return to the Companies at the SSO base generation rate, the Companies need to make 
that reservation and plan for that eventuality in advance. Implementation of tiie standby 
charge is recognition that providing protectton from marttet prices, and tiie volatility 
associated witii market pricing. Imposes a significant cost and risk on the Companies. This 
charge, which customers may choose to not pay, recognizes that cost and risk. For 
payment of tiie charge, the Companies offer to stand ready to sen/e retail customers, at 
any time, who have svwtched to an alt^native supplier but then desire to return to retail 
generation service provWed by tiie utility at a stabilized SSO base generation price for a 
fixed period of time. 



Nucor Set 1 
Witness: Warvell 

Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Sen/ice Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
16 Explain in detail the different types of risk the 1 cent/kWh minimum default s^vice diarge 

contained in pn^posed Rider GEN and Rider MDS and the standby charges contained in 
proposed RkJer PSR are intended to mitigate. 

Response: Rease see the responses to Nucor 1-8 and Nucor 1-15 reganding tiie different types of risk 
the minimum default service charge and tiie standby charges are intended to mitigate. 



Nucor Set 1 
Witness: Warvell 

Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standand Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Forni of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
17 If a customer that switches to an altemative supplier may:(i) elect to pay tiie standby 

charge under Rider MDS, tiien pay the base SSO generation price if it returns to tiie SSO, 
or (ii) elect not to pay the standby charge, but then pay the Ml maritet price for retail 
generation if it returns to tiie SSO. why is tiie 1 cent/kWh minimum default service charge 
contained in proposed Rider GEN and Rider MDS necessary? 

Response: Rider MDS is applicable only to customers who shop and is non-bypassable. All retail 
customers are obligated to pay the minimum default service charge regardless of 
whether they are shopping (through payment of Rider MDS) or taking retail generation 
service from the Companies (where die minimum default sen/lce charge is a part of tiie 
base generation charge). 



Nucor Set! 
Witness: Warvell 

Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
18 Explain in detail tiie purpose behind the resti'lction in proposed Rider ELR and Rider OLR 

that customers on these riders may not participate in any other load curtailment program, 
including DSM programs offered by MISO. Identify and provide all related documents that 
underiie and/or support the proposed restriction. 

Response: Customers need to choose between tiie two options because it is not practical to 
administer two programs that seek similar results such as a tariff-based rider and a 
MISO program for tiie same customer. MISO currentiy offers a volwitary emergency 
demand response program. Since botii Riders ELR and OLR require a customer to 
interrupt in an emergency, it would be "double counting" for a customer to 
participate/beneSt from botii (he Companies' Rider and tiie MISO program, A 
customer does have the option of t^ing firm sen/ice from the Companies and then 
participating in a MISO program. 
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Witness: Warvell 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Fomi of an Elecb-ic Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TO REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
19 Regarding the Companies' statements that all existing interruptible customers (as of July 

2008) will be entitled to servrce und^ Rider ELR: 

a. Please confirm that interruptible customers currently on Rate 29 will be eligible for 
proposed Rider ELR and the Interruptible Credit Provision of proposed Rider EDR. 

b. If tiie Companies cannot confimi the statement in part (a), explain In detail why 
Rate 29 customers are not eligible. 

c. Would the Companies agree to modify proposed Rider ELR and Rid^ EDR to list 
Rate 29 as one of tiie applicable existing Intenuptible rates? 

Response: 
Rate 29 customers will be eligible for proposed Rider ELR and tiie interruptible 
Credit î Vovision of proposed Rider EDR. 

N/A 

The Companies will modify the proposed Rider ELR and Rider EDR to list Rate 29 
as one of the appiicatrie existing Interruptible rates 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Fomi of an Electric Security Plan, 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
22 Regarding Rider TAS: 

a. Explain in detail tiie allocation mettiod utilized by tiie Companies to allocate 
transmission, andllary services and related costs to customer classes. 

b. Explain in detail how tiie Companies pay for ti^ansmission service to provide retail 
service in Ohio, including: 

Do the Companies pay based on demands? 

Are the demands NCP or CP demands? 

iii. When do these demands occur (and when did they occur historically over 
the past two years)? 

iv. What demand measurement period is used (60-minute, 30-mlnute of some 
other measur&ment period)? 

V. Identify and provide a copy of the applicable FERC tariff under which the 
Companies pay for tiransmlssion service. 

c. Provide the same information as requested in part (b) for ancillary sen/ices. 

d. Explain In detail why tiie Companies propose to use 30-minute customer maximum 
demands for billing transmission and/or ancillary services. 

e. Explain In detail why the Companies do not propose to utilize on-peak demands for 
billing transmission and/or ancillary servk̂ es. 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authorify to Establish a Standard Sen/Ice Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Fomri of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Response: a. The allocation metiiodofogy utilized by the Companies to allocate transmission, 
ancillary sen/ices, and related costs to the customer classes is described in detail 
in the direct testimony of Kevin Warvell. 

b. The responses below assume that the term Îransmisslon" refers to the MISO 
charge "Network Integration Transmission Sen/ice" (NITS). 

i. NITS is a demand-based charge. 

ii. The billing demand is coincident to the maximiaiD demand for tiie month for 

the FE control area, which would be non coinckient with other MISO 

control area peak demands, and non coincident to tiie MISO peak demand 

III. The transmission billing demand used by MtSO is set each month. History 

is as follows: 

Month 

Jan-06 
Feb-06 
Mar-06 
Apr-06 
May-06 
Jun-06 
Jui-06 

Aug-06 
Sep-06 
Oct-06 
Nov-06 
Dec-06 
Jan-07 
Feb-07 
Mar-07 
Apr-07 
May-07 
Jun-07 
Jul-07 

Aug-07 
Sep-07 
Oct-07 

Date 

01/18/06 
02/08/06 
03/02/06 
04/05/06 
05/30/06 
06/22/06 
07/31/06 
08/01/06 
09/08/06 
10/23/06 
11/02/06 
12/07/06 
01/30/07 
02/05/07 
03/06A)7 
04/05/07 
05/31/07 
06/26/07 
07/10/07 
08/24/07 
09/06/07 
10/08/07 

Hour Ending 
(EST) 

19 
19 
20 
10 
15 
14 
14 
15 
14 
19 
19 
19 
19 
20 
20 
10 
15 
16 
14 
15 
16 
16 
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Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Servtee Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 In the Fomi of an Electric Security Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nov-07 
Dec-07 
Jan-08 
Feb-08 
Mar-08 
Apr-OS 

May-08 
Jun-Od 
Jul-08 

11/29/07 
12/17/07 
01/24/08 
02/11/08 
03/04/08 
04/03/08 
05/30/08 
06/09/08 
07/17/08 

19 
19 
19 
20 
19 
10 
13 
15 
16 

iv. A 60-minute demand measurement period is used. 

V. The Companies pay for transmission under the MISO tariff filed with FERC 

which can be found at: 

http://wviw.midwestiso.org/publish/Document/2b8a32_103ef711180_-

76b10a48324a?rev=95 

c. The responses below assume tiiat the term "ancillary sen/tees" refers to MISO 
Schedules 3, 5. and 6, and tiiat tiie MISO ancillary sen/Ices maricet is up and 
running on or before January 1,2009. 

Schedules 3,5, and 6 are energy-based charges. 

Not Applicable 

ii. Not Applicable 

V. Not Applicable 

V. See above response to b. v. 

d. Please see response e) immediately below, 

e. The Companies did not propose to utilize on-peak demands for billing ti:ansmissk>n 
and/or ancillary sen/ices for the following reasons: 1) so tiiat a customer only has 
one billing demand per montii, making transmission billing demands consistent 
with distribution billing demands, 2) to encourage customers to control their 
demand such that ail FE transmission and distribution facilities are better utilized 
to the benefit of all customers 3) to address probi^ns with power qualify created 
by customers end use devices. 

http://wviw.midwestiso.org/publish/Document/2b8a32_103ef711180_
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Case No. 08-935-EL.SSO 
Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo 

Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. § 
4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Securtty Plan. 

RESPONSES TQ REQUEST 

Nucor Set 1 
23 Explain in detail why pnaposed Rider CCA applies to intenuptible customers. Identify and 

provide any documents tiiat refer or relate to this matter. 

Response: Please refer to the Companies' response to Nucor Set 1 -11 
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Competitive Bid Process by Load Class ^ ^ ^ ci 
Rate Template and Reconciliation Mechanism *̂̂ ® ^^^ 

Introduciion 

Tills document provides a description of the manner in virhich the Blended Competitive Bid Price 
of a load class Is converted into a retail rate (Rata Template) and the methodology for 
determining a Reconciliation Mechanism. The metfiodologies described are generally 
applicable to each load class at each of the three Ohio operating companies. Ohio Edison (OE), 
Toledo Edison (TE) and Cleveland Electric Illuminating (CEI), except, as further discussed 
below. A Rate Template unique to CEI Is necessary for the period January 1,2009 until the 
tirne there is full recovery of Regulatory Transition Charges. 

OE, TE and CEI will implement retail tariffs, developed through the Rate Template, that will 
recover the Standard Service Offer (isSO) Revenue Requirements. SSO Revenue 
Requirements are equal to the payments to SSO suppliers for purchased power pius the 
companies' costs for providing SSO Generation Service. 

A reconciliation rider will be implemented to ensure that the Companies recover the amount of 
the Companies' SSO Revenue Requirements. Under the terms of the reconciliation rider, 
revenues received by OE, TE and CEI to cover SSO Revenue Requrements will be reconciled 
quarteriy to recover or refund the difference, Including appropriate infensst, between the 
Companies' SSO Revenue Requirements and revenues received from SSO customers during 
the quarteriy reconciiiation period.' 

A subgroup of customers will be handled separately under this altemative. which introduces the 
need for an additional rider. Details related to this are included in the Revenue Variance section 
of Exhibit C-1. 

Tariffs associated with tiie Competitive Bid Process by Load Class Rate Templates and 
Reconciliation Mechanisms are contained in Exhibit D-1. 

Rate Template - General 

The Rate Template is used to convert tiie Blended Competitive Bid Price to a retail rate, which 
will be referred to as the Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC). The soiidtatfons 
in the Competitive Bid Process for generation supply will result In nine different clearing prices 
for the Residential and General Service - Small load classes and six different clearing prices for 
the General Service - Large load class. For each class, the clearing prices will be averaged 
using the number of tranches purchased at each price as weights to obtain a Blended 
Competitive Bid Price. The SSOGC for each load class (SSO Load Class Charge) will be 
determined by dividing each class' Blended Con^etitive Bid Price by 1 minus the load class 
specific distribution loss factor, expressed as a percentage of tiie power suppfy. The class 
specific result will then be adjusted to incorporate the Seasonal Application Factor {SAP), and in 
addition, if appropriate, the Tlme-Of-Day Application Factor (TAP), as well as the Commercial 
Activity Tax (CAT) to arrive at the SSOGC. There is a temporary modification to tills process for 
CEI which is descriiDed in the Rate Template - CEI section below. 

•• SSO Revenues, also referred to as SSO Generation Services revenues, include revenues from the SSOGC as well 
as lli<^ reconcilitiUon UiSGf, Rider GEM-R. and wll be adjusted to exclude revenues for the Commercial Activity Tax 
(GAT) and interGsL 
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The SAF for each load class is as follows: 

Seasonal Application Factor 
Summer Wijiter 

RS 1.328 0.885 
GS.POL 1.251 0.906 
GP.GSU.GT 1.219 0.919 

For qualifying customers, there will be a Time-of-Oay option available. Customers served under 
this option will have an SSOGC that, in addition to the SAF, incorporates a Time-of-Day 
Application Factor (TAF). The TAF for each class is as follows: 

Time-Of-Dav AppJication Factor 
On-Peak Of^-Peak 

Summer Winter § ^ m ^ Winter 
RS 1.316 1.281 0,65g 0.731 
GS, POL 1,282 1.237 0.612 0.688 
GP, GSU. GT 1.344 1.285 0.638 0.704 

On-Peaic time shall be 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. EST, Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. 
Holidays are defined as New Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, 
Thanksgiving Day. and Christmas Day. Off-Peak shall be all other hours. 

Summer and winter periods will be consistent with the Company's Electric Service Regulations. 
Section Vl.t. 

Rate Template - CEI for the period January 1.2009 to Mav 31. 2009 festJ 

For Ihe period January 1, 2009 until appa)jcimately May 31,2009, the SSOGC for CEI will be 
calculated by individual rate block. This modification is necessary because CEI's current tariffs 
will extend untif all Regulatory Trar>sition Costs are recovered^ The individual current tariff 
generation, rate stabilization, and transmission charges for each rate block wiil be summed. 
The results will be multiplied by the ratio of «ie Adjusted Competitive Bid Price, adjusted for 
Seasonal Application Factors and Commercial Activity Tax (CAT), to the overall average 
generation and Rate Stabilization Charge (RSC), by season, in cents per kWh. 

* This recovery is expected to be complete by IWay 31. 2009. Refer to paragraph 5 of the Companies' Application 
filed September 9.2005 in Case No. 06-1125-El-ATA. 
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Rate Template - Formula 

Below are Rate Template Formulas used to develop the SSOGC: 

SSOGCi = {[AP| / (t - DLj)l X SAF} X (1 / (1 - CAT)], rounded to the fifth decimal place. 

where i is Residential, General Service - Small, or General Service - Large 

SSOGC, = Standard Service Offer Generation Charge for Class I 

APi = Blended Competitive Bid Price for Class i 

DLj = Distribution Losses for Class I, In percentage of power supply 

SAF = Seasonal Application Factor 

CAT = Commercial Activity Tax. in percentage 

Rate Template - CEI PormuJa for period January 1.2009 to Mav 31.2009 (est) 

SSOGC, = [SSOGCi / (g + RSC + T),] x (g + RSC + T)^ 

where i is Residential, General Service - Small, or General Service - Large 

SSOGCn = StandanJ Service Offer Genena^on Charge for Rate Block n 

SSOGCi = Standard Service Offer Generation Charge for Class i 

(g -f RSC +T)i = Overall average generation, RSC, and transmissbn charge for Class i 

(g + RSC + T)n = Generation, RSC, and transmission for rate block n 
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Rale Template - Calculation Examples 

ftesidentiai Load Class 

Assume; 

Blended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / MWh 

Distribution loss percentage 6.28% 

CAT rale 0.156% 

Winter seasonal application factor 0.685 

then, 

60.00 / (1 -.0628) = $64.02 Adjusted Competitive Bid Price 

times 0,885 Incorporate SAF 

times (1 / (1r.o0156)) Incorporate CAT 

$ 66.75 per mWh or 5.6750 por kWh Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 

General Service -Small Load Class 

Assume: 

plended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / MWh 

Distribution loss percentage 6.28% 

CAT rate 0.156% 

Winter seasonal application factor 0.906 

then, 

60.00 / (1 -.0628) = $64.02 Adjusted Competitive Bid Price 

times 0.906 Incorporate SAF 

times (1 / (1 -.00156)) Incorporate CAT 

$ 58.09 per mWh or 5.8095* pec kWh Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 

General Service - Large Load Class 

Assume: 

Blended Competitive Gid price $60.00 / MWii 

Distribution loss percentage 0.68% 

CAT rate 0 . 1 ^ % 

Winter seasonal application factor 0,919 

then, 

60.00 / (1 -.0068) == $60.41 Adjui^ed Competitive Sid Price 

times 0.919 Incorporate SAF 

times (1 / (1-.00156)> Inoarporate CAT 

$ 55.60 per mWh or 5.560^ per kWh Standard Sen/ice Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 
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Standard Service Offer Generation Charge Reconciliation Mechanism 

The Companies, by load class, wiil recover from customers the total amount of SSO Supply 
costs, which will be refen-ed to as Standard Service Offer (SSO) Revenue Requiremente. The 
SSO Revenue Requirements are equal to payments to SSO Suppliers for purchased power plus 
the Companies' costs for providing SSO Generation Service. Costs for providing SSO 
Generation Service will include: (1) actual expenses necessary to conduct the competitive 
solicitation less any recovery of these costs in the tranche fees; (2) a working capital adjustment 
accounting for the fact that revenues received by the Companies for SSO Supply expenses lag 
the actual payment by the Companies to the SSO Suppliers for such power supply 
requirements^ (3) labor and benefit costs for employees managing the Companies' power 
supply activities and (4) actual unco/lectlble expense amounts refated to SSO Generation 
Service. SSO Revenues will be reconciled quarteriy to recover or refund the difference t)etween 
SSO Revenue Requirements and the revenues (excluding revenues related to recovery of the 
Commercial Activity Tax and interest) from SSO customers. The over/under recovery, 
calculated on a load class basis, will be collected or refunded two months later through a 
Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) Reconciliation Rider, Rider GEN-R. 

The reconciliation will be done on a quarteriy basis by toad class and the first reconciliation 
amount will be based on the first three montjis of 2009, The reconciliation amount will be billed 
to SSO customers via Rider GEN-R beginning sixty days after the end of the quarter. The 
difference between SSO Revenue Requirements and Ihe SSO Revenues received, plus inlerest 
calculated at the embedded cost of debt, is not determinable for a given quarter until the 
subsequent month, therefore the SSOGC Reconciliation Charge on Rider GEN-R will be on a 
two monlh lag. As a result, the SSOGC Reconciliation Charge will be zero for the period 
January 1, 2009 through May 31,2009. The SSOGC Reconciliation Charge will be calculated 
each quarter in the following manner; 

1. Sum the amounts paid to SSO Suppliers^ with the Company's costs to provide SSO 
Generation Service to determine the SSO Revenue Requirement. 

2. Sum the SSOGC revenues billed djring the revenue month (Billed SSO Revenues).^ 
3. Calculate applicable Commercial Activity Tax Revenues associated with the SSOGC 

Revenues. 
4. Csilculate the interest recovery component of the SSO Revenues. 
5. C f̂culatG a preliminary Over/Under Recovery by subtracting Ihe 880 Revenue 

Requirement from the Billed SSO Revenues (less the Commercial Activity Tax and 
interest recovery). 

6. If there is a phase-in of residential generatton rates, the attendant deferred expense 
and related revenues will be subtracted from the prellnninary Over/Under Recovery to 
calculate the final Over/Under Recovery. 

7. On a monthly basis throughout the quarter, calculate the balance subject to interest 
by adding the previous month's balance (which is equal to the final over/under 

' If the conversion from curfent (ariff charges for gwierafion service to ihB SSOGC is implemented on a senrfce 
rendered basis tTiere wiil be an addiltonat working capital component consisting of the Interest on the di^rence 
between the cash outlay for purchased power for January 2009 and the cash received from customers for sen/ice 
rendered in January 2009. 
^ Payinertts to SSO Suppliers wHl exclude the portion of the payment that felates to Street and Traffic Ligh«rtg 
customers as well as special contract accounts. 
^ Billed SSO Revenues include only SSO load served by successful compet^ive $oli<^atlon bidders ^ d includes 
SSOGC revenues as well as any billed GEM-K ridor revenues. The billed SSO Revenues would exclude SSOGC 
revenues from Street and Traffic lighting customers as wall as any generalian related revenue for spedsl contract 
accounts. 
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recovery balance plus the interest balance) amount to one half the cun*ent math's 
final over/under recovery. 

6. Calculate the applicable Interest by multiplying the balance subject to interest by the 
interest rate divided by 12. 

9. Determine the current month's reconciliation amount by adding the interest to the 
final over/under recovery for the month, 

10. Por each calendar quarter, calculate the reconciliation charge by dividing the current 
reconciliation amount for the quarter by the forecasted SSO retail kWh excluding 
street, traffic lighting and special contracts for the quarter for which the reconciliation 
charge wilf be in effect and dividing this result by 1 minus the CAT. 

The SSOGC Reconciliation Charge calculated in the preceding s t ^ s may be a positive or 
negative value and vwtl be applied to SSO customer kWh usage (excluding street, traffic lighting 
and special contracts) beginning sixty days after the end of the quarter. 

See Table 1 for an example of the SSOGC reconcilia^n mechanism. 

Revenue Variance: 

Certain customers will bo billed for generation service at a rate different than the SSOGC for 
their load class which results in the Companies' SSO Generation Service revenue being less 
than the SSO Revenue Requirements. This includes customers on rate schedules STl and 
TRF, customers participating in the Optional Load Response Program ("OLRP"), special 
contract customers, and residential customers if there is a phase-in of residential generation 
rates. The Companies will recover this difference between revenue and expenses (referred to 
as revenue variance) from all customers, excluding STL, TRF and special contract customers 
("RVR Rider customers"), through Rider RVR. 

Rider RVR wiil recover the revenue variance for customers on rate schedules STL and TRF and 
the revenue variance for customers participating in the Optional Load Response Program. 
Rider RVR wiil also recover 60% of the difference between the revenue received from special 
contract customers for generation service and the expense incurred in purcshasing the electricity. 
Each company's RVR Rider charge is calculated in two steps. The first step results In ffie same 
value for each company and is equal to the aggregated TevBr\ue variance (excluding the special 
contract variance) of the thnae companies divided by the estimated aggregated retail kWh of 
RVR Rider customers. The second step adds a component that Is equal to an individual 
company's special contract variance divided by the estimated retail kWh of the Individual 
company's RVR Rider customers. If there is a residential phase-in, there will be a third 
component of the RVR Rider charge to recover ihe deferred amounts and applicable interest. 

This rider will be updated annually, to be effective each June 1 and will include a reconciiiation 
component This reconciliation is for the sole purpose ĉ  reconciling recovery under the 
estimated Rider RVR value and the actual revenue variance. 
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An example of the calculation of Rider RVR is shown below^ 
RVR Sample Calculation fl l lustrativei 
STL &TRF Revenue Variance 

Retail mWh CEI 
oe 
TE 

Total 

Total mWh 
Estimated Price ($/mWh) 

STL & TRF Revenue 

SSOGC Equivalent Price 
SSOGC Equivalent Revenue 

STL & TRF Revenue Variance 

Retail mWh oavino for the STL & TRF 
Revenue Variance 

170.325 
150.091 
52,367 

372.783 

372,783 
$3000, '' 

$11,183,489 

$64.12 '•* 
$ 23.902,844 

$ 12.719.355 

53.656.103 mWh 

RVR Fact<Hr per mWh 
$ 0.24 (STL & TRF Component) 

Ooiionai Load Response Program Revenue Varianoe: 
Retail mWh paving for the OLRP 

Revenue Variance 63.556,103 mWh 

OIRP Revenue Variance » $ 10,000»000 

$ 0-19 RVR Factor per mWh (OLRP Component) 

CEI Contracts Revenue Variance in Total: 

CEI Extended Contracts Rev. $ 83.293,444 

SSOGC Equivalent Revenue $ 173.858.202 

CEI Ext. Contracts Rev. Variance $ 90,564.768 

50% of Contract Rev. Variance $ 45,282.379 

RelaltmWh for CEI RVR Rider 
custonrters 16,891,139 mWh 

RVR Factor per inVVh 
$ 2.68 (CEI Special Contiract Component) 

^ Thg example is iliustrelive only. While not specifically shown in Ihe exemple, Rider RVR wilf include a 
reconcilielion component which recovers or refurxJe the difference betweer> actual revenue recovery for the revenue 
variance and the actual revenue variance. 
^ As indicated in Rider GEN, there 19 no seasonal component tor the $30/mVim charge. For illustrative purposes 
therefore, no seasonal component la built into Û is ilustralfve example. 
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Rate Template and Reconciliation Mechanism ^^^ ^ *** ^̂  

Introduction 

This document provides a description of the manner in which the Blended Competitive Bid Price 
is converted into a retail rate (Rate Template) and the methodology for determining a 
Reconciliation Mechar^sm. The methodologies described are generally applicable to each of 
the three Ohio operating companies. Ohio Edison (OE), Toledo Edison (TE) and Cleveland 
Electric Ifluniinating (CEI), except, as further discussed beiow. A Rale Template unique to CEI 
is necessary for the period January 1,2009 unt8 the time there is full recovery of Regulatory 
Transition Charges, 

OE, TE and CEI will implement retail tariffs, developed through the Rate Template, that will 
recover the Standard Service Offer (SSO) Reveriue Requirements. SSO Revenue 
Requirements are equal to the payments to SSO suppliers far purchased power plus the 
Companies' costs for providing SSO Generation Service. 

A reconciliation rider will be implemented to ensure that the Companies recover the amount of 
the Companies' SSO Revenue Requirements. Under the terms of the reconciliation rider, 
revenues received by OE, TE and CEI to cover SSO Revenue Requirements will be reconciled 
quarterly to rncover or refund the differance, including appropriate interest, between the 
Companies' SSO Revenue Requirements and revenues received from SSO customers during 
the quarterly reconciliation period."̂  

A subgroup of customers wiil be handled sepamtely under this alternative, which introduces the 
need for an additional rider. Details related to this are included in the Revenue Variance section 
of Exhibit C-2. 

Tariffs associated with the Siice of System Competitive Bid Process Rate Templates and 
Reconciliation Mechanisms are contained in Exhibit D-2. 

Rate Template • General 

The Rate Template is used to convert the Blended Competitive Bid Price to a retail rale, which 
will be referred to as the Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC). The solidtaUons 
in the Competitive Bid Process for generation supply will result in twelve different clearing 
prices. The clearing prices will be averaged using the number of tranches purchased at each 
price as weights to obtain a Blended Competitive Bid Price. The SSOGC for each load class 
(SSO Load Class Cha-ge) will be determined by multiplying the Blended Competitive Bid Price 
by a factor based on the ratio of each load class' historical average SSO Generation and 
Transmission Rate to the average of all historical SSO Generation and Transmission Rates, 
with all rates converted to a wholesale equivalent. These load class results will be referred to 
as the Class Allocation Factors (CAF) which are shown below. 

RS 
GS 
GP 
GSU 
GT 

-
= 
-
=: 
_ 

1.000 
1.252 
0.900 
0.800 
0.769 

SSO Revenues, also rolerred to as SSO Generaiton Senrfce revenues, include revenues Uam Ihe SSOGC as well 
as the recondliaUon rider, Rider GEN-R, and will be adjusted to exclude revenues For the Commercial Activity Tax 
(CAT) and interest, 
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After the application of Ihe CAF, ihe results are adjusted to account for distribution losses by 
dividing by 1 minus the appropriate distribution loss factor, in percentage of power supi^y. The 
class specific result will then be adjusted to incorporate ihe Seasonal Application Factor (SAF), 
and in addition, if appropriate, the Time-Of-Day Amplication Factor (TAF). as well as the 
Commercial Activity Tax (CAT) to arrive at the SSOGC. There is a temporary modification to 
this process for CEI which is described in the Rale Template - CEI section below. 

The SAF for each load class is as follows: 

Seasonal Application Factor 
Summer Winter 

RS 1.328 0.885 
GS, POL 1.251 0.906 
GP 1.231 0.917 
GSU 1.230 0.909 
GT 1.208 0.926 

For qualifying customers, there will be a Tfme-of-Day option available. Customers served under 
this option wiil have an SSOGC that, in addition to the SAF. incorporates a Time-of-Day 
Application Factor (TAP). The TAF for each class is as follows; 

Time-Of-Dav Aoplication Factor 

RS 
GS, POL 
GP 
GSU 
GT 

On-Peai^ time shall be 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p,m. EST, Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. 
Holidays are defined as New Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, 
Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. Off-Peak shall be all other hours. 

Summer and winter periods will be consistent with the Company's Electric Service Regulations. 
Section Vl.l. 

On-Peak 
^Mmmer 
1,316 
1282 
1.321 
1.331 
1.358 

Winter 
1.281 
1.237 
1.266 
1.273 
1.208 

Off-Peak 
Summer Winter 
0.659 0.731 
0.612 0.688 
0.624 0.694 
0.627 0.700 
0-650 0.710 
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Rate Template - CEI for the period January 1,2009 to Mav 31,20Q9 (e&t.^ 

For the period January 1, 2009 until approximately May 31.2009, the SSOGC for CEI will be 
calculated by individual rate block. This modification is necessary because CEI's oirrent tariffs 
will extend until all Regulatory Transition Costs are recovered"*. The individual current tariff 
generation, rate stabilization, and transmission charges for each rate block will be summed. 
The results will be multiplied by Uie ratio of the Adjusted Competitive Bid Price, adjusted for 
Seasonal Application Factors and Commercial Activity Tax (CAT), to the overall average 
generation and Rate Stabilization Charge (RSC), by season, in cents per kWh. 

Rate Template - Formula: 

Below are Rate Template Formulas used to develop the SSOGC: 

SSOGCi = (KAP X CAFJ / (1 - DU)] x SAF} x (1 / (1 • CAT)], rounded to the fifth decimal place. 

SSOGCi = Standard Service Offer Generation Charge for Class 1 

AP = Blended Competitive Bid Price 

DLi ^ Distribution Losses for Class i, in percentage of power supply 

CAFi = Class Allocation Factor for Class i 

SAF = Seasonal Application Factor for Class I 

CAT = Commercial Activity Tax, in percentage, for Class i 

Rate Template - CEI Formula for period January i . 2ft0& to Mav 31 . 2009 rest.^ 

SSOGCn = (SSOGCi; (g + RSC + T)] x (g + RSC + T)n 

SSOGCn - Standard Servtee Offer Generation Ch^ge for Rate Block n 

SSOGCi = Standard Service Offer Generation Chaige for Class i 

(g + RSC + T)i = Overall average generation, RSC, and transmission charge for Class i 

(g + RSC + T)n = Generation, RSC, and transmission for rate bloc\^ n 

' TWs recovery is expected to be complete by May 31,2009. Refer to paragraph 5 of the Companies' Application 
filed Septembers, 2oas in Case No. 05-1125-EL-ATA. 
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Rate Template - Calculation Examdies 

RS Load Class 

Assume: 

Blended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / MWh 

CAF 1.000 

Distribuifon loss percentage 6.28% 

CAT rale 0.156% 

Winter seasonal application factor 0,885 

then, 

[(60.00 X 1.000) / (1 -.0628)) = $64.02 Adjusted Competitive Bid Price 

times 0.885 Incorporate SAF 

times (1 / {1-.001se» Incorporate CAT 

$56.75 per mWh or 5.675^ per kWh Standard Sen^ice Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 

6S, POL Load Classes 

Assume: 

Blended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / mWh 

CAF 1.252 

Distribution toss percentage 6.28% 

CAT rats 0.150% 

Winter seasonal ^plicalion fanlor 0.906 

then, 

[(60.00 X 1.252) / (1 -.0628)1 = £60.15 Adjusted Competitive Sid Price 

times 0.906 Incorporate SAF 

limes (1 / (1-.00156)) Incorporate CAT 

$72.73 per mWh or 7.2730 per kWh Standard Sen/ice Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 



Slice Of System} Competit ive Bid Process ^>^i^ C2 

Rate Template and Reconciliation Mechanism Page &af 11 

Rate Template - Calculation Examples ^Cont'd) 

GP Load Class 
Assume; 
Blended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / mWh 

CAF 0.900 

Distribution loss percentage 2,91% 

CAT rate 0.156% 

Winter seasonai application factor 0.917 

then, 

t(60.00 X 0.900) / (1 -.0291)1 = 555.62 Adjusted Competitive Bid Price 

times 0.917 Incorporate SAF 

limes (1 / (1-.00156)) Incorporate CAT 

$51.08 per mWh or 5.108^ per kWh Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 

GSU Load Class 

Assume: 

Blended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / mWh 

CAF 0.800 

Distribution loss percentage 0.10% 

CAT rate 0.156% 

Winter seasonal application factor 0,909 

then, 

[(60.00 X 0,800) / (1 -.0010)1 = $48.05 Adjusted Compemiv© Bid Price 

times 0.90 9 Incorponate SAF 

times {1 / (1 -.00156)) Incorporate CAT 

$43.74 per mWh or 4.3740 per KWh Standard Service Offer Generation Charge (SSOGC) 
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Rate Template - Calculation examples ^Confcj) 

GT Load Class 

Assume: 

Blended Competitive Bid price $60.00 / mWh 

CAF 0.769 

Distribution loss percentage 0.00% 

CAT rate 0.156% 

Winter seasonal applicalion factor 0.925 

then. 

[(60.00 X 0.769) / (1 -.0000)1 = $46.14 Adjusted Compelitive Bid Prico 

times 0.925 Incorporate SAF 

Irmes (11 (1-.00156)) Incorporate CAT 

$42.75 per mWh or 4.275$! per kWh Standard San̂ ice Ofer Generalion Charge (SSOGC) 

Stmidard Service Offer Generation Charge Reconciliation Mechanism 

The Companies, in aggregate, will recover from customers the total amount of SSO Supply 
costs which will be referred to as Standard Service Offer (SSO) Revenue Requirements. The 
SSO Revenue Requirements are equal to payments to SSO Suppliers for purchased power plus 
the Companies' costs for providing SSO Generation Service, Costs for providing SSO 
Generation Service will include: (1) actual expenses necessary to conduct the competitive 
solicitation less any recovery of these costs in the tranche foes; (2) a woi^ing cat^tal adjuslHtent 
accounting for the fact that revenues received by the Companies for SSO Supply expenses lag 
the actual payment by the Companies to the SSO Suppliers for such power supply 
requirements"'; (3) labor and benefit costs for employees managing the Companies' power 
supply activities and (4) actual uncoliectibie expense amounts related to SSO Generation 
Service. SSO Revenues will be reconciled quarteriy to recover or refund the difference between 
SSO Revenue Requirements and ^ e rev^ues (excluding revenues related to recovery of the 
Commercial Activity Tax and interest) from SSO customers. The over/under recovery will be 
collected or refunded two months later through a Standard Service Offer Generation Charge 
(SSOGC) Reconciliation Rider, Rider GEN-R. 

The reconciliation will be done on a quarterly basis and the first reconcaiation amount will be 
based on the first three months of 2009. The reconciliation amount will be billed to SSO 
customers via Rider GEN-R beginning sixty days after the end of the quarter. The difference 
between SSO Revenue Requirements and the SSO Revenues received, plus interest calculated 
at the embedded cost of debt, is not determinable for a given quarter until the subsequent 
month, therefore the SSOGC Reconcilialion Charge on Rider GEN-R will be on a two month 
lag. As a result, the SSOGC Reconciliation Charge will be zero for the period January 1,2009 

^ If the conversion from current tariff charges far generation service to the SSOGC Is implemented on a service 
rendensci basis tiiere will t>e en additional working capital component consisting of the Interest an the difference 
between the cash outlay for purchased power for January 2009 and Ihe cash received from customers for service 
rendered in January 2009. 
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through May 31. 2009. The SSOGC Reconciliation Charge will be calculated each quarter in 
the following manner: 

1. Sum the amounts paid to SSO Suppliers^ with the Company's costs to provide SSO 
Generation Service to determine the SSO Revenue Requirement. 

2. Sum the SSOGC revenues biiied during the revenue month (Billed SSO Revenues).^ 
3. Calculate applicable Commercial Activity Tax Revenues associated with the SSOGC 

Revenues. 
4. Calculate the interest recovery component of the SSO Revenues. 
5. Calculate a preliminary Over/Under Recovery by subtracting the SSO Revenue 

Requirement from the Billed SSO Revenues (less the Commercial Activity Tax and 
interest recovery). 

6. If there is a phase-In of residential generation rates, the attendant defen-ed expense 
and related revenues will be subtracted from the preliminary Over/Under Recovery to 
calculate the final Over/Under Recovery, 

7. On a monthly basis throughout the quarter, calculate the balance subject to interest 
by adding the previous month's balance (which is equal to the final over/under 
recovery balance plus the interest balance) amount to one half the current nranth's 
final over/under recovery. 

8. Calculate the applicable intere^ by multiplying the balance subject to interest by the 
interest rate divided by 12. 

9. Determine the current month's reconciiiation amount by adding the interest to the 
final over/under recovery for the month. 

10. For each calendar quarter, calculate the reconciliation charge by dividing the current 
reconciiiation amount for the quarter by the forecasted SSO retail kWh excluding 
street, traffic lighting and special contracts for the quarter for which the reconciliation 
charge will be in effect and dividing this result by 1 minus the CAT. 

The SSOGC Reconcilialion Charge calculated in the preceding steps may be a positive or 
negative value and will be applied to SSO ojstomer kWh usage (excluding street, traffic lighting 
and special contracts) beginning sixty days after the end of the quarter. 

See Table 1 for an example of the SSOGC reconciliation mechanism. 

^ Payments to SSQ Suppliers will exclude trie portion of the payment that relates to Street and Traffic Lighting 
customers as well as special contract accojnls. 
^ Billed SSO Revenues Include only SSO load served by successful competitive solicitatkin bidders and includes 
SSOGC revenues as well as any billed GE^M^ rider revenues. The billed SSO Rev^ues would exclude SSOGC 
revenues from Street m6 Traffic Lighting customers as well as any generation related revenue for special contract 
accounts. 
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Revenue Variance 

Certain customers will be billed for generation service at a rate different than the SSOGC for 
their load class which results in the Companies' SSO Generation Service revenue being less 
than the SSO Revenue Requirements. This Includes customers on rate schedules STL and 
TRF, customers participating in the Optional Load Response Program ("OLRP"), special 
contract customers, and residential customers if there is a phase-in of residential generation 
rates. The Companies will recover this dlfferorK^ between revenue and expenses (referred to 
as revenue variance) from all customers, excluding STL, TRF and special contract customers 
("RVR Rider customers"), through Rider RVR. 

Rider RVR will recover the revenue variance for customers on rate schedules STL and TRF and 
the revenue variance for customers participating in the Optional Load Response Program. 
RIdar RVR will also recover 50% of the difference between the revenue received from special 
contract customers for generation service and the expense incun-ed In purchasing the electricity. 
Each company's RVR Rider charge is calculated in two steps. The first step results in the same 
value for each company and Is equal to the aggregated revenue variance (excluding any spocl^rf 
contract variance) of the three companies divided by the estimated aggregated retail kWh of 
RVR Rider customers. The second step adds a component that is equal to an individual 
company's special contract variance divided by the estimated retail kWh of the Individual 
company's RVR Rider customers. If there is a residential phase-in, there will be a third 
component of the RVR Rider charge to recover the deferred amounts and applicable interest. 

This rider will be updated annually, to be effective each June 1 and will include a reconcifration 
component. This reconciliation is for the sole purpose of reconciling recovery under the 
estimated Rider RVR value and the actual raveime variance. 
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An example of the calculation of Rider RVR is sliown below^: 
RVR Sample Calculation fillustrative^ 
STL &TRF Revenue Variance 

Retail mWh CEI 
OE 
TE 

Total 

Total mWh 
estimated Price ($/mWh) 

STL & TRF Revenue 

SSOGC Equivalent Price 
SSOGC fcquivatent Revenue 

STU & TRF Revenue Variance 

Retail mWW oavlna for the STL & TRF 
Revenue Variance 

170.325 
150.091 
52.367 

372,783 

372,783 

$30.Q0 ' 
$11,183,489 

$S0.2B * 
$29,927,017 

$18,743,528 

53.556,103 mWh 

RVR Factor per mWh 
$ 0.35 (STL & TRF Component) 

Optfonai Load ResDonse Program Revenue Variance: 
Retail mWh paving for the Revenue 

Variance 63,556,103 mWh 

OLRP Revenue Variance « $ 10,000,000 

$ 0.19 RVR Factor per mWh (OLRP Component) 

CBConlmcis Revenue Variance In Total: 

CB\ Extended Contracts Rev. $ 83,293,444 

SeOGC Equivalent Revenue $ 136,950,480 

CEI Ext, Contracts Rev. Variance $63,667,036 

50% of Contract Rev. Variance $ 26.828,518 

Retail mWh for CEJ RVR Rider 
custowers 16,891,139 mWh 

R\ff? Factor per mWh 
$ 1.59 (CEI Special Contract Component) 

^ Ttie e]<ample is Illustrative or̂ ly. While not speciflcatiy shown in the example, Rider RVR wiH include a 
reconciliation component which recovers or refunds the difference betwa^i actual revenue recovery for the revenue 
variartce and the ectual rovenue variance. 
^ As indicated in Rider GEN, there \a no seasonal component for the $30/mWh charge. For Illustrative purposes 
(iierefore, no seasonal con îonent is built into this itIustreHva example. 
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In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison ) 
Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating ) 
Company, The Toledo Edison Company ) 
For Approval of a Competitive Bidding Process) Case No. 07-796-EL-ATA 
For Standard Sen/ice Offer Electric Generation) Case No. 07-797-EL-AAM 
Supply, Accounting Modifications Associated ) 
With Reconciliation Mechanism and Phase-In ) 
And Tariffs for Generalion Service ) 

OHIO EDISON COMPANY, THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING 
COMPANY, AND THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY'S 

REPLY COMMENTS 

James W. Burk, Counsel of Record 
Senior Attorney 
Mark A. Hayden 
Attomey 
FirstEnergy Service Company 
76 South Main Street 
Akron, OH 4430B 
(330) 384-5861 
Fax: (330)384-3875 
Email: burkj@firstenergycorp.com 

haydenm@firstenergycorp.com 
On behalf of Ohio Edison Company, 
The Cleveland Electric Uluminating Company, 
and The Toledo Edison Company 
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of PJM as observable in the transparent PJM capacity market. The economk: buy 

through value will be based on the actual, blended competitive bid price and based on 

design parameters will net to zero if a customer always tniys through. With the pnsgram 

requiring mandatory interruptions for Eniergency curtailments, suppliers wffl not have to 

provide capacity for the load participating in this program, i.e. they wilt avoki incurring 

the market cost of capacity, and the Companies propose to fiow this benefit through to 

participating customers. It is the Companies' int^t to make known an indica^ve value 

of the program aedit in early Summer 2008, using then current market values for 

capacity and a final value when the actual blended clearing price is known. However, 

using current market values for capadty and historical LMP data, the Companies 

estimate the program credit to be within a range of $4.00 to $6.00 per kw/month 

comprised of $2.40 to $3.40/kw/month for the eniergency curtailment value and $1.60 to 

$2.60 /kw/month for the voluntary economk: buy through value. 

XVII. Treatment of Special Contracts 

As stated in the Companies* Applk;atlon, with respect to CEI's special contract 

customers remaining after January 1, 2009, the Companies propose to recover 50% of 

the difference between the Standard Service Offer Generation Charge and the 

generation portion of the special contract rate, consistent with past treatment, through a 

non-bypassable charge paid by all other CEI customers via a separate rider. These 

contracts were entered into with Commission approval for various reasons including 

helping the state's economy through the additnn or retention of jobs, Increased tax 

revenues, both locally and at the state tev^, and spreading the Companies fixed costs 

over more kWh's thereby benefiting all customers. The Companies must include the 

50 
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RIDER ELR 
Economic Load Response Program Rider 

APPLICABILITY: 

This Economic Load Response Program Rider ("Program") is availat)le to customers taking savice under 
ihe Company's general service tariffs served at primary voltages or higher voltages provided that the 
customer meets all of the foiiowing five conditions at ttJe time of initiation of service under this Rider and 
on a continuing basis thereafter (i) the customer took service under the Company's interruptible tariffs set 
forth beiow as of July 31, 2008; (ii) the customer can successfully demonstrate to the Company that it can 
reduce its instantaneous measured load to a pre-established contract Firm Load (as defined below) wtthin 
ten minutes of notification provided by the Company without the need of a generator. A customer may 
intend to use a generator to reduce its usage to or below its Firm Load, but If the generator does not start, 
the customer must still reduce its usage to or below its Firm Load. Failure of a customer to reduce its 
usage to or below its Firm Load shall result in the consequences listed In the Emergency Curtailment 
Event Section herein; (iii) the customer executes the Company's standard Program contract; (iv) the 
customer is taking generation service from the Company under the Generation Service Rider (GEM); and 
(v) the customer Is not participating In any other load curtailment program, including without limitation a 
demand response program offered by the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 
("MISO") or any other independent system operator. 

Interruptible Rider- General Sen/ice Large and High Use IWanufacturing Original Sheet No. 73 

InlerruptJbie Rider- iVIelal Melting Load Original Sheet No. 74 

Interruptible Rider- Incremental Interruptible Service Original Sheet No. 75 

flfinfiral Servlne - IntemmiihlA Flaririf: frrc F^rr^i^^ Rate Pllflin'^' ^^*^^ N^ ^^ 

RATES: 

in addition to any other charges under any oUier rate schedules applicable to customer's service, 
customers participating in the Program shall also pay the charges and receive the credit set forth below: 

Charges: 

Program Administrative Charge $150.00 per month 

EBT Charge: 

tf Customer elects in its contract to hfi siihiftfifr to Fmnnmic Buv Throuoh Fv^nts as 
defined below. dPtirinn snr.h an event an EconomiQ Buv Through Qotion Evont fas 
dofinod boiow), the portton of the customer's actual measured load that exceeds its pre-
established contract Firm Load for any and all hours during such event shall be assessed 
an EBT Charge, wiiich is calculated for each hour of the event as follows: 

EBT = (AL X MPD) x (1 + LAF) x ([1/(1 - CAT)] 

Where: 

AL - the customer's actual hourly load during an Economic Buy Through Option 
Event that exceeds the customer's pre-established contract Firm Load. 

MPD = the market price differential, which shall be cateulaled by subtracting the 
customer's otherwise applicable total generation related per kilowatt-hour 
charges set forth in the Compan/s tariffs from the MISO day ahead LMP for 



the period in which the Economic ^ y Through Option Event occurred for 
each hour that results in a MPD greater than zero. 

MISO LMP is the final Day Ahead Locational Marginal Prfce as defined and 
specified by MISO at the Commwcial Pricing Node "FESR" (or its equivalent) 
during the applrcable hour(s). 

CAT = the Commercial Activity Tax rate (in decimal fomi) as established §5751.02 
of the Ohio Revised Code. 

LAF = Loss Adjustment Factor 
3.0% for primary vdtages 
0.1 % for subtransmisslon voltages 
0.0% for transmission voltages 

ECE Charge: 

During an Emergency Curtailment Event (as defined below), the portion of the customer's 
actual measured load that exceeds its pre-established contract Firm Load for any hour 
during such event shall be assessed an ECE Charge which is calculated for each hour of 
the event as follows: 

ECE = (AL X MISO LMP x 300%) x (1+ LAF) x {(1/(1-CAT)] 

Customer may receive Fmerqencv Curtaitment or Economic Buv Through Program Credits, or 
hoth flft set forth helow. riApftnriina on the Customer's eleciinn in its contract \n rwirtidaate In the 
^pr^fifqftr|(;v Curtaiiment nr Fnnnnmic Buv Through options or both under this Rider. 

FmAmAnfiV Curtailment Prngram Credit f"£CPC"): 

Customers taking service under this Rkler who agree to be stthfect to Emergency 
Curtaifment Events shall receive a monthly Program Credit which shall be calculated as 
follows: 

EfiPC = RCL X $7.504.rQ6/kW/montfi 

Vi/here: 

RCL is the prodotorminod Realizable Curtailable Load, which shall be cateuiated by the 
Company onoo por yoor for oaoh customor by subtracting the customer's contract Finn 
load from its Me^surefj Demand each month as defined in the underlying rate schedule 
applicable to custof^er Averf^e.Hourly Demand.f̂ AHD^V .Fof̂ pi.ir4:iQfi6fi.o{-thifi Rtdor. the 
AHD shall be tho groator of 1) oustomer's average load duringthe hours of noon to 6:00 
pm EDT on non holiday weekdays-duringthe months of June through August̂  excluding 
aotuQl houro of onyEmorgenoy Curtailment Events occurring during the hiotorioai 
eaiculation poriod or 2) ouotomor'o avorago load during Iho houro of noon to 6:00 pm 
€DT on non-holiday wookdoyo during tho montho of Juno through August, oxoluding 
actual houro of any Emorgonoy Curtoilmont Evonto and any Eoonomlo Buy Through 
Option EvontGthatthooustomerwao oubjoGttoooourring duringthoproGoding 12 month 
poriod. Tho RCL ohall not oxoood tho amount of a cuGtomor'G billing domand-ifi-exeess 
of the oontractod Firm Load on a monthly basisv The customor shall boprovided written 
ftotioo oQch year by tho Company of tho value of the RCL at least-thirty (30) days in 
advanoo of tho offoctivo dato of tho RCL. 

Customers taking service under this Rider who agree to be subject to Economic Buv 
Tfirouoh Events shall receive a monthly Program Credit which shall be calcuiated as 
fQllQws: 



EBTPC = RCL X a? fiO/kW/month 

Where: 

RCL is defined as set forth ahnve 

OTHER PROVISIONS: 

A. Firm Load 

For purposes of Uiis rider, "Firm Load" shall be that portion of a customer's electric load 
that is not subject to curtailment A customer may request a reduction to its contract Fam 
Load no more than once In any twelve month period. The Firm Load may be reduced to 
the extent that such reduction is consistent with other terms and conditions set forth in 
this Rider. Any such change in Firm Load shall be applied beginning with the customer's 
January bill immediately foliovi^ng the year in which the change has been approved by 
the Company, provided that advance written request is provided to the Company no less 
than thirty (30) days prior to the effective billing month of the change. The Company may 
increase the Firm Load at any time if the Company, at its sole discretion, detennines the 
Firm Load is at a level that the customa* fails to demonstrate that they can reach. The 
Company shall promptly notify the customer of any such change. 

B- Load Response Prooram Contract 

Customers taking service under this optional rider shall execute the Company's standard 
Program contract which, among other things, will establish the Customer's Firm Load. 

C. Metering 

The customer must an'ange for interval metering consistent with ^ e Company's 
Miscellaneous Charges, Tariff Sheet 75. 

D. Emergency Curtailment Event 

Upon no less tiian ten minutes advance notification provided by the Company, a customer taking 
service under this rider thaf; gpt^ ̂ ^ f̂ ^ W^l^'f^ *" ^nftmanny qi»[fai|f7ient Events must curt^l all 
load above its Firm Load during an Emergency Curtailment Event consistent with the Compan/s 
Instructions. For purposes of this rider, an Emergency Curtaiiment Event shall be one in which the 
Company, a regional transmission organization and/or a transmission operator determines, in its 
respective sole discretion, that an emeipency situation exists that may jeopandize the integrity of 
either the distribution or transmission syst^Yi in the area. 

During the entire period of an Emergency Curtailment Event, the customer's actual measured load 
must remain at or below its Firm Load with such load being measured every clock half hour. A 
customer's actual measured load shall be determined using the greater of t ie customer's highest 
lagging kVa or highest kW during the Emergency Curtailment Event 

If at any time during the Emergency Curtaiiment Event a customer's actual measured bad exceeds 
its contract Firm Load, the Company may disconnect the customer from the transmission system 
for the duration of the Emergency Curtailment Event, at the custwner's e^giense. The Company 
shall not be liable for any direct or indirect costs, tosses, expenses, or other damages, special or 
otherwise, including, without limitation, lost profits that arise from such disconnection. 

If at any time during the Emergency Curtai&nent Event a customer's actual measured load exceeds 
110% of its Finn Load, the customer shall be subject to all four (4) of the foiiowing: (i) forfeit its 
Program Credit for the month in which the Emergency Curtailment Event occurred; (ii) pay the ECE 
Charge set forth m the Rates section of this Rider; (iii) pay the sum of all Program Credits rec^ved 
by the customer under the Program during the Immedlat^y preceding twetve billing months which 
shall include credits fn>m this Rider and the Generation and Economic Develc îiment Credit Rider; 
and (iv) the Company's right, at its sole discretion, to remove the customer from the Program for a 
minimum of 12 months. 

if at any time during the Emergency Curtaiiment Event a customer's actual measured load is 
greater than 100% and less than or equal to 110% of its Firm Load during the Emergency 
Curtailment Event, the customer shall forfeit its Program Credit for the month in which the 
Emergency Curtailment Event occurred and shall pay the ECE Charge set forth in the Rates 
section of this Rider. 



In the event of any conflict between the terms and conditions set forth in this Rider and other 
service reliability requirements and/or obligatkins of the Company, the latter shall prevail. 

£• Economic Buv Thnauah Option Event 

upon no less than a 90 minute advance notification provided to the customer, the Company shall 
call an Economic Buy Through Event ("EST") when a "Market Premium CondiHon" exists for at 
teast three (3) consecutive hours during any day. A ft^arket Premium Condition is defmed as a 
point in time that the IVIISO LI\4P exceeds the othenvise applicable per kfk>watt-hour net charges set 
forth in the Compan/s Generation (GEN) and Generatk>n Phase-in (GPI) riders. In response to an 
EBT .the customer t ^ ^ f^pfs to be sufalerf tf> EBTs mav curtail tisat^a rtr htty^hmtigh ^ub^ack to tha 
EBT charqft set fnrih f^pave. 

F. Notification 

Customers served under this Rider shall be provided notification of Economic Buy 
Through Option Events and Emergency Curtailment Events by the Company. Customers 
shaii be provided ciock limes of the beginning and ending of these events, except the 
Emergency Curtailment Event notification may be stated such that customers must curtail 
their actual measured load to its Firm Load in 10 minutes from the time the notification is 
issued. Receipt of curtailment notifica^ons shall be the sole responsibility of the 
customer. 

Notification of an interruption Economic Buy Through Option Event and Emergency 
Curtailment Event consists of an electronic message issued by the Company to a device 
or devices such as telephone, facsimile, pager or email, selected and provided by the 
customer and apfwoved by the Company. Two-way information capability shall be 
incorporated by the Company and the customer in order to provide confirmation of rec^pt 
or notification messages. Operation, maintenance and functionality of such 
communication devices selected by the customer shall be the sole responsibility of the 
customer. 

This rider shall become ettectlve for service rendered in January 2009, and shall expire 
with service rendered through December 31st, 2011. 

A customer may terminate its participation in the Program upon no less than twelve (12) 
months advance written noUce to the Company. Except as otherwise provided in this 
rider, a quaiifying customer may return to the Program at any time after a hiatus from the 
program of at teast on© (1) year. 

H. Conditions 

Payment by the customer of all charges herein is a condition of service under this 
Economic Load Response F>rogram Rider. 



RIDER ELR 
Economic Load Response Program Rider 

ADDENDUM TO THE CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE 

This Addendum, effective , 20 , establishes the following additional terms and 
conditions that are to be part of the Contract for Electric Service, dated for the 
Customer premises at (the "Service Contract"). 

1. Customer has elected to participate in the C o m p a n / s Economic Load Response Program 
(Trogram") set forth in C o m p a n / s Economic Load Response Program Rkter included in 
Com p a n / s standard Tariff, P.U.C.O. No. 11 CTariff*), as amended from t ime to t ime (hereinafter 
"ELR rider"). Customer acknowledges that the terms and conditions of the Program are 
supplemental to, and do not replace, those set forth in the rate schedules and riders identified in 
the Service Cont rac t In ariditinn t h ^ nnstnmer makes the follrwtfinQ elections! ( i i \ Customer 
Felects/does not elect! to ta r t idnate in (he Emergency Curtailment option and lh-\ Customer 
relectsMoes not electl to nartlrJpate in the Fr-nnomic Buv Thrnuah ontfryi. 

2. For purposes of participating in the Program, Customer's Firm Load, as that term is defined in the 
ELR rider, shall be . This Firm Load may be altered, 
consistent with the terms of the ELR rider. 

3. If applicable, the execution of the S e r v k ^ Contract and this Addendum supersedes \he terms and 
conditions of any other intemjptlble or curtailment program under which Customer takes service 
at the time of executing this Addendum, rendering any terms and conditions of any such program 
null and void. 

4. This Addendum (but not the Service Contract) shall automatically terminate if Customer no longer 
takes service under the ELR rider, or if the ELR rider terminates consistent with its terms. 

Ohk) Edison Company 
(Company) 

(Customer) 

By: By: 

Its: l t s ;_ 

On:_ On: 

Filed pursuant to Order dated , in Case No. 08-XXX-EL-SSO. before 
The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 

Issued by: Anthony J. Alexander, President Effective: January 1,2009 



EXfflBIT DWG-6 

RECOMMENDED RIDER OLR 



RIDER OLR 
Optional Load Response Program Rider 

APPLICABILITY: 

This Optional Load Response Program Rider ("Program") is available to any customer taking service under the 
Compan/s genera! service tariffs seived at primary voltages or higher voltages provkted that the cu^omer nwels all 
of the following five conditions at the time of Initlafion of service under this Rider and on a continuing basis thereafter 
(i) the customer has at least one megawatt of Realizable Curtailable Load ("RCL"); (ii) the customer can successfully 
demonstrate to the Company that It can reduce its instantaneous measured load to a pre-established contract Finrt 
Load (as defined below) within ten minutes of notification provided by the Company without the need of a generator. 
A customer may intend to use a generator to reduce its usage to below its Firm Load, but if the g©ierator does not 
start, the customer must still reduce Its usage to or below its Firm Load. Failure of a customer to reduce its usage to 
or below its Firm Load shall result in the consequences listed in the Emergency Curtailment Event Section herein; (iii) 
the customer executes the Company's standard Program contract; and (iv) the customer is taking generation service 
fram the Company under the Generaiton Service Rider (GEN) or the Market i^te Provision of the Power Supply 
Reservation Rider (PSR); (v) the customer is not participating in any other toad curtailment program, including wittiout 
iimltatfon a demand response program offered by the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. 
("MISO") or any other independent system operator. This Rider is not applied to customers during the period the 
customer takes electric generation sen/ice from a certified supplier. 

RATES: 

In addition to any other charges under any other rate schedules applicable to customer's sendee, customers 
participating In the Program shall also pay the charges and receive the credit set forth below. 

Charges: 

Program Administrative Charge: $150.00 per month 

FRT Char^t 

If Cuatomor alfinta in its rnntranf tn hft sublect to Ff 
dfifinftri hplnw. d i i r inn fiunt^ an ftvRnI, tha ^r^^jt^p nf tha nustomei^s af^^ial mftaanrftd load 
mat ftifnftftda it-^ nrR-ftRtahlrsheri mnt ran t Firm I n a ^ fhr anv a n d al l h.^nrq t^itpna such 
event shall hft asfiesfiftd a n FRT r i hamf i whi^^h is ralnufated for each hni i r nf thf l javent as 

fol lows: 

i g L = » = i f A L ^ M P D ^ n - e l A F ^ y ^ M t f i - r ^ A T ^ I 

Whera-

A L = thf l f.nRtnmfti^s a r i i p l hni i r iv Inad f^i^rfru] ;?n ^ynnomin Buv T h m n n h Ohtton Fvant 

that axnftftds fhft nnsrnmftHs pra-astahl ist)^^ 9^nfmr^ F l f " ' " ^ ' ^ 

MPD = thA markfl f m m differential, which ^ \v^ \h^ - r j^ l ru lated hv s i i f i t p r t l p g ^ a 
f^ustftmfti^.«j ntherwJRfi flPoHqq^lQ total ffanaratinn m la ta^ nar kllr.watt->^niir rhar^RS sat 
forth in tha Cf^mnanv's tariffs f m m tha M l f iO riav ahaad I MP f r t r tha p a j ^ d ^^ whinh tha 
Emnomi r . Bt iv T h m u n h Ont inn Fvant ncr.itrrafi for aach hour that results in a M P D greater 
than zem. 

MISO LMP Is thft final Dav Ahaarf LnnaKnrtai Marotnal Price as def ined and sned f led bv 
MISO at tha qommemia l Pricing Node "FFSR" i n r its anurvaienn d i i r jn^ tha applicable 
hourfsV 

C ^ i thft f^nmnnftrrriai A r i M t v Tax rata f in dariimal fnrm^ aa astahli^^^^f^ ^ l i 7 M 09 of 
the Ohio Revised Codq^ 

LAF = I nsft Adinstmant Factor 



3.0% for primary vo|^ffqs 
0 .1% for subtransmtsfiion voltaoes 
0.0% fhr tranamiaftirth voltanaa 

ECE Charge: 

During an Emergency Curtailment Event (as defined below), the portton of the customer's 
actual measured load that exceeds Its pre-established contract Fimi Load for any and all 
hours during such event shall be assessed an ECE Charge which is cs^culated for each 
hour of the event as follows: 

ECE = (AL X MISO LMP x 300%) x (1 + LAF) x ([1/(1-CAT)] 
Where: 

AL = the customer's actual houriy load during an Emergency Event that 
exceeds the customer's pre-established contract Rrm Load 

MISO LMP is the final Day Ahead Locational Marginal Price as defined and 
specified by MtSO at the Commercial Pricing Node "FESR" (or Its equivalent) 
during the applicable hour(s). 

CAT = the Commercial Activity Tax rate (in decimal form) as est^iished in 
§5751.02 of the Ohio Revised Code. 

LAF " Loss Adjustment Factor 
3.0% for primary voltages 
0.1% for subtransmisston voltages 
0.0% for transmission voltages 

Oiifttomar mav faceiva FmamanGV Curtallmant or Fconnmic BuyThmnnh Prngram Cr^ft^R nr hnth. as sat 
fhrth hfilnw dcinendlnn m tha niiatnmar'fi alftcHon in its nnntrant to narticinate jn tfifi F-m^rqi^frV ^ ' 
Economic Curtailment Program options or both tmdpr rhta Rider. 

E m e r g e n c y CurtaiJpn^^y ^ " } ^ m V ^ P f f t ^ ' t T ' ^ Q P ^ " ) 

Customers taking s^vice under this R i r f a rw^h^^ f ^ to l;ie sublect to Fmftmancv Ctirtflilmant 
Events shall receive a monthly Program Credit which shall be calculated as follows: 

PC = RCL X $X^J+,9§/kW/month 

Where: 

RCL Is the prodotorminod ̂ al izable Qeurtailable I-load. which shall be calculated by the 
Company once per year for each customer by subtracting the customer's contract Finn 
Load from its Maasnrari namanri each month aS defined in the iindarlvinn rata schadiila 
^ftp)i^,^|)|^ ^9,qqgSyT1^ Avnrnqo Houriy Domand ("AHD"). For purpocoB of thJB Rider, the 
AHD shall bo tho groator of 1) GUDtomer̂ -avorage load during tho houro of noon to 6:00 
pm'EDT-and-non'holiday wookdays during tho months of Juno through Auguot. oxoluding 
gctuol houm of any Emorgonoy Curtaitmont Evonto occurring during tho procoding 12 
month poriod. Tho RCL ohall not oxoood tho omount of a cuDtomor̂ D billing domand in 
excess of the contractod Firm Load on a monthly bosio. Tho ouotomor shall bo provktod 
written notioe oaoh yoar by tho Company of tho valuo of tho RCL at looot thirty (30) days 
in advanoo of tho offootivo dato of tho RCL. 

Eponomic BMV TtiroMqh Prpgr^m <t^^4\t rSBTPC"); 
nufttomers taking ^̂ erviCS undsr thifi Ri^^^-who anraa to ha siihiact to Frnnnmic Buv Through 
Events shall receive a monthly Prooran^ (^redlt which Rhail he calculafa^ <̂̂  fflHftT*' 

EBTPC = Rci?t$g.eQ/KW/nipnth 

RCL ra defined as set forth above. 



OTHER PROVISIONS: 

A. Firm Load 

For purposes of this Rider, "Firm Load* shall be that portion of a customer's electric toad that is noi 
subject to curtailment. A customer may request a reduction to its contract Firm load no more than 
once in any twelve month period. The Firm Load may be reduced to the extent that such rsckiction 
ts consistent with other tenns and conditions set forth m this Rider. Any such changes In Ftrm Load 
shall be applied beginning with the customer's January bill immediately following the year in whi(^ 
the change has been approved by the Company, provided that advance written request is provided 
to the Company no less than thir^ (30) days prior to the effective billing month of the change. The 
Company may increase the Firm Load at any time if the Company, at its sole discretion, determines 
the Firm Load is at a level that the oustomer falls to d^nonstrate that they can reach. The 
Company shall promptly notify the customer of any such change. 

B. Load Response Program Contract 

Customers taking service under this optional rider shall execute the Con^any's standard Ingram 
contract which, among other things, will establish the Customer's Firm Load. 

C. Metering 

The customer must arrange for interval metering consistent with the Company's Miscellaneous 
Charges, Tariff Sheet 75. 

D. Fmamencv Curtailment Event 

Upon no less than ten minutes advance notificatton provkled by the Company, a customer taking 
service under this rider that oots to be auhiect to EmV^ency Curtailment ^y^fi^^ must curtail all 
load above its Firm Load during an Emergency Curtailment Event consistent with the Company's 
instructions. For purposes of this rider, an Emergency Curtailment Event shall be one in which the 
Company, a regional transmission organization and/or a transmission operator detennines, in its 
respective sole discretion, that an emergency situation emsts that may jeopardize the integrity of 
either the distribution or transn^sslon system in the area. 

During the entire period of an Emergency Curtailment Event, the customer's actual measured load 
must remain at or beiow its Firm Load witi such load being measured every clock half hour. A 
customer's actual measured load shall be determined using the greater of the customer's highest 
lagging kVa or highest kW during the Emergency Curtailment Event 

if at any time during the Emergency Curtailment Event a customei's actual measured toad exceeds 
its contract Finn Load, the Company may disconnect the customer from the transmisston system 
for the duration of the Emergency Curtailment Event, at the cust<^er's expense. The Company 
shall not be liable for any direct or indirect costs, losses, expenses, or other damages, special or 
othemflse, including, without limitation, lost profits that arise fiom such disconnection. 

If at any time during the Emergency Curtaiiment Event a customei's actual measured load exceeds 
110% of its Finn load, the customer shall be subject to all four (4) fo the following: (i) forfeit its 
Program Credit for the month in which the Emergency Curtaiiment Event occurred; (ii) pay the 
ECE Charge set forth in ̂ e Rates section of this Rider; (III} pay the sum of all Program Credits 
received by the customer under the Program during the Immediately preceding twelve billing 
months which shall include credits from this Rider and the Generation and Economic Developent 
Credit Rider; and (iv) the Company's right, at its sde discretion, to remove the customer from the 
Program for a minimum of 12 months. 

If at any time during the Emergency Curtailment Event a customei's actual measured load is 
greater than 100% and less than or equ£^ to 110% of Its Firm Load during the Emergency 
Curtailment Event, the customer shall forfeit its Prcigram Credit for the month in which the 
Emergency Curtailment Event occun^ and shall pay the ECE Charge set forth in the Rates 
section of this Rider. 

In the event of any conflict between the tenns and conditions set forth in this rider and other service 
reliability requirements and/or obtigattons of the Company, the tatter shall prevail. 



Economic Buv Thrf^tjgh Option Event 

Uao.n.riQ.less than a 90 minute advanng nnlificattort provided to the ciistomer. tha nomrwnv shall 
call an Fconomic Rnv Thmunh Fvent T F H r ^ when a ^Market Premium Condition" exists for at 
least three f.l^ confiaciitivft hnurR durino a m dav A Maritat Pramitim Condition is defined as a 
noint in time that tha Mlf i f i I MP axcaaris the nthanAiisa ar^nticahle ner kilowatt-hQur net charges sat 
forth in the Companv*.Q neneratinn (fiFN) and Raneration Phaaa-in iap\' \ ridars. In naftnnnsa In an 
EBT the customer that nats to be subject to EBTs mav curtail usana or huv-throunh subieet fo the 
EBT charge set forth ahova. 

He. Notification 

Customers served under this Rider shall be provided notification of gconomic Rnv Thmunh Ontinn 
Fvants and EmerQanrv Curtailment Events by the Company. Customers shaH be provided clock 
times of the beginning and ending of these events, except the Emergency Curtailment Event 
notification may be stated sudi that customers must curtail their actual measured load to Its Fimn 
Load in 10 minutes from the tbne the notification Is Issued. Receipt of curtailment notificattons shall 
be the sole respon^bility of the customer. 

Notification of an Fnnnnmic Rnv Thmunh Ontinn t=vent and Emergency Curtailment Events 
consists of an electronic message issued by the Company to a device or devices such as 
telephone, facsimile, pager or email, selected and provided by th^ customer and approved by the 
Company. Two-way information capability shall be incorporated by the Company and the customer 
in order to provide confirmation of receipt of notification messages. Operation, maintenance and 
functionally of such communication devices selected by the customer shall be the sole 
responsibility of the customer. 

OF- Jmm 
This rider shall become effective for service rendered m January 2009 and shall expiro with sorvloo 
rondorod through Dooombor3lGt, 2011. 

A customer may terminate its participation in the Program upon no less than twelve (12) months 
advance written notice to the Company. Except as othem îse provided in this rider, a qualifying 
customer may return to the Program at any time after a hiatus from the Program of at ieast one (1) 
year. 

Conditions 

Payment by the customer of all charges herein Is a condition of serN ĉe under this Op^nal Load 
Response Program Rider. 



RIDER OLR 
Opt ional Load Response Program Rider 

ADDENDUiW TO THE CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE 

This Addendum, effective , 20 , establishes the following additional terms and 
conditions that are to be part of the Contract for Eiectric Service, dated for the 
Customer premises at (the "Service Contract"). 

1. Customer has elected to participate in the Company's Optional Load Response Program 
("Program") set forth in Company's Optional Load Response Program Rider included in 
Company's standard Tariff, P.U.C.O, No. 11 ("Tariff), as amended from time to time (hereinafter 
"OLR rider"). Customer acknowledges that the terms and conditions of the Program are 
supplemental to, and do not replace, those set forth in the rate schedules and riders identified in 
the Service Contract. Ip g^djtjffn \h§ Qmim^ l m9H^9 th^ fQllPWJnq 9lg0ti9ng; (a) Cvî tQnper 
lelects/does not electl to partic|pqtft In thft Emeroencv Curtailmf̂ nt nnlion and (b) Customer 
ielects/does not electl to particioale In the Economic Buv Throuoh onHon. 

2. For purposes of participattng in the Program, Customer's Firm Load, as that term is defined In the 
OLR rider, shall be . This Firm Load may be altered, 
consistent with the terms of the OLR rider. 

3. If applicable, the execution of the Service Contract and this Addendum supersedes Uie terms and 
conditions of any other interruptible or curtailment program under which Customer takes service 
at the time of exeoiting this Addendum, rendering any terms and conditions of any such program 
null and void. 

4. This Addendum (but not the Service Contract) shall automatically terminate if Customer no longer 
takes service under the OLR rider, or if ttie OLR rider tenninates consistent with its terms. 

Ohio Edison Company 
(Company) 

(Customer) 

By: By: 

its: Its; 

On: On: 



APPENDIX 

QUALIFICATIONS OF 

DEIHNISW, GOINS 



DENNIS W. GOINS 

PRESENT POSITION 

Economic Consultant, Potomac Management Group, Alexandria, Virginia. 

AREAS OF QUALIFICATION 

• Competitive Market Analysis 

• Costing and Pricing Energy-Related Goods and Services 

• Utility Planning and Operations 

• Litigation Analysis, Strategy Development, Expert Testimony 

PREVIOUS POSITIONS 

• Vice President, HagJer, Bailly & Company, Washington, DC. 

• Principal, Resource Consulting Group, Inc., Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 

• Senior Associate, Resource Planning Associates, Inc., Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 

• Economist, North Carolina Utilities Commission, Raleigh, North 
Carolina. 

EDUCATION 

College 

Wake Forest University 

North Carolina State University 

North Carolina State University 

Major 

Economics 

Economics 

Economics 

Degree 

BA 

ME 

PhD 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 

Dr. Goins specializes in pricing, planning, and market structure issues affecting 
firms that buy and sell products in electricity and natural gas markets. He has 
extensive experience in evaluating competitive market conditions, analyzing 
power and fiiel requirements, prices, market operations, and transactions, 
developing product pricing strategies, setting rates for energy-related products and 
services, and negotiating power supply and natural gas contracts for private and 
public entities. He has participated in more than 100 cases as an expert on 
competitive market issues, utility restructuring, power market planning and 



DENNIS W.GoBvs 

operations, utility mergers, rate design, cost of service, and management prudence 
before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the General Accounting 
Office, the First Judicial District Court of Montana, the Circuit Court of Kanawha 
County, West Virginia, and regulatory commissions in Alabama, Arizona, 
Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, 
Virginia, and the District of Columbia. He has also prepared an expert report on 
behalf of the United States regarding pricing and contract issues in a case before 
the United States Court of Federal Claims. 

PARTICIPATION IN REGULATORY, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND COURT 
PROCEEDINGS 

L Alabama Power Company, before the Alabama Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 18148 (2008), on behalf of CMC Steel Alabama, Nucor Steel 
Birmingham, and Nucor Steel Tuscaloosa, re energy cost recovery. 

2. Idaho Power Company, before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Case 
No. IPC-E-08-lO (2008), on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re cost-of-service and rate design issues. 

3. Ohio Edison et al., before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case 
No. OS-935-EL-SSO (2008), on behalf of Nucor Steel Marion, Inc., re 
energy security plan proposal. 

4. Ohio Edison et aL, before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case 
No. 08-936-EL-SSO (2008), on behalf of Nucor Steel Marion, Inc., re 
market rate offer proposal. 

5. Entergy Texas, Inc., before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, PUC 
Docket No. 35269 (2008), on behalf of Texas Cities, re jurisdictional 
allocation of system agreement pa5aTients. 

6. Duke Energy Indiana, Inc., before the Indiana Utility Regulatory 
Commission, Cause No. 43374 (2008), on behalf of Nucor Steel and Steel 
Dynamics, Inc., re altemative regulatory plan. 

7. Entergy Gulf States Inc., before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 34800 (2008), on behalf of Texas Cities, re affiliate 
transactions. 

8. Commonwealth Edison Company, before the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, Docket No. 07-0566 (2008), on behalf of Nucor Steel 
Kankakee, Inc., re cost-of-service and rate design issues. 



DENNIS W.GoiNS 

9. Ohio Edison et al., before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case 
No. 07-0551-EL-AIR et al. (2008), on behalf of Nucor Steel Marion, Inc., re 
cost-of-service and rate design issues. 

10. Appalachian Power Company dba American Electric Power, before the 
Public Service Commission of West Virginia, Case No. 06-0033-E-CN 
(2007), on behalf of Steel of West Virginia, Inc., re power plant cost 
recovery mechanism. 

11. Oncor Electric Delivery Company and Texas Energy Future Holdings 
Limited Partnership, before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, PUC 
Docket No. 34077 (2007), on behalf of Nucor Steel - Texas, re acquisition 
of TXU Corp. by Texas Energy Future Holdings Limited Partnership. 

12. Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Company, before the Arkansas Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 07-026-U (2007), on behalf of West Central 
Arkansas Gas Consumers, re gas cost-of-service and rate design issues. 

13. Idaho Power Company, before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Case 
No. IPC-E-07-08 (2007), on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re cost-of-service and rate design issues. 

14. Potomac Electric Power Company, before the District of Columbia Public 
Service Commission, Formal Case No. 1056 (2007), on behalf of the 
General Services Administration, re demand-side management and 
advanced metering programs. 

15. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, before the South Carolina Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 2007-229-E (2007), on behalf of CMC 
Steel-SC, re cost-of-service and rate design issues. 

16. Potomac Electric Power Company, before the Marylmid Public Service 
Commission, Case No. 9092 (2007), on behalf of the General Services 
Administration, re retail cost allocation and standby rate design issues for 
distributed generation resources. 

17. Potomac Electric Power Company, before the District of Columbia Public 
Service Commission, Formal Case No. 1053 (2007), on behalf of the 
General Services Administration, re retail cost allocation and standby rate 
design issues for distributed generation resources. 

18. Entergy Gulf States Inc., before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 32907 (2006), on behalf of Texas Cities, re hurricane cost 
recovery. 

19. Entergy Gulf States Inc., before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 32710/ SOAH Docket No. 473-06-2307 (2006), on behalf 
of Texas Cities, re reconciliation of fuel and purchased power costs. 
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20. Florida Power & Light Company, before the Florida Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 060001-EI (2006), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re fuel and purchased power cost recovery. 

21. Arizona Public Service Company, before the Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Docket No. E-01345A-05-0816 (2006), on behalf of the U.S. 
Air Force (Federal Executive Agencies), re retail cost allocation and rate 
design issues. 

22. PacifiCorp (dba Rocky Mountain Power), before the Utah Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 06-035-21 (2006), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re rate design issues. 

23. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, before the South Carolina Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 2006-2-E (2006), on behalf of CMC 
Steel-SC, re fuel and purchased power cost recovery. 

24. Entergy Gulf States Inc., before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 31544/ SOAH Docket No. 473-06-0092 (2006), on behalf 
of Texas Cities, re transition to competition rider. 

25. Idaho Power Company, before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Case 
No. IPC-E-05-28 (2006), on behalf of the U.S. Department of Energy 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re cost-of-service and rate design issues. 

26. Alabama Power Company, before the Alabama Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 18148 (2005), on behalf of SMI Steel-Alabama, re energy cost 
recovery. 

27. Florida Power & Light Company, before the Florida Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 050001-EI (2005), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re fuel and capacity cost recovery. 

28. Entergy Gulf States Inc., before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 31315/ SOAH Docket No. 473-05-8446 (2005), on behalf 
of Texas Cities, re incremental purchased capacity cost rider. 

29. Florida Power & Light Company, before the Florida Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 050045-EI (2005), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re cost-of-service and interruptible rate 
issues. 

30. Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, before the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 05-042-U (2005), on behalf of Nucor 
Steel and Nucor-Yamato Steel, re power plant purchase. 

31. Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, before the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 04-141-U (2005), on behalf of Nucor 
Steel and Nucor-Yamato Steel, re cost-of-service and rate design issues. 
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32. Dominion North Carolma Power, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-22, Sub 412 (2005), on behalf of Nucor Steel-
Hertford, re cost-of-service and interruptible rate issues. 

33. Public Service Company of Colorado, before the Colorado Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. 04S-164E (2004), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re cost-of-service and interruptible rate 
issues. 

34. CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC, et al, before the Public Utility 
Commission of Texas, PUC Docket No. 29526 (2004), on behalf of the 
Coalition of Commercial Ratepayers, re stranded cost true-up balances. 

35. PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 04-
035-11 (2004), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force (United States Executive 
Agencies), re time-of-day rate design issues. 

36. Arizona Public Service Company, before the Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Docket No. E-01345A-03-0347 (2004), on behalf of the U.S. 
Air Force (Federal Executive Agencies), re retail cost allocation and rate 
design issues. 

37. Idaho Power Company, before thc Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Case 
No. IPC-E-03-13 (2004), on behalf of the U.S. Departoient of Energy 
(Federal Executive Agencies), re retail cost allocation and rate design 
issues. 

38. PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 03-
2035-02 (2004), on behalf of the U.S. An- Force (United States Executive 
Agencies), re retail cost allocation and rate design issues. 

39. Dominion Virginia Power, before the Virginia State Corporation 
Commission, Case No. PUE-2000-00285 (2003), on behalf of Chaparral 
(Virginia) Inc., re recovery of fiiel costs. 

40. Jersey Central Power & Light Company, before the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities, BPU Docket No. ER02080506, OAL Docket No. PUC-
7894-02 (2002-2003), on behalf of New Jersey Commercial Users, re retail 
cost allocation and rate design issues. 

41. Public Service Electric and Gas Company, before the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities, BPU Docket No. ER02050303, OAL Docket No. PUC-
5744-02 (2002-2003), on behalf of New Jersey Commercial Users, re retail 
cost allocation and rate design issues. 

42. South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, before the South Carolina Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 2002-223-E (2002), on behalf of SMI 
Steel-SC, re retail cost allocation and rate design issues. 
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43. Montana Power Company, before the First Judicial District Court of 
Montana, Great Falls Tribune et al. v. the Montana Public Service 
Commission, Cause No. CDV2001-208 (2002), on behalf of a media 
consortiimi {Great Falls Tribune, Billings Gazette, Montana Standard, 
Helena Independent Record, Missouliaa, Big Sky Publishing, Inc. dba 
Bozeman Daily Chronicle, the Montana Newspaper Association, Miles City 
Star, Livingston Enterprise, Yellowstone Public Radio, the Associated 
Press, Inc., and the Montana Broadcasters Association), re public disclosure 
of allegedly proprietary contract information. 

44. Louisville Gas & Electric et al., before the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission, Administrative Case No. 387 (2001), on behalf of Gallatm 
Steel Company, re adequacy of generation and transmission capacity in 
Kentucky. 

45. PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 01-
035-01 (2001), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re retail cost allocation and rate 
design issues. 

46. TXU Electric Company, before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 23640/ SOAH Docket No. 473-01-1922 (2001), on behalf 
of Nucor Steel, re fuel cost recovery. 

47. FPL Group et al., before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Docket No. ECOl-33-000 (2001), on behalf of Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporation, Inc., re merger-related market power issues. 

48. Entergy Mississippi, Inc., et al., before the Mississippi Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 2000-UA-925 (2001), on behalf of Birmingham 
Steel-Mississippi, re appropriate regulatory conditions for merger approval. 

49. TXU Electric Company, before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, 
PUC Docket No. 22350/ SOAH Docket No. 473-00-1015 (2000), on behalf 
of Nucor Steel, re unbundled cost of service and rates. 

50. PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 99-
035-10 (2000), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re using system benefit charges to 
fund demand-side resource investments. 

51. Entergy Arkansas, Inc. et al., before the Arkansas Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 00-190-U (2000), on behalf of Nucor-Yamato 
Steel and Nucor Steel-Arkansas, re the development of competitive electric 
power markets in Arkansas. 

52. Entergy Arkansas, Inc. et al., before the Arkansas Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 00-048-R (2000), on behalf of Nucor-Yamato 
Steel and Nucor Steel-Arkansas, re generic filing requirements and 
guidelines for market power analyses. 
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53. ScottishPower and PacifiCorp, before the Utah Public Service Commission, 
Docket No. 98-2035-04 (1999), on behalf of Nucor Steel, re merger 
conditions to protect the public interest. 

54. Dominion Resources, Inc. and Consolidated Natural Gas Company, before 
the Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. PUA990020 (1999), 
on behalf of the City of Richmond, re market power and merger conditions 
to protect the public interest. 

55. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission 
of Texas, Docket No. 18465 (1998) on behalf of the Texas Commercial 
Customers, re excess earnings and stranded-cost recovery and mitigation. 

56. PJM Interconnection, LLC, before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Docket No. ER98-1384 (1998) on behalf of Wellsboro 
Electric Company, re pricing low-voltage distribution services. 

57. DQE, Inc. and Allegheny Power System, Inc., before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Docket Nos. ER97-4050-000, ER97-4051-000, 
and EC97-46-000 (1997) on behalf of the Borough of Chambersburg, re 
market power in relevant markets. 

58. GPU Energy, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. 
EO97070458 (1997) on behalf of the New Jersey Commercial Users Group, 
re unbundled retail rates. 

59. GPU Energy, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. 
EO97070459 (1997) on behalf of the New Jersey Commercial Users Group, 
re stranded costs. 

60. Public Service Electric and Gas Company, before the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities, Docket No. EO9707046I (1997) on behalf of the New 
Jersey Commercial Users Group, re unbundled retail rates. 

61. Public Service Electric and Gas Company, before the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities, Docket No. EO97070462 (1997) on behalf of the New 
Jersey Commercial Users Group, re stranded costs. 

62. DQE, Inc. and Allegheny Power System, Inc., before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Docket Nos. ER97-4050-000, ER97-4051-000, 
and EC97-46-000 (1997) on behalf of the Borough of Chambersburg, 
Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Selected Municipalities, re market 
power in relevant markets. 

63. CSW Power Marketing, Inc., before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Docket No.ER97-1238-000 (1997) on behalf of the 
Transmission Dependent Utility Systems, re market power in relevant 
markets. 
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64. Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corporation et al., before the New York 
Public Service Commission, Case Nos. 96-E-0891, 96-E-0897, 96-E-0898, 
96-E-0900, 96-E-0909 (1997), on behalf of the Retail Council of New York, 
re stranded-cost recovery. 

65. Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corporation, supplemental testimony, before 
the New York Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0909 (1997) on 
behalf of the Retail Council of New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 

66. Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., supplemental testunony, 
before the New York Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0897 
(1997) on behalf of the Retail Council of New York, re stranded-cost 
recovery. 

67. New York State Electric & Gas Corporation, supplemental testimony, 
before the New York Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0891 
(1997) on behalf of the Retail Council of New York, re stranded-cost 
recovery. 

68. Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, supplemental testimony, before the 
New York Public Service Commission, Case No. 96-E-0898 (1997) on 
behalf of the Retail Council of New York, re stranded-cost recovery. 

69. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 15015 (1996), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Texas, re real
time electricity pricing. 

70. Central Power and Light Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 14965 (1996), on behalf of the Texas Retailers 
Association, re cost of service and rate design. 

71. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 95-1076-E (1996), on behalf of Nucor Steel-
Darlington, re integrated resource planning. 

72. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 13575 (1995), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Texas, re 
integrated resource planning, DSM options, and real-time pricing. 

73. Arkansas Power & Light Company, et al.. Notice of Inquiry to Consider 
Section 111 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, before the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 94-342-4 (1995), Initial Comments on 
behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company, re integrated resource planning 
standards. 
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74. Arkansas Power & Light Company, et al., Notice of Inquiry to Consider 
Section 111 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, before the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 94-342-4 (1995), Reply Comments on 
behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company, re integrated resource planning 
standards. 

75. Arkansas Power & Light Company, et al.. Notice of Inquiry to Consider 
Section 111 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, before the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 94-342-4 (1995), Final Comments on 
behalf of Nucor-Yamato Steel Company, re integrated resource plaiming 
standards. 

76. South Carolina Pipeline Corporation, before the South Carolina Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 94-202-G (1995), on behalf of Nucor 
Steel, re integrated resource planning and rate caps. 

77. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the United States Court of Federal 
Claims, Gulf States Utilities Company v. the United States, Docket No. 91-
1118C (1994, 1995), on behalf of the United States, re electricity rate and 
contract dispute litigation. 

78. American Electric Power Corporation, before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Docket No. ER93-540-000 (1994), on behalf of 
DC Tie, Inc., re costing and pricing electricity transmission services. 

79. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 13100 (1994), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Texas, re real
time electricity pricing. 

80. Carolina Power & Light Company, et al.. Proposed Regulation Governing 
the Recovery of Fuel Costs by Electric Utilities, before the South Carolina 
Public Service Commission, Docket No. 93-238-E (1994), on behalf of 
Nucor Steel-Darlmgton, re fuel-cost recovery. 

81. Southern Natural Gas Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Docket No. RP93-15-000 (1993-1995), on behalf of Nucor 
Steel-Darlington, re costing and pricing natural gas transportation services. 

82. West Penn Power Company, et al., v. State Tax Department of West 
Virginia, et al.. Civil Action No. 89-C-3056 (1993), before the Circuit Court 
of Kanawha County, West Virginia, on behalf of the West Virginia 
Department of Tax and Revenue, re electricity generation tax. 

83. Carolina Power & Light Company, et al , Proceedmg Regardmg 
Consideration of Certain Standards Pertaining to Wholesale Power 
Purchases Pursuant to Section 712 of the 1992 Energy Policy Act, before 
the South Carolina Public Service Commission, Docket No. 92-231-E 
(1993), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Dariington, re Section 712 regulations. 
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84. Mountain Fuel Supply Company, before the Public Service Commission of 
Utah, Docket No. 93-057-01 (1993), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Utah, re 
costing and pricing retail natural gas firm, interruptible, and transportation 
services, 

85. Texas Utilities Electric Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 11735 (1993), on behalf of the Texas Retailers 
Association, re retail cost-of-service and rate design. 

86. Virginia Electric and Power Company, before the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission, Case No. PUE920041 (1993), on behalf of Philip 
Morris USA, re cost of service and retail rate design. 

87. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 92-209-E (1992), on behalf of Nucor Steel-
Darlington. 

88. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-17282, Rate Design (1992), on behalf of the 
Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

89. Georgia Power Company, before the Georgia Public Service Commission, 
Docket Nos. 4091-U and 4146-U (1992), on behalf of Amicalola Electric 
Membership Corporation. 

90. PacifiCorp, Inc., before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket 
No. EC88-2-007 (1992), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Utah. 

91. South Carolina Pipeline Corporation, before the South Carolina Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 90-452-G (1991), on behalf of Nucor 
Steel-Darlington. 

92. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolma Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 91-4-E, 1991 Fall Hearing, on behalf of Nucor 
Steel-Darlington. 

93. Sonat, Inc., and North Carolina Natural Gas Corporation, before the North 
Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No. G-21, Sub 291 (1991), on behalf 
of Nucor Corporation, Inc. 

94. Northern States Power Company, before the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E002/GR-91-001 (1991), on behalf of North Star 
Steel-Minnesota. 

95. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-17282, Phase IV-Rate Design (1991), on behalf 
of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

10 
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107. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 8702 (1989), on behalf of the Department of Energy, 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

108. Houston Lighting and Power Company, before the Public Utility 
Commission of Texas, Docket No. 8425 (1989), on behalf of the 
Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

109. Northern Illinois Gas Company, before the Illinois Commerce Commission, 
Docket No. 88-0277 (1989), on behalf of the Coalition for Fair and 
Equitable Transportation, re retail gas transportation rates. 

110. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 79-7-E, 1988 Fall Hearing, on behalf of Nucor 
Steel-Darlington, re fuel-cost recovery. 

111. Potomac Electric Power Company, before the District of Columbia Public 
Service Commission, Formal Case No. 869 (1988), on behalf of Peoples 
Drug Stores, Inc., re cost of service and rate design. 

112. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 88-11-E (1988), on behalf of Nucor Steel-
Darlington. 

113. Northern States Power Company, before the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-002/GR-87-670 (1988), on behalf of the 
Metalcasters of Minnesota. 

114. Ohio Edison Company, before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission, Case 
No. 87-689-EL-AIR (1987), on behalf of North Star Steel-Ohio. 

115. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 87-7-E (1987), on behalf of Nucor Steel-
Darlington. 

116. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-17282, Phase I (1987), on behalf of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

117. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket No. 7195 (1987), on behalf of the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. 

118. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, Docket No. ER86-558-006 (1987), on behalf of Sam Raybum 
G&T Cooperative. 

119. Utah Power & Light Company, before the Utah Public Service Commission, 
Case No. 85-035-06 (1986), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force. 

12 
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96. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission 
of Texas, Docket No. 9850 (1990), on behalf of the Department of Energy, 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

97. General Services Administration, before the United States General 
Accounting Office, Contract Award Protest (1990), Solicitation No. GS-
00P-AC87-91, Contract No. GS-00D-89-B5D-0032, on behalf of Satilla 
Rural Electric Membership Corporation, re cost of service and rate design. 

98. Carolina Power & Light Company, before the South Carolina Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 90-4-E (1990 Fall Hearing), on behalf of Nucor 
Steel-Darlington, re fuel-cost recovery. 

99. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-17282, Phase lU-Rate Design (1990), on behalf 
of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve, re cost of service 
and rate design. 

100. Atlanta Gas Light Company, before the Georgia Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. 3923-U (1990), on behalf of Herbert G. Burris 
and Oglethorpe Power Corporation, re anticompetitive pricing schemes. 

101. Ohio Edison Company, before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission, Case 
No. 89-1001-EL-AIR (1990), on behalf of North Star Steel-Ohio, re cost of 
service and rate design. 

102. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-17282, Phase Ill-Cost of Service/Revenue 
Spread (1989), on behalf of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. 

103. Northern States Power Company, before the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E002/GR-89-865 (1989), on behalf of North Star 
Steel-Minnesota. 

104. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-17282, Phase Ill-Rate Design (1989), on behalf 
of the Department of Energy, Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

105. Utah Power & Light Company, before the Utah Public Service Commission, 
Case No. 89-039-10 (1989), on behalf of Nucor Steel-Utah and Vulcraft, a 
division of Nucor Steel. 

106. Soyland Power Cooperative, Inc. v. Central Illinois Public Service 
Company, Docket No. EL89-30-000 (1989), before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, on behalf of Soyland Power Cooperative, Inc., re 
wholesale contract pricing provisions 

11 
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120. Houston Lighting & Power Company, before the Public Utility Commission 
of Texas, Docket No. 6765 (1986), on behalf of the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. 

121. Central Maine Power Company, before the Maine Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. 85-212 (1986), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force. 

122. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Public Utility Commission of 
Texas, Docket Nos. 6477 and 6525 (1985), on behalf of North Star Steel-
Texas. 

123. Ohio Edison Company, before the Ohio Public Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. 84-1359-EL-AIR (1985), on behalf of North Star Steel-Ohio. 

124. Utah Power & Light Company, before the Utah Public Service Commission, 
Case No. 84-035-01 (1985), on behalf of the U.S. Air Force. 

125. Central Vermont Public Service Corporation, before the Vermont Public 
Service Board, Docket No. 4782 (1984), on behalf of Central Vermont 
Public Service Corporation. 

126. Gulf States Utilities Company, before the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, Docket No. U-15641 (1983), on behalf of the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. 

127. Southwestern Power Administration, before the Federal Enei^ Regulatory 
Commission, Rate Order SWPA-9 (1982), on behalf of the Department of 
Defense. 

128. Public Service Company of Oklahoma, before the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Docket Nos. ER82-80-000 ^ d ER82-389-000 
(1982), on behalf of the Department of Defense. 

129. Central Maine Power Company, before the Maine Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. 80-66 (1981), on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

130. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company, before the Maine Public Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. 80-108 (1981), on behalf of the Commission 
Staff. 

131. Oklahoma Gas & Electric, before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, 
Docket No. 27275 (1981), on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

132. Green Mountain Power, before the Vermont Public Service Board, Docket 
No. 4418 (1980), on behalf of the PSB Staff. 

133. Williams Pipe Lme, before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
Docket No. OR79-1 (1979), on behalf of Mapco, Inc. 

134. Boston Edison Company, before the Massachusetts Department of Public 
Utilities, Docket No. 19494 (1978), on behalf of Boston Edison Company. 

13 
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135. Duke Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. E-7, Sub 173, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

136. Duke Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. E-lOO, Sub 32, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

137. Virginia Electric & Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-22, Sub 203, on behalf of the Commission 
Staff 

138. Virginia Electric & Power Company, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-22, Sub 170, on behalf of the Commission 
Staff 

139. Southern Bell Telephone Company, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. P-5, Sub 48, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

140. Western Carolina Telephone Company, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. P-58, Sub 93, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

141. Natural Gas Ratemaking, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, 
Docket No. G-lOO, Sub 29, on behalf of the Commission Staff 

142. General Telephone Company of the Southeast, before the North Carolma 
Utilities Commission, Docket No. P-19, Sub 163, on behalf of the 
Commission Staff. 

143. Carolina Power and Light Company, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-2, Sub 264, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

144. Carolina Power and Light Company, before the North Carolina Utilities 
Commission, Docket No. E-2, Sub 297, on behalf of the Commission Staff. 

145. Duke Power Company, et al.. Investigation of Peak-Load Pricing, before the 
North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No. E-lOO, Sub 21, on behalf 
of the Commission Staff. 

146. Investigation of Intrastate Long Distance Rates, before the North Carolina 
Utilities Commission, Docket No. P-100, Sub 45, on behalf of the 
Commission Staff. 
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