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THE CHRIS ERHART FOUNDRY & MACHINE CO. 

Statement of Chris Erhart Foundry 

The nature of the complaint Is a huge increase in the demand/delivery portion of our electric bill. 
The average charge for that portion compared with the average from 2011 has increased 67%. 
Previously it was 42.7% of the total bill and now is 71.3% of the total bill. If one expresses the 
demand/delivery charge as cents per kWh, it raised from 5.6 cents per kWh to 14.88 cents 
per kWh, a 167 % increase. Therefore, the entire bill (including generation charge) expressed 
ascents per kWh, increases from the 2011 average of 13.35 cents perkWh to 20,9 cents 
per kWh, a 56.24% increase. 

This is the result of four new riders which became effective 1/3/12, with no warning nor "phase 
in" period and again, will increase our bill 56.24%. Specifically, the three with the greatest 
impact are riders ESSC, BTR and LFA. We also are concerned that there are eight (8) 
other new riders (also effective 1/3/12) which currently carry no values, and will surely 
"kick in" later entailing further Increases. 

it has come to our attention that a group of twenty four of the largest companies in Ohio, 
known as the Ohio Energy Group, retained legal council and helped to enable these hders. 
The net effect being that the largest commercial customers of Duke Energy Ohio (and others) 
will experience large decreases and the difference will be born by the smaller and mid-size 
companies, who have no representation in rate matters that come before the PUCO. 

It is our position, that this type of non-publicized large increase is unreasonable and needs 
to be further reviewed by the PUCO. The impact of this on the smaller business will 
be devastating from the standpoint of competitiveness and employment by being forced to 
attempt to pass on large cost increases during a recession. It also seems that the 
effect will make shopping for energy savings a moot point, since the increase in cost is in 
the demand/delivery portion and hence will be charged whether you purchase the kWh 
from Duke or another provider. In our case, the energy (generation) section of the bill went 
from being 57.3% of the total to just 28.7% of the total. Any small savings in that part of 
the bill would be almost useless. 

We have calculated, using the new rate and riders, what would be required to get close 
to the average cost per kWh from 2011. One way would be to lower our demand by 50.3%, 
but we cannot effectively melt iron at that demand. Conversely, if we kept the demand the 
same, we would need to raise our kWh usage by 91 %, effectively doubling output, which 
is not possible. 

We find it hard to believe that the PUCO intended for a majority of small and mid-size 
energy consuming businesses in the DEO marketing sector to experience huge 
increases so that a few very large companies would save. We have checked with 
other companies (just 20 miles from our location) who use Duke of Indiana for energy, 
Their average total cost per kWh is approximately 8 to 9 cents versus our 20.9 cents 
average, or 140% less. This is the sort of thing that could put this 158 year old business 
out of business. 
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The largest impact of these increases will be to a small single daytime shift operation. 
In addition, if that company, for example, spent $10,000. To affect a 5% energy reduction 
(keeping the same demand), their demand charge would increase, as would their average 
price per kWh necessitating a eighty nine month payback on investment. In effect, their 
average cost per kWh would increase 3.8 %, and savings per month only 1.16% making 
energy savings nearly impossible. 

In summation, we respectfully request a review of the implementation of these riders in 
the hope that some relief might be promulgated. 
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