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INTRODUCTION 

 On February 23, 2012, the Commission issued its Entry on Rehearing rejecting the 

September 7, 2011 Stipulation and Recommendation (Stipulation) that proposed to resolve ten 

major proceedings involving Ohio Power Company (dba AEP Ohio), including this proceeding.  

Through a September 16, 2011 Entry issued by the Attorney Examiner, the Commission had 

consolidated the ten cases for purposes of considering adoption of the Stipulation.  Now that the 

purpose of consolidation has run its course and the settlement is rejected, the remaining issues 

must be carried forward and resolved through litigation.  The Entry on Rehearing provided the 

following directive, after quoting R.C. 4928.143(C)(2)(b) regarding the requirement to return to 

the prior SSO rate plan: 

Therefore, we direct AEP-Ohio to file, no later than February 28, 2012, new 
proposed tariffs to continue the provisions, terms, and conditions of its previous 
electric security plan, including but not limited to the base generation rates as 
approved in ESP I, along with the current uncapped fuel costs and the 
environmental investment carry cost rider set at the 2011 level, as well as 
modifications to those rates for credits for amounts fully refunded to customers, 
such as the significantly excessive earnings test (SEET) credit, and an appropriate 
application of capacity charges under the approved state compensation 
mechanism established in the Capacity Charge Case. 
 

 (Entry on Rehearing at 12, emphasis added)  The underlined directive involves reinstating the 

prior rate plan and fully implements the statutory provision quoted just prior to issuing the 

directive.  As directed, AEP Ohio filed a set of proposed tariffs on February 28, 2012 to 

implement the provisions of the prior SSO rate plan, ESP I (Case Nos. 08-917-EL-SSO et al.) 

While the February 28 tariffs can be referred to as a compliance filing, it is better 

described as a filing of proposed tariffs to implement the Company’s prior rate plan.  This is a 

statutory process outlined by the General Assembly in R.C. 4928.143(C)(2)(b), as contrasted 

with a tariff compliance filing which is normally associated with ministerial implementation of a 
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Commission rate order.  Prior to issuance of the February 23 Entry on Rehearing, there was no 

effort or adjudication as to what it means to reinstitute and implement the prior rate plan after 

two months of implementing a new rate plan.  The Commission recognized this was a new 

undertaking and provided general and flexible language in Finding 20, by categorically directing 

(as opposed to specifically with particularized delineation) AEP Ohio to file “new proposed 

tariffs to continue the provisions, terms and conditions of its previous electric security plan, 

including but not limited to …”  (Emphasis added.)   

Thus, the Commission understood that this was not a normal tariff compliance filing and 

left it to AEP Ohio to filed “new proposed tariffs” that fulfill the mandatory statutory directive – 

and AEP Ohio did so through the February 28 proposed tariffs.  Industrial Energy Users- Ohio 

(IEU), Ormet Primary Aluminum Corp. (Ormet) and the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ 

Counsel/ Appalachian Peace and Justice Network (collectively, OCC/APJN) filed objections to 

AEP Ohio’s proposed tariffs to implement the prior rate plan.  The objections are without merit 

and should be overruled or disregarded.   OCC and APJN also ask the Commission to interrupt 

the long-promised recovery of AEP Ohio’s deferred fuel expenses based on a misguided request 

that amounts to retroactive ratemaking, and invitation the Commission already properly rejected 

in the ESP I remand proceeding. 

ARGUMENT 

I. AEP Ohio’s blended Fuel Adjustment Clause (FAC) and 
Transmission Cost Recovery Rider (TCRR) appropriately 
implement ESP I rates. 

 
IEU incorrectly argues that AEP Ohio’s actions in relation to the fuel adjustment clause 

(FAC) and the transmission cost recovery rider (TCRR) do not comply with Commission action.  

The Commission’s directive in the February 23, 2012 Entry on Rehearing was to file “new 
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proposed tariffs to continue the provisions, terms, and conditions of its previous electric security 

plan, including but not limited to….” The Commission direction did not limit the updates to the 

FAC and TCRR rates as proposed by the Company due to the valid merger of the Companies.  

The Company was directed to file “new proposed tariffs” based on the previous system but not 

barred from recognizing other subsequent Commission action. 

The Commission has already merged the FAC in another docket.  Specifically, the FAC 

was approved on a merged basis in Case No. 11-5906-EL-FAC.  The Commission approved the 

proposed fuel rates for the first quarter of 2012, on December 1, 2011.  The Commission 

approved this filing with rates effective January 1, 2012.  Nothing in the Commission’s Entry on 

Rehearing instructed AEP Ohio to undo subsequent Commission orders in other dockets.   

Any undoing of the Commission’s subsequent orders in Case No. 11-5906-EL-FAC and 

other areas of the merged business would also be impractical.  The FAC rates, for example, were 

based on a merged Company forecast.  The Company has merged the systems that produce 

individual fuel costs due to the approval of the merger.  The Company no longer has the fuel 

costs separated by the unmerged operating companies, and doing so would disallow the ability 

for fuel costs and true-ups to be done on an unmerged basis. 

 The logic applies to the TCRR implementation as well.  Continuation of the provisions, 

terms, and conditions does not mean to ignore any other actions that have occurred in the 

interim.  The Company filed merged TCRR rates due to the approval of the Company merger.  

The recognition of this fact in the rate schedules should not be ignored by the Commission.  The 

new proposed tariffs implement the Commission’s directive to implement the previous plan with 

the logical recognition of the merged companies. 
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II. AEP Ohio properly included the Phase-In Recovery Rider (PIRR) 
in its proposed tariffs. 

 
IEU attacks the proposed PIRR tariff (at 3-5) by claiming: (1) that there is no prior 

authorization for the PIRR, (ii) that the weighted average cost of capital (WACC) carrying 

charge violates prior Commission precedent, and (iii) that the deferred fuel regulatory asset 

should be reduced by the accumulated deferred income taxes (ADIT).  Ormet’s pleading (at 2-4) 

and OCC/APJN’s pleading (at 6-9) echo the same points.  These arguments are without merit, as 

they amount to an untimely and improper attack on the ESP I decision which fully adjudicated 

these issues and is a final, non-appealable order that cannot presently be lawfully challenged or 

modified. 

A. The proposed PIRR tariffs properly implement the prior rate plan as 
reflected in the ESP I decision 

 
First, contrary to the objecting parties’ suggestion that AEP Ohio must have an existing 

order that previously approved each of the proposed tariffs, implementation of R.C. 

4928.143(C)(2)(b) does not work that way, as referenced above.  As a factual matter, the 

objecting parties are wrong in stating that authorization for the amortization and recovery of the 

PIRR has not occurred as the December 14, 2011 Opinion and Order in this case authorized 

commencement of the PIRR through adoption of the Stipulation in this regard.  The salient 

question now is whether the PIRR should continue.  The correct answer as a matter of law is that 

it should continue in the manner that was authorized in the ESP I decision.  The language used in 

February 23 Entry on Rehearing recognized that implementing the prior rate plan is not a matter 

of just going back to the tariffs in effect at the end of the ESP I term in December 2011.  Clearly, 

there are multiple aspects of the 2009-2011 rate plan that extend into 2012 and beyond, most 

notably the PIRR; just because the PIRR had not been implemented at the end of 2011 does not 
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mean that it is any less of a major component of ESP I.  Indeed, Finding 20 of the Entry on 

Rehearing directed AEP Ohio to file “new proposed tariffs to continue the provisions, terms and 

conditions of its previous electric security plan, including but not limited to …”  (Emphasis 

added.)  Moreover, R.C. 4928.143(C)(2)(b) does not require a prior authorization; rather, it 

mandates a new Commission order to implement the prior rate plan.  The issue is whether AEP 

Ohio’s proposed tariffs, including the PIRR, appropriately implement the prior rate plan – not 

whether a prior order exists (besides the December 14 Opinion and Order) which authorizes the 

PIRR tariffs filed by AEP Ohio on February 28.  The PIRR is a critical component of the ESP I 

rate plan and must be implemented as approved. 

The proposed PIRR tariffs are appropriate because the ESP I decision clearly provided 

for recovery of the deferred fuel regulatory asset through a nonbypassable charge beginning in 

January 2012: 

Therefore, we find that the collection of the deferrals with carrying costs created 
by the phase-in that are remaining at the end of the ESP term shall occur from 
2012 to 2018 as necessary to recover the actual fuel expenses incurred plus 
carrying costs.   
 

(ESP I, Opinion and Order at 23.)  Further, as stated in the December 14, 2011 Opinion and 

Order in this proceeding: 

[T]he phase-in is not part of this proceeding but was the order of the Commission 
in the Companies’ previous ESP case. 
 

(ESP II, Opinion and Order at 57.)  The PIRR recovery period of 2012-2018 was authorized in 

the ESP I decision and IEU and Ormet are wrong in claiming otherwise.1  Consequently, the 

                                                 
1  Since the ESP I decision did not contemplate AEP Ohio collecting the PIRR as a combined 
charge over the Ohio Power and Columbus Southern Power service territories, AEP Ohio 
proposed that the balances be recovered separately by rate zones.  Thus, the collection of the 
PIRR is in compliance with the ESP I decision for continued collection. 
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Commission should adopt the proposed PIRR tariffs because they properly implement the ESP I 

decision to commence amortization and recovery of the deferred fuel regulatory asset in January 

2012. 

B. The proposed PIRR tariffs prospectively apply a WACC carrying 
charge, consistent with the ESP I decision 

 
Second, the objecting parties argue that even if the PIRR was authorized to be recovered, 

the Company lacked the authority to continue to collect carrying charges based on AEP Ohio’s 

WACC.  The Commission clarified its directive regarding carrying charges in the ESP I 

decision: 

Based on the record in this proceeding, we do not find the intervenors’ arguments 
concerning the calculation of the carrying charges persuasive.  Instead, for 
purposes of a phase-in approach in which the Companies are expected to carry the 
fuel expenses incurred for electric service already provided to the customers, we 
find that the Companies have met their burden of demonstrating that the carrying 
cost rate calculated based on the WACC is reasonable as proposed by the 
Companies. 
 

(ESP I, Opinion and Order at 23 note omitted.)  Further, as stated in the December 14, 2011 

Opinion and Order in this proceeding: 

The Companies offer that the carrying charge rate on deferred fuel expense was 
argued extensively by the parties to the ESP 1 case, and the Commission 
ultimately decided that the WACC, as proposed by the Companies, was 
reasonable. … The Commission agrees with the Signatory Parties that the 
carrying charge on the deferred fuel expenses was established in the ESP 1 
proceeding.   
 

(ESP II, Opinion and Order at 58.)  In sum, the carrying charge issues were fully litigated in the 

ESP I case and the Commission adjudicated that the WACC was reasonable.  Consequently, the 
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proposed PIRR tariff’s prospective use2 of the WACC appropriately implements the prior rate 

plan as reflected in the ESP I decision. 

C. The proposed PIRR tariffs recover the deferred fuel expense on a 
gross-of-tax basis, consistent with the ESP I decision 

 
Third, the objecting parties continue to argue that the balance reflected in the PIRR 

workpapers fails to adjust to reflect ADIT.  Again, the Commission reiterated in both the ESP I 

decision and the December 14, 2011 Opinion and Order in this proceeding that the PIRR should 

be recovered on a gross-of-tax basis.    

Therefore, we find that the carrying charges on the FAC deferrals should be 
calculated on a gross-of-tax rather than a net-of-tax basis in order to ensure that 
the Companies recover their actual fuel expenses. 
 

(ESP I, Opinion and Order at 24.)  Further, as stated in the December 14, 2011 Opinion and 

Order in this proceeding: 

In the ESP 1 order, the Commission rejected request[s] to calculate the deferrals 
net of taxes.  We again reject the request in this case.  As we concluded in ESP 1, 
if carrying charges on the FAC deferrals are calculated on a gross of tax rather 
than a net of tax basis, it violates the clear directive to the Commission.  Section 
4928.144, Revised Code, states that if a phase-in is ordered, the order shall 
provide for the creation of regulatory assets pursuant to generally accepted 
accounting principles by authorizing the deferral of incurred costs equal to the 
amount not collected, plus carrying charges on that amount. 
 

(ESP II, Opinion and Order at 58.)  As with the other aspects of the proposed PIRR tariff, the 

ADIT issue was already adjudicated and it cannot be challenged at this point.  AEP Ohio’s 

proposed PIRR tariffs properly implement the prior rate plan as reflected in the ESP I decision. 

 

                                                 
2   The Company notes that it did adjust the deferral balance to reflect the carrying charge to only 
be the 5.34% for January and February 2012 operating under the approved Stipulation for that 
timeframe. 
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III. The implementation of capacity charges is pending before the 
Commission and does not relate to implementation of the prior 
retail rate plan under R.C. 4928.143(C)(2)(b). 

 
IEU next misstates the status of the proceeding by arguing that the Company failed to file 

an appropriate application of its capacity charges.  As a threshold matter, R.C. 149.43(C)(2)(b) 

only applies to retail SSO rates and has nothing to do with wholesale capacity charges.  

Consequently, the statutory provision quoted above this directive has no relation to the latter part 

of the directive regarding the Capacity Charge Case.  As has been firmly established by the 

Supreme Court, the Commission is not authorized to establish rates under the ESP statute unless 

such rates are justified through one of the categories explicitly listed in R.C. 4928.143(B)(2).3  

Thus, the ESP statute as a whole does not relate to the Capacity Charge Case and cannot support 

any directive in connection with the Capacity Charge Case.  And the directive to file tariffs in 

order to temporarily reinstate the prior rate plan is fully implemented through the entire first part 

of the sentence (underlined above).  In short, neither the statutory language quoted in Finding 20 

nor the entire first part of the sentence provides any guidance on what the last part of the 

sentence means. 

The thrust of IEU’s argument is that AEP Ohio “has chosen to ignore this directive.”  

IEU Memo at 5.  This statement is incorrect.  AEP Ohio was forthright and clear in its February 

28, 2012 filing in the 10-2929 docket, of its concern with the Commission directive and sought 

clarification and understanding of what was requested.  There is no reason for the Company to 

reiterate all the points previously raised in that Motion for Relief.  AEP Ohio filed a good faith 

                                                 
3 The Commission itself recently acknowledged that “The Court determined that Section 
4928.143(B)(2), Revised Code, does not authorize the Commission to allow recovery of items 
not enumerated in the section.”  ESP I, October 3, 2011 Remand Order at 3 citing In re 
Application of Columbus S. Power Co., 128 Ohio St.3d 512, 520. 
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motion relating directly to this issue that involves both federal and state issues.  IEU’s limited 

reading of the Commission Entry on Rehearing does not take into account the other factors 

raised by AEP Ohio and should not be relied upon without the benefit of the resolution of the 

Motion for Relief in the 10-2929 docket.     

IV. The proposed terms and conditions, as amended through the 
Company’s March 6 filing, are consistent and appropriate. 

 
IEU incorrectly claims (at 6-7) that it “identified numerous other inconsistencies with the 

terms and conditions of service.”  The example IEU uses on page 7 of its filing concerning the 

bill demand forgiveness for GS-2 and GS-3 rate schedules is an issue the Company is aware of 

and has already addressed based on the Staff’s request (through the supplemental tariff filing 

dated March 6, 2012).  The issues raised in IEU’s footnote 13 relate to tariff changes made in the 

Distribution Case and are not affected by the proposed tariffs to implement the prior SSO rate 

plan.  Any additional issues discovered with the tariffs filed will be addressed by AEP Ohio as 

directed by the Commission.   

V. The Commission should reject OCC’s requests to either stay the 
prior rate plan or make the rates subject to refund, consistent 
with its decision in the ESP I remand proceeding currently being 
defended by the Commission before the Supreme Court of Ohio. 

 

The OCC/APJN’s request for a stay or in the alternative making the rate subject to refund 

is an attempt to circumvent the decision already made by the Commission in the 08-917 and 08-

918-EL-SSO docket (Remand Docket).4  In the Remand Docket, these same parties argued for a 

rate adjustment the Commission already determined “would be tantamount to unlawful 

ratemaking.”   OCC/APJN Memo at 4-5 citing the Remand Order at 18-24.  The Commission 

                                                 
4  IEU also seeks an order making any rates subject to reconciliation in footnote 15 on page 
8 of its filing.  The arguments opposing OCC/APJN apply equally to IEU’s request. 
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need not reweigh the same arguments in this docket that it already determined in that docket.  As 

shown in the November 10, 2011 Memorandum Contra filed by AEP Ohio, there are multiple 

grounds to deny the OCC/APJN request again.  AEP Ohio attaches and incorporates by reference 

the arguments provided the Commission in that filing.  See Attachment A.  The arguments 

presented to not satisfy the criteria for a stay and do not justify a setting of rates subject to 

reconciliation. 

In response to the same arguments made in the ESP I remand proceeding, the 

Commission found as follows: 

The Commission finds that the proposed adjustment to the FAC deferral balance, 
as recommended by OCC, OPAE, and IEU-Ohio, would be tantamount to 
unlawful retroactive ratemaking. In the ESP Order, we authorized AEP-Ohio to 
defer any FAC amount over the allowable total bill increase percentage levels 
pursuant to Section 4928,144, Revised Code, and directed that any deferred FAC 
expense balance remaining at the end of 2011 is to be recovered via an 
unavoidable surcharge from 2012 to 2018.  The Commission agrees with AEP-
Ohio that an adjustment to the FAC deferral balance, which we previously 
authorized to be collected as a means to recover the Companies' actual fuel 
expenses incurred plus carrying costs, would be contrary to the Court's 
prohibition against retroactive ratemaking and refunds, Although OCC, OPAE, 
and IEU-Ohio characterize their proposed adjustment as a prospective offset to 
amounts deferred for future collection, they essentially ask the Commission to 
provide customers with a refund to account for the Companies' past POLR and 
environmental carrying charges, which were collected from April 2009 through 
May 2011. Consistent with the Court's precedent, we cannot order a prospective 
adjustment to account for past rates that have already been collected from 
customers and subsequently found to be unjustified. 
 

ESP I, Remand Order (October 3, 2011) at 35-36 (internal notes omitted). 

On rehearing, the Commission again affirmed this result: 

The Commission affirms its decision to decline to order an adjustment to the FAC 
deferral balance as any such adjustment would constitute unlawful retroactive 
ratemaking. As we thoroughly discussed in the Remand Order, lEU-Ohio and 
OCC/OPAE seek what would essentially amount to a refund or credit of the 
Companies' unjustified charges, which is not a permissible remedy pursuant to 
Court precedent. We find that many of the arguments raised by lEU-Ohio and 
OCC/OPAE with regard to the flow-through effects of the Court's remand were 



12 

already raised by the parties and have been fully addressed (Remand Order at 34-
36). 

 
ESP I, Entry on Rehearing (December 14, 2011) at 17-18.  The Commission should not reverse 

course on this point in a separate proceeding, especially given that it is defending the Remand 

Order on appeal before the Supreme Court of Ohio.  See Sup. Ct. Case No. 2012-187. 

A. OCC/APJN Have not met the standard for a stay: 

1. There is not a strong likelihood that Movants will prevail on the merits. 

OCC/APJN confuses the right of an appeal of another case (Remand Docket) with the 

presence of a strong likelihood that they will prevail on the merits in this case before the 

Commission.  OCC/APJN are asking the Commission to issue a stay on issues the 

Commission previously determined were without merit in the Remand Docket.  For the 

Commission to determine that there is a strong likelihood for OCC/APJN to prevail on the 

merits it would require the Commission to determine that in the present case it is likely to 

contradict its findings in the Remand Docket and order a completely different outcome in the 

present case on the same issues.  Such a presumption does not meet the strong likelihood of 

prevailing standard.  In fact it meets more of a strong unlikely chance of success.  As 

indicated above, there are numerous arguments supporting the Commission’s decision in the 

Remand Order and in the attached document, Attachment A.  The Commission can rely upon 

those arguments and its subsequent findings in its Order again to determine the improper 

request that OCC/APJN seek in this filing.   

2. There is no showing of irreparable harm or that it would further the public 
interest, or that a stay will not cause substantial harm to AEP Ohio. 

 
If OCC/APJN’s theory is accepted, the same concept would apply in any Commission 

case involving utility rates.  More important than its breadth, OCC/APJN’s implied blanket 
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presumption of irreparable harm, furthering the public interest, and lack of substantial harm to 

AEP Ohio flies in the face of the Keco decision [Keco Industries, Inc. v. Cincinnati & Suburban 

Bell Tel. Co., 166 Ohio St. 254 (1957)] and its progeny.  As referenced above, Keco holds that 

Commission rate orders are effective pending rehearing and appeal and there is no automatic stay 

of approved rates pending appeal – regardless of whether those rates are ultimately held to be 

unlawful.  Keco, 166 Ohio St. at 258-259.  If every Commission order that increased a rate were 

considered as the basis for irreparable harm and every rate order were stayed pending rehearing 

and appeal, there would be no need for the Keco doctrine and there would be a stay issued in 

every such case.  That is an absurd result and belies the reality that issuance of a stay order is a 

highly unusual and extraordinary remedy.  Virginia Petroleum Jobbers Ass’n v. FPC, 259 F.2d 

921, 925 (DC Cir. 1985).  Neither the Commission nor the Court has found it necessary or 

appropriate to issue stay orders on anything more than an extraordinary basis (as referenced 

above, any request for a stay before the Supreme Court of Ohio would involve additional 

requirements under Section 4903.16, Ohio Rev. Code, such as a financial undertaking, which are 

essentially bypassed where the Commission entertains a stay).    

Ohio law simply does not consider the outcome that OCC/APJN describes as being harm 

at all, let alone irreparable harm.  As the Supreme Court of Ohio has held under similar 

circumstances, “there is no statute which requires that, during the pendency of an appeal from 

the order of the commission granting an increased rate, the utility must impound the increase 

collected or post bond to insure reimbursement to its consumers in the event the rate should 

ultimately be lowered.”  City of Columbus (1959), 170 Ohio St. 105, 110, 163 N.E.2d 167, 171.  

The same logic would apply during the pendency of actins still before the Commission.   It is a 

function of the integrated regulatory scheme in Title 49 of the Revised Code that Commission-



14 

approved rates are effective during rehearing and appeal and that statutory design does not 

constitute irreparable harm.  Consequently, granting the relief requested by OCC/APJN would 

cause irreparable harm to AEP Ohio and would not serve the public interest in departing from the 

General Assembly’s statutory design for rate case procedures. 

In support of its claim, OCC/APJN cite the same statutory support for irreparable harm it 

has cited before that do not deal with the regulated statutory environment of the Commission 

(see OCC/APJN Memo at 14-15 citing Tilberry and Sinnott).  However, unaddressed is the fact 

that the Commission and the Court operate under the set of laws governing public utility 

regulation not the areas cited in the case law relied upon by OCC/APJN.  The Court decisions 

above highlighting the uniqueness of public utility law and the importance of Keco shows that 

OCC/APJN’s irreparable harm argument is without merit.  Circumventing the legislative 

structure of public utility regulation promulgated by the General Assembly cannot be argued to 

serve the public interest.  Likewise, withholding the rates protected by statute as statutorily valid 

would cause irreparable harm to AEP Ohio.  OCC/APJN fail to satisfy the showing for a stay 

before the Commission.   

B. OCC/APJN’s alternative approach for rates subject to refund is also without merit.  

There is no justification for OCC/APJN’s and IEU’s request to require the rates be 

subject to refund or reconciliation in this proceeding.  As mentioned above the Commission has 

already issued its decision on the underlying issues in the case in the Remand Docket and it is the 

opposing parties’ unwillingness to accept the Commission’s decision in that case that cause them 

to file the request in this case.   Likewise, there is no showing of any prejudice to any entity other 

than AEP Ohio and no likelihood of success on the merits that would create pause to even 

consider the argument.   
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The opposing parties’ citation to the commission’s order in CSP’s 1981 Zimmer 

construction-work-in-progress (CWIP) rate case, Case No. 81-1058-EL-AEI, is inapposite.  In 

that case, the Commission ordered a rate reduction, after rehearing.  CSP obtained a stay of the 

rate reduction pending completion of its appeal of the rehearing order to the Supreme Court of 

Ohio.  CSP even filed an undertaking in order to obtain that stay in accordance with the 

requirements of R.C. 4902.16.  Accordingly, the procedural posture of that stay request, before 

the rates became final approved rates after rehearing, before the Court had heard the resulting 

appeal, and after having filed an undertaking, is completely different than the circumstances of 

opposing parties’ alternative request in this case.  In that case the statutory structure was allowed 

to work.  In this case the OCC/APJN and IEU request is seeking action outside of the authorizing 

statutes and should be denied.     
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CONCLUSION 
 

For the foregoing reasons, AEP Ohio requests that the Commission overrule or disregard 

the tariff objections filed by IEU, Ormet and OCC/APJN. 

  Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
      /s/ Steven T. Nourse     

 Steven T. Nourse, Counsel of Record 
 Matthew J. Satterwhite 
 American Electric Power Service Corporation 
 1 Riverside Plaza, 29th Floor 
 Columbus, Ohio 43215 
 Telephone: (614) 716-1606 
 Telephone: (614) 716-1608 
 Fax: (614) 716-2950 
 stnourse@aep.com 
 mjsatterwhite@aep.com 

 
      Daniel R. Conway 
      Porter Wright Morris & Arthur 
      Huntington Center 
      41 South High Street 
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