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I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Ohio Administrative Code (“OAC”) 4901-1-35, Interstate Gas Supply, 

Inc. (“IGS”) hereby submits this Memorandum Contra Application for Rehearing.   

Distributed electric generation has great promise to deliver cleaner, more reliable 

and cost effective electric generation to customers in the future. Distributed generation 

can also alleviate strain on an aging electric grid.  Reasonable access to net metering, 

however, is essential for promising distributed electric generation technologies to play a 

more substantive role in the overall electric generation mix for customers. In their 

Applications for Rehearing a number of parties requested changes to Ohio’s electric 

utility rules that would limit net metering.  The Commission should be wary of adopting 

these proposals as they would stifle the development of promising distributed 

generation technology.  As such, IGS objects to the following requests for rehearing that 

attempt to restrict the availability of net metering for customers. 

II. COMMENT 

A. The Commission Should not Limit the Size of Net Metering Projects.   

The Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and 

the Toledo Edison Company (“FirstEnergy”) applied for rehearing seeking modifications 
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to the PUCO electric utility rules to limit the size of net metering projects.1 Distributed 

generation should have an opportunity to compete on a level playing field with large 

scale centralized generation.  In order to do so, distributed generation customers should 

have access to the electric utility grid, just as large centralized generation does. Putting 

arbitrary restrictions on the size of net metering projects would put an unreasonable 

restriction on distributed generation customers' utilization of the electric grid.  In order to 

foster the development of distributed generation the Commission should adopt rules 

and policies that, at a minimum, place distributed generation on an equal playing field 

with large centralized generation.  As such the Commission should reject FirstEnergy’s 

proposals in 4901:1-10-28(B)(6) to limit the size of net metered projects.  

B. A Virtual Net Metering Docket Should be Opened. 

In the Opinion and Order adopted in this proceeding approving modifications to the 

electric utility rules (“Utility Rules Order”) the Commission ordered that a docket be 

opened for the purpose of continuing to consider and evaluate virtual and aggregate net 

metering.2 In its Application for Rehearing, FirstEnergy opposed the opening of such a 

docket.3  The Commission’s decision to open a docket to explore virtual and aggregate 

net metering, however, is reasonable.  Aggregate and virtual net metering has potential 

to further facilitate the use of net metering for customers and thus is an issue that is 

worthy of further inquiry.   

C. Additional Costs Should Not be Levied on Net Metered Customers.  

                                                           
1 FirstEnergy Application for Rehearing at 15-23. 
2 Utility Rule Order, at  para 72 
3 FirstEnergy Application for Rehearing at 24-25. 
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In its Application for Rehearing FirstEnergy proposes charging net metered 

customers additional fees and administrative costs.4  As justification for these charges, 

FirstEnergy cites likely differences between day ahead and real-time energy prices that 

can create discrepancies between the price paid to the net metered customer and the 

value of the electricity delivered into the gird.5  What FirstEnergy fails to consider though 

is that the discrepancies go both ways - sometimes they will benefit the net metered 

customer and sometimes they will benefit the electric distribution utility (“EDU”) - 

canceling each other out in the end.  Thus, no additional charges are needed to account 

for the discrepancies FirstEnergy alleges, or at a minimum, any fees should be based 

on the net discrepancy between prices, not simply a charge to customers because a 

discrepancy might exist. 

FirstEnergy also proposes levying additional administrative fees on net metered 

customers for purported costs FirstEnergy incurs for serving net metered customers.  

The additional fees, however, appear to be nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to 

make net metering, and consequently distributed generation, more expensive for 

customers.  Further, net metered customers pay distribution fees and stand-by charges 

to the EDU and are entitled to reasonable services for the fees already paid. As such 

the Commission should reject FirstEnergy’s proposed modifications to Rule 4901:10-34.  

Dayton Power & Light (“DP&L”) also proposes in their Application for Rehearing to 

charge electric distribution rates for excess generation delivered back into the grid by 

net metered customers.  IGS is not opposed to charging distribution rates for excess 

                                                           
4 FirstEnergy Application for Rehearing at 26. 
5 Id.   
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generation, if feed-in tariffs for excess generation are priced at market rates and net 

metered customers are not paying stand-by charges.  IGS agrees that there should be 

parity for net-metered generation and large centralized generation but it is IGS’ 

experience that most EDUs charge stand-by charges for distributed generation 

customers and the feed-in tariffs offered to distributed generation customers are well 

below the market price for generation.  Large centralized generation is not subjected to 

these market barriers. Thus, it would be unreasonable to levy additional distribution 

charges on net metered customers, before the greater disparities are corrected.  The 

Commission should reject DP&L’s proposed edit to 4901:1-10-28(B)(10).  

D. CRES Suppliers Should not Be Required to Issue a Credit for Net Metered 
Customers. 

 
In their Application for Rehearing, DP&L and the Ohio Power Company (“AEP”) 

object to rule 4901:1-10-28(B)(9)(c) that requires electric distribution utilities (“EDUs”) to 

credit customers' bills for electricity delivered back into the distribution system.6 DP&L 

then contends that CRES suppliers should be responsible for issuing the credit if the net 

metered customer is being served by a CRES supplier.  CRES suppliers should not be 

required to credit the customer for net metered generation because CRES suppliers will 

not be getting access to, or utilization of, the electricity delivered back into the grid. 

Rather,  the EDU receives this electricity which presumably reduces the SSO supply 

obligations of the EDU.  Therefore, the Commission should not adopt DP&L’s or AEP’s 

proposed modification to 4901:1-10-28(B)(9)(c). 

III. CONCLUSION 

                                                           
6 DP&L Application for Rehearing at 10; AEP Application for Rehearing at 3-5. 
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It is important for the Commission to adopt policies that enable customers to 

explore distributed generation options for their electric generation needs.  In order to do 

so customers must have access to net metering services from the EDU at reasonable 

cost.  Accordingly, IGS respectfully requests that the Commission reject proposals 

made by the EDUs that would unlawfully and unreasonably restrict customer’s access 

to net metering service. 

 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Matthew White______ 
Matthew White (0082859) 
Counsel of Record 
Email: mswhite@igsenergy.com 
Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. 
6100 Emerald Parkway 
Dublin, Ohio 43016 
Telephone: (614) 659-5049 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I served a true copy of the foregoing Memorandum Contra 

Application for Rehearing upon the following via electric transmission, this 24th day of 

February, 2014. 

     /s/ Matthew White 
     Matthew White 
      
 

SERVICE LIST 

 
William Wright 
Chief, Public Utilities Section 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
180 East Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio  43215 
William.wright@puc.state.oh.us 
Bryce.mckenney@puc.state.oh.us 
 

Thadeus B. Culley 
Keyes, Fox & Wiedman LLP 
436 14th Street, Suite 1305 
Oakland, California 94612 
510-314-8203 
510-314-8205 
jkeyes@kfwlaw.com 
tculley@kfwlaw.com 
 

Christopher J. Allwein 
Advanced Energy Economy - Ohio 
Williams Allwein & Moser, LLC 
1373 Grandview Ave., Suite 212 
Columbus, Ohio 43212 
callwein@wamenergylaw.com 
 

Nicholas McDaniel 
Environmental Law & Policy Center 
1207 Grandview Avenue, Suite 201 
Columbus, Ohio 43212 
NMcDaniel@elpc.org 

Nolan Moser 
Ohio Environmental Council 
1207 Grandview Avenue, Suite 201 
Columbus, Ohio 43212-3449 
Nolan@theoec.org 
 

Annie C. Lappo 
Solar Policy Director 
The Vote Solar Initiative 
1120 Pearl Street, Suite 200 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 
annie@votesolar.org 
 

Kimberly W. Bojko 
Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP 
280 North High Street, Suite 1300 
Columbus, Ohio  43215 
bojko@carpenterlipps.com 
 

Elizabeth Watts 
Jeanne W. Kingery 
Duke Energy Retail Sales, LLC 
155 East Broad Street, 21 Fl 
Columbus, Ohio  43215 
Jeanne.kingery@duke-energy.com 
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Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com 
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Amy B. Spiller 
Elizabeth H. Watts 
Duke Energy Business Services, LLC 
139 East Fourth Street, 1303 Main 
Cincinnati, Ohio  45202 
Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com 
Amy.spiller@duke-energy.com 
 

Judi L. Sobecki 
Dayton Power and Light Company 
1065 Woodman Drive 
Dayton, Ohio  45432 
Judi.sobecki@dplinc.com 
 

Nathan G. Johnson 
Staff Attorney 
Buckeye Forest Council 
1200 W. Fifth Ave., STE 103 
Columbus, Ohio 43212 
nathan@buckeyeforestcouncil.org 
 

Trent A. Dougherty, Esq. 
Director of Legal Affairs 
Ohio Environmental Council 
1207 Grandview Ave. Suite 201 
Columbus, Ohio 43212 
trent@theoec.org 

 
 

Scotte Elliott, MSEE, CEM 
NABCEP Certified Solar PV 
InstallerTM 
Metro CD Engineering, LLC 
7003 Post Road, Suite 204 
Dublin, Ohio 43016 
selliott@metrocdengineering.com 
 

Mark A. Hayden 
Scott J. Casto 
FirstEnergy Service Company 
76 South Main Street 
Akron, Ohio  44308 
haydenm@firstenergycorp.com 
scasto@firstenergycorp.com 
 

M. Howard Petricoff 
Stephen M. Howard 
Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP 
52 East Gay Street 
P. 0. Box 1008 
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008 
mhpetricoff@vorys.com 
smhoward@vorys.com 
 

James W. Burk  
Counsel of Record 
Carrie M. Dunn  
FirstEnergy Corporation 
76 South Main Street 
Akron, Ohio 44308 
burkj@firstenergycorp.com 
cdunn@firstenergycorp.com 
 

 Colleen L. Mooney 
Cathryn N. Loucas 
Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy 
231 West Lima Street 
Findlay, Ohio 45840 
cmooney@ohiopartners.org 
cloucas@ohiopartners.org 
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Matthew J. Satterwhite 
Steven T. Nourse 
American Electric Power Corporation 
1 Riverside Plaza, 29th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
mjstatterwhite@aep.com 
stnourse@aep.com 
 

Richard L. Sites 
General Counsel and Senior Director of 
Health Policy 
155 East Broad Street, 15th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3620 
ricks@OHANET.org 
 

Thomas J. OT.orgt 
Bricker & Eckler LLP 
100 South Third Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-4291 
tobrien@bricker.com 
 

Matthew White  
In-House Counsel 
Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. 
6100 Emerald Parkway 
Dublin, Ohio 43016 
mswhite@igsenergy.com 
 

Steven Giles 
Vice President gy.comwhite@igsenerg 
Hull & Associate, Inc. 
6397 Emerald Parkway 
Dublin, Ohio 43016 
sgiles@hullinc.com 
 

Joseph M. Clark 
Jennifer L. Lause 
Direct Energy 
Fifth Third Building 
21 East State Street, 19th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
joseph.clark@directenergy.com 
jennifer.lause@directenergy.com 
 

Emma Berndt 
Opower, Inc. 
1515 North Courthouse Road 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 
Emma.berndt@opower.com 
 

James Nice 
230 W. Huron, Ste. 85-53 
Cleveland, Ohio 44113 
jnice@energy-avenue.com 
 
 

Mallory M. Mohler 
Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP 
280 North High St., Ste. 1300 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
mohler@carpenterlipps.com 
 

Melissa Yost 
Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel  
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800  
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485  
(614) 466-1291 – Telephone  
yost@occ.state.oh.us 
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