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S COMMISSION OF OHIO 

Case No. 14^118&-EL-RDR 
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NTRY 

/ a AEP Ohio (AEP Ohio or the 
•f as defined in RC. 4905.02 and 
i in R.C. 4928.01(A)(11), and, as 
ction of iihis Commission. 

ise No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, the 
apacity pricing mechanism for 
• Company and Columbus Soutliem 
iO-2929-EL-UNC {Capacity Case), 

2, 2012). The Commission 
watt-day (MW-day) as the 
e AEP Ohio to recover, pursuant 
rem.ent obligations, its capacity 
retail electric service (CRES) 

Commission also directed that 
e to CRES providers should be 
shed by PJM Intercormection's 
(RPM), including final zonal 

e fact that the RPM-based rate 
ic competition. The Commission 
dify its accounting procedm:es to 
overed from CRES providers to 
sd capacity costs do not exceed 
te recovery mechanism to be 
r's then pending electric security 
jacity Case at 33. 

iimission issued its Opinionf^d 
EL-SSO, et al., which approved^ 
I AEP Ohio's appHcation^^:^^ 

• - . ? ^ s ^ . - - - - " 

TUlB is to certify that the images aypsaring a^€t:^pp^ 
accurate and complete reproductioxi of a case file ^ 
Jocuroent deliverea in the regular course of feusiaepa 

rectnician,.. C>t/^^ l>ate Proceesed _(PLO-B-^014 


