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JOINT MEMORANDUM CONTRA
OHIO POWER COMPANY'S
MOTION FOR A CONSOLIDATED RESOLUTION OF MULTIPLE PR OCEEDINGS
OF THE OHIO MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCIATION ENERGY GROUP
AND
THE KROGER COMPANY

INTRODUCTION
On June 7, 2016, the Ohio Power Company (AEP Ofraeguested that the Public

Utilities Commission of Ohio (Commission) establighconsolidated procedural schedule and



issue a unified decision to resolve outstandingiéssin four “interrelated” proceedings.
Specifically, the four proceedings contained in ABRo’s request include the following:
 PUCO Case No. 10-2929-EL-UNC (Capacity Charge Case)

* PUCO Case Nos. 11-346-EL-SSO, 11-348-EL-SSO, 11E349AM,
and 11-350-EL-AAM (ESP Il Case)

* PUCO Case No. 14-11-86-EL-RDR (Retail Stability &id(RSR)
Implementation Plan)

* PUCO Case No. 13-1892-EL-FAC (Fuel Adjustment Gia()SAC) Audit
Case)

These cases involve not only two remands from thi® Gupreme Court in the Capacity
Charge Case and the ESP Il Cadmyt also $601 million in AEP Ohio estimated deferr
capacity costs that AEP Ohio seeks to collect foustomers. AEP Ohio argues the merits of
the cases in its motion and offers recommendationsesolution of the issues. Additionally,
AEP Ohio has proposed an aggressive proceduratislghéhat requires intervening parties to
prepare for the potential of a complex evidentiagring involving four significant cases in only
53 days’ This request is not only unreasonable and preigidibut is also void of any
substantive arguments for such an expedited prauged

The Commission should reject AEP Ohio’s attemptargue the substance of the merits
of the cases in its motion that misrepresent thertzodecisions and further reject AEP Ohio’s
suggestions for how to resolve these proceedinfise Commission should also reject AEP

Ohio’s proposed procedural schedule. AEP Ohiaiion comes after intervenors filed a Joint

! Ohio Power Company’s Motion for a Consolidated dketson of Multiple Proceedings at 1 (Motion).

2 Seeln re Comm. Rev. of the Capacity Charges of Ohiwé?dCo. and Columbus S. Power C8lip Opinion No.
2016-0Ohio-1607 (April 21, 2016@pacity Charge Case Remand Orglén re Application of Columbus S. Power
Co., Slip Opinion No. 2016-Ohio-1608 (April 21, 201&S3P Il Case Remand Order

% Testimony of William A. Allen at 21 (June 7, 2016)

* Memorandum in Support of Motion at 8.



Motion for AEP Ohio to Cease and Desist Collectitiger RSR from Customerswhich was

granted in part by issuing an entry making theemibn of Rider RSR subject to refuhd.
Pursuant to Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-12(B)(1), the dOkianufacturers’ Association Energy
Group (OMAEG) and the Kroger Company (Kroger) (eclively, Intervenors) hereby file their

Memo Contra to AEP Ohio’s motion.

. ARGUMENT
A. AEP Ohio’s substantive arguments and mischaracterations of the decisions of
the Ohio Supreme Court, as well as its suggestedsaution of these proceedings,
should be rejected.

AEP Ohio’s substantive arguments and misrepresengabf the Ohio Supreme Court’s
findings and directives are prejudicial to interwen parties and should be rejected.
Additionally, AEP Ohio’s suggested resolution oé$lk proceedings should be rejected. Within
AEP Ohio’s lengthy procedural history summary is iaaccurate portrayal of the Court’s
decisions in both the Capacity Charge Case andIES#se.

For example, AEP Ohio’s summary of the Court’s dieti in the Capacity Charge case
implies that the Commission erred in relying on thethodology and calculation of the energy
credit used by the Commission Staff (StaffAEP Ohio then seeks to propose a new energy
credit and capacity charge calculation, which igertmeneficial to ther. However, the Court’s

decision does not state that the methodology amutation approved by the Commission was

inaccurate, as argued by AEP Ohio. Rather, thertQoated that the Commission’s order

® Joint Motion for AEP to Cease and Desist Colleg®ider RRS from Customers, Case No. 14-1186-EL-R&R
al. (May 6, 2016).

®In the Matter of the Commission Review of the Cp&harges of Ohio Power Company and Columbus
Southern Power Company, et,aase No. 10-2929-EL-UNC, et al., Entry directRiger RSR be collected subject
to refund at 1 9 (May 18, 2016) (Subject to Reftamdry).

" Memorandum in Support of Motion at 4.
8
Id.



contained “no record citations” and did not “ditgcaddress[] or refute[]] AEP’s challenges to
the inputs.® Further, the Court found that the Commission rerouisly focused on competing
methodologies, rather than the accuracy of theutstion due to the inputs into the
methodology® As explained by the Commission:

Upon review of th€&eSP [Il] Case the Court found, regarding the RSR, that AEP
Ohio ‘is entitled to recover only its actual capgpaosts’ and, therefore, tHeSP
[I] Case was remanded to the Commission ‘to adjust the nicalaof [the
Company’s] deferred capacity costs to eliminate theercompensation of
capacity revenue recovered through the nondefeasdl of the RSR during the
ESP. In re Application of Columbus S. Power C8lip Opinion 10-2929-EL-
UNC, et al. No. 2016-Ohio-1608, at 1 40. The Calso determined that the
Commission failed to explain its decision to estbla significantly excessive
earnings test threshold of 12 percent to be appligthg the term of the ESP for
purposes of the annual earnings review requiredRly. 4928.143(F)In re
ApE)lIication of Columbus S. Power C&lip Opinion No. 2016-Ohio-1608, at |
66.

The Commission then concluded:

Consistent with the Court's decision regardingR$R approved in thESP [lI]

Case the Commission directs AEP Ohio to file revisadfts that provide that the

RSR is being collected subject to refund, effectivén bills rendered for the first

billing cycle of June 2016, and until otherwise enetl by the Commissidf.
Therefore, the Court remanded the case to the Cssionito substantively address AEP Ohio’s
arguments related to the accuracy of the inputd.tise

The Court’'s remand does not necessarily assumehdd@ommission erred in accepting

Staff's methodology or calculation as AEP Ohio imaglin its motion; only that the Commission

needs to “substantively address AEP’s input argusith A re-hearing of issues in the

® Capacity Charge Case Remand Oreef] 55.
91d. at 1 56.

" Subject to Refund Entry at 6.

Id. at 1 9.

13 Capacity Charge Case Remand Ordef] 57.
Yd.



Capacity Charge case is not necessary, as AEP @ticates in its motion, given that the
Commission only needs to address AEP Ohio’s argtsnamd justify its decision. The Court
did not require the Commission to re-open the emoceeding and review Staff's methodology
and calculation in order to allow for additionaldanew arguments regarding that calculation.
AEP Ohio’s request that the Commission apply a iBagmtly different energy credit and
capacity charge is merely an attempt to re-litiggwe Capacity Charge Case in the hopes of
receiving a more favorable outcome that will resalincreased revenues to AEP Offio An
attempt to recalculate the energy credit estaldishe2012 and collect increased revenues for
capacity charges implemented from August 2012 gimoMay 2015 amounts to retroactive
ratemaking in violation of the Court's preced&htAs explained herein, AEP Ohio’s request is
unlawful, unreasonable, and unnecessary in lighh®fCourt’s decision on remand and must be
rejected.

AEP Ohio also mischaracterizes the Court’s decigiothe ESP Il proceeding when it
states that “the Supreme Court rejected varioudlectges to the RSR:* This statement is
inaccurate. In its decision, the Court found tkile@ Commission erred in approving the
additional capacity revenue recovery associated Ritler RSR? Specifically, the Court noted
that the Commission had previously determined & @apacity Charge Case that a cost-based

capacity charge and deferral of incurred capactgtss would fairly compensate AEP Ohio

15 Ohio Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. Comi& Ohio St.3d 9, 10, 475 N.E.2d 782 (1985). &seNolan v.
Nolan, 11 Ohio St.3d 1, 3, 462 N.E.2d 410 (1984) (thedd the case “doctrine functions to compel trialids to
follow the mandates of reviewing courts. * * * Thughere at a rehearing following remand a trialrt@u
confronted with substantially the same facts andés as were involved in the prior appeal, thetdsiround to
adhere to the appellate court’'s determination efapplicable law.”).

'%1n re Application of Columbus S. Power Cb28 Ohio St.3d 512, 2011-Ohio-1788, 1 9-11 (thenmission set
AEP’s rates at a level ‘intended to permit the camnips to recover 12 months of revenue over a 94mpatiod.” *
** This was retroactive ratemaking.”), citingeco Indus., Inc. v. Cincinnati & Suburban Bell T@b, 166 Ohio St.
254, 141 N.E.2d 465 (1957).

" Memorandum in Support of Motion at 6.
®ESP Il Case Remand Ordat  37.



without undermining its return on investmént. This determination was made by the
Commission just weeks before it unreasonably aigbdradditional capacity revenue recovery
in the ESP 1l Cas®. Therefore, the Court held that the evidence daligon by the Commission
in its ESP 1l Case Order was irrelevant with resgecAEP Ohio’s recovery of additional
revenue through Rider RSR, which resulted in AERo@nlawfully recovering the equivalent of
transition revenueS. The Court remanded the case to the Commissiodetermine the
appropriate amount to offset the balance of defiecagpacity costs in order to avoid collecting
unlawful transition revenuéd. Therefore, the Court found that Rider RS®s unlawful,
specifically as it relates to the collection of ienmissible transition revenues.

AEP Ohio’s attempt to re-litigate the ESP Il Caseorder to reach a more beneficial
outcome is also unnecessary based on the Coudisi@® AEP Ohio’s proposed $327 million
deduction from the deferred capacity balance dagsimplement|] the Court's remand? as
the Court made no statement regarding how to cleduch costs. AEP Ohio is attempting to
use the Court’s decision as an avenue to placearguments and calculations in front of the
Commission, in the hopes of receiving a more favlerautcome and collecting $601 million in
estimated deferred capacity costs from customerlation of Court precedent.

AEP Ohio clearly mischaracterizes the Court's denss in both the Capacity Charge

Case and the ESP Il Case. AEP Ohio then atteroptse the misrepresented decisions to

YId. at 1 35.

21d.

H1d. at 1 37-38.

?21d. at 1 40.

% Memorandum in Support of Motion at 6.

4 Testimony of William A. Allen at 21n re Application of Columbus S. Power Cb28 Ohio St.3d 512, 2011-
Ohio-1788, 1 9-11 (“the commission set AEP’s raiea level ‘intended to permit the companies tovec 12
months of revenue over a 9-month period.” * * *i§was retroactive ratemaking.”), citikgeco Indus., Inc. v.
Cincinnati & Suburban Bell Tel. Co166 Ohio St. 254, 141 N.E.2d 465 (1957).
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advance their own arguments regarding how bestdolve the outstanding issues remanded by
the Court. These arguments are meritless as tteeppased on inaccurate statements about the
Court’s decision and, therefore, should be rejectddreover, AEP Ohio should not be provided
a second attempt to litigate issues in order teiveca more favorable outcome. The Court’s
decisions do not grant AEP Ohio this latitude amervening parties should be protected from
spending significant time on unnecessary discowsityiess testimony, witness preparation, and
hearings.

AEP Ohio’s attempt to re-litigate issues in front thhe Commission that were
conclusively decided by the Court cannot stand utite doctrines of res judicata and collateral
estoppel. “These doctrines operate to precludediitegation of a point of law or fact that was at
issue in a former action between the same panidsaas passed upon by a court of competent
jurisdiction.””®  Applying these doctrines, AEP Ohio cannot requiast the Commission
implement the remands in the Capacity Charge Cadettee ESP 1l Case in ways that depart
from the Court’'s directives. AEP Ohio must acctp Court’s directives whether or not it
agrees with the outcomes.

Moreover, AEP Ohio’s request for a retroactive rat@ease of $470 million to recover
costs associated with load served by CRES providees the period of August 2012 through

May 2015 should be deniédl. According to AEP Ohio, these costs arise fromoaalled

“overstated” energy credit proposed by the Staffhe Capacity Charge Case that resulted in

% Ohio Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. Comiré Ohio St.3d 9, 10, 475 N.E.2d 782 (1985). &seNolan v.
Nolan 11 Ohio St.3d 1, 3, 462 N.E.2d 410 (1984) (tlme dé the case “doctrine functions to compel triauds to
follow the mandates of reviewing courts. * * * Thwshere at a rehearing following remand a trialrt s
confronted with substantially the same facts andés as were involved in the prior appeal, thetdsiround to
adhere to the appellate court’s determination efapplicable law.”).

% Testimony of William A. Allen at 12.



“understated” costs for AEP Ohfb. But under the prohibition against retroactiveenaaking,

the Commission cannot grant a “rate increase makmdor revenues lost due to regulatory
delay * * * "?® Ratemaking is prospective orff.. Thus, the rates set by the Commission in
2012 are the only lawful rates that can be char§ed-urther, a remand order “does not
automatically render the existing rates unlawfsltlze rate schedule filed with the commission
remains in effect until the commission execute]tj]ourt's mandate by an appropriate

order.”!

Under these precedents, AEP Ohio cannot recéigerdtroactive rate increase it
requests to recover what it claims were “underdtatests of $470 million over the period of
August 2012 through May 2015. Any ratemaking oridsued by the Commission must apply
on a prospective basis and cannot make up fordeshues allegedly owed to AEP.

B. AEP Ohio’s proposed procedural schedule should beedied as it is
unjust, unreasonable, and unduly prejudicial to inervening parties.

Although Intervenors believe that a hearing of tiegure proposed by AEP Ohio is
unnecessary, if the Commission is going to schediearing to address the issues remanded by
the Court, the Commission should reject AEP Ohjarsposed procedural schedule as it is
unjust, unreasonable, and unduly prejudicial. G¥dm. Code 4901-1-16 states that the purpose
of the discovery rules is “to facilitate thoroughdaadequate preparation for participation in
commission proceedings.” Similarly, R.C. 4903.08guires that “[a]ll parties and intervenors

shall be granted ample rights of discovery.” Thhg, Ohio Administrative Code and the Ohio

4.

2 n re Application of Columbus S. Power Cb28 Ohio St.3d 512, 2011-Ohio-1788, { 9-11 (thenmission set
AEP’s rates at a level ‘intended to permit the camnips to recover 12 months of revenue over a 94moatiod.” *
** This was retroactive ratemaking.”), citingeco Indus., Inc. v. Cincinnati & Suburban Bell T@b, 166 Ohio St.
254, 141 N.E.2d 465 (1957).

% Lucas County Commrs. v. Pub. Util. Com80 Ohio St.3d 344, 348, 686 N.E.2d 501 (1997).
%In re Application of Columbus S. Power Cb38 Ohio St.3d 448, 2014-Ohio-462,  51.

31 d. (internal quotations omitted).



Revised Code together provide parties to a Comarigzioceeding basic due process rights as it
relates to the discovery process and its purposgenithe overall proceeding.

However, AEP Ohio’s requested procedural schediile fo provide both “ample rights
of discovery” and “adequate preparation for pgotion in commission proceedings” as the law
requires’> Based on the procedural schedule proposed in ®B®’'s motion, intervening
parties will have less than two months to prepareah evidentiary hearing that includes four
significant and complex proceedings dating back@a0, two of which were appealed to the
Court and remanded to determine the appropriateuamim offset the balance of deferred
capacity costs in order to avoid collecting unlawtiansition revenues and to substantively
address AEP Ohio’s input arguments. The ESP ltgeding alone included more than 70
witnesses and almost one month of an evidentiagrimg® While OMAEG believes it is
unnecessary to convene an evidentiary hearingsolwe the issues presented in AEP Ohio’s
motion, an evidentiary hearing will likely requisggnificant attention, diligence, and thorough
preparation and review of a large amount of mdtégaall parties involved. This is especially
true given AEP Ohio’s attempts to introduce newuargnts, evidence, and calculations in these
proceedings, which are beyond the scope of the tGoremand decisions. Parties will be
required to prepare and file testimony of their owitnesses; prepare and serve discovery;
respond to discovery; and complete a full revievd amalysis of all four proceedings in
preparation for an evidentiary hearing in less ttvam months. Additionally, it will be difficult
to obtain and secure expert witnesses on such sbbde due to prior work commitments and

previously scheduled vacations and time out of d¢ffece. It is inevitable that a hearing

32 Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-16; R.C. 4903.082.

3 n the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southeower Company and Ohio Power Company for Autiori
to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuantdoti®n 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form of actkt
Security Plan, et.alCase No. 11-346-EL-SSO, et al., Opinion and Orti&r(August 8, 2012).
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envisioned by AEP Ohio involving four complex amdpiortant cases will raise a humber of
concerns and issues, which will require significesmtiew and analysis by the parties and their
witnesses.

The procedural schedule proposed by AEP Ohio is alweasonable in light of the
number of pending hearings already currently scleeddioefore the Commission within the next
two months, which include many of the same inteivgrparties’ It is prejudicial to the
intervening parties to add yet another hearindiésée already scheduled hearings as parties will
not only be unable to devote their full attentionatl hearings, but also may be unable to even
attend all of the hearings given the potential thedrings may overlap, depositions will likely
occur concurrently, and withesses may be callagsbfy in multiple proceedings. This hardly
provides parties the basic due process rights ogitged by the law.

Moreover, AEP Ohio fails to provide any justifiaati for requesting such an expedited
procedural schedule. While AEP Ohio’s motion camtapages of background procedural
information regarding the four proceedings it sekgonsolidate, the motion is void of any
substantive arguments to support such an expesliicliedule. There is no statutory deadline to
meet; no pending SSO auction; and Rider RSR haadlrbeen implemented to be subject to

refund pursuant to the Commission’s directiveAEP Ohio merely states that the Commission

3 An evidentiary hearing is scheduled to begin duly2016 in PUCO Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO (8d¢he
Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Compange TTCleveland Electric llluminating Company, and Tiwdedo
Edison Company for Authority to Provide for a StartdService Office Pursuant to R.C. 4928.143 inftlen of an
Electric Security PlanCase No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, Attorney Examiner Eatrg (June 3, 2016)). An evidentiary
hearing is scheduled to begin July 25, 2016 in PW2Ge No. 16-743-EL-POR (Skethe Matter of the
Application of Ohio Edison Company, the Clevelatettic Illuminating Company, and The Toledo Edison
Company for Approval of Their Energy Efficiency &ehk Demand Reduction Program Portfolio Plans2ot 7
through 2019Case No. 16-743-EL-POR, Attorney Examiner Entr éilay 23, 2016)). An evidentiary hearing is
scheduled to begin August 1, 2016 in PUCO CaselRd.939-EL-RDR (Se the Matter of the Application of
Ohio Power Company to Initiate Phase 2 of its GNUSRT Project and to Establish the GridSMART Phase 2
Rider,Case No. 13-1939-EL-RDR, Attorney Examiner Entr{f 8t(June 20, 2016)).

% AEP Ohio’s Tariff Filing, Retail Stability RideP(U.C.O. No. 20, Revised Sheet No. 487-1) (May 20, 2016).
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should adopt its proposed schedule in order toiciefitly resolve the interrelated issues
presented in these dockets.” While the Interveagree that these cases should be efficiently
resolved, resolution should not come at the expehske basic due process rights afforded to
parties by Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-16 and R.C. 4ERB.@specially in light of AEP Ohio’s
request to expand the scope of the remand proggedidpproving AEP Ohio’s procedural
schedule will result in undue prejudice to intemmgnparties who will be unable to adequately
prepare for the Commission proceedings in suclod simount of time given the complexity of
the issues involved in the proposed consolidatedcgading. Therefore, the requested

procedural schedule is unjust, unreasonable anddhbe denied.

1. CONCLUSION

For the aforementioned reasons, the Commission Idhmject AEP Ohio’s new
substantive arguments embedded in their mischaizatien of the Ohio Supreme Court
decisions and deny AEP Ohio’s request for an expedgirocedural schedule. The Commission
should further reject AEP Ohio’s suggested resoiutf these cases.

If the Commission grants AEP Ohio’s motion to cditsde these four significant cases,
which have already included lengthy proceedings extdnsive evidentiary hearings, it is only
fair that parties be provided reasonable and adequ@portunity to prepare for the evidentiary
hearing. The procedural scheduled advanced by AHBi does not afford parties this

opportunity and as demonstrated, would resultgnifcant prejudice to the intervening parties.

11



Therefore, the Commission should reject AEP Ohm@posed procedural schedule as

unjust, unreasonable, and prejudicial.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Danielle Ghiloni Walter
Kimberly W. Bojko (0069402)
Danielle Ghiloni Walter (0085245)
Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP
280 North High Street, Suite 1300
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Telephone: (614) 365-4100
Email:bojko@carpenterlipps.com
(willing to accept service by email)
ghiloni@carpenterlipps.com
(willing to accept service by email)

Counsel for the OMAEG

/s/ Ryan P. O’Rourke

Ryan P. O’'Rourke (0082651)
Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP

280 North High Street, Suite 1300
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Telephone: (614) 365-4100

Email: orourke@carpenterlipps.com
(willing to accept service by email)

Counsel for the Kroger Company
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a true and accurate copythef foregoing was served upon the

following parties via electronic mail on June 2218.

aaragona@eimerstahl.com
aehaedt@jonesday.com
afreifeld@viridityenergy.com
amy.spiller@duke-energy.com
Campbell@whitt-sturtevant.com
Arthur.beeman@snrdenton.com
bakahn@vorys.com
barthroyer@aol.com
bkelly@cpv.com
cblend@porterwright.com
bmcmahon@emh-law.com
bpbarger@bcslawyer.com
callwein@wamenergylaw.com
Carolyn.flahive@thompsonhine.com
cathy@theoec.org
cendsley@ofbf.org
Christopher.miller@icemiller.com
Clinton.nince@snrdenton.com
cmontgomery@bricker.com
cmooney@ohiopartners.org
Cynthia.a.fonner@constellation.com
dakutik@jonesday.com
dan.barnowski@snrdenton.com
dan.johnson@puc.state.oh.us
dane.stinson@baileycavalieri.com
Daniel.shields@puc.state.oh.us
dboehm@BKLIawfirm.com
drinebolt@ohiopartners.org
david.fein@constellation.com
dconway@porterwright.com
Jeanne.kingery@duke-energy.com
Jeff.jones@puc.state.oh.us

/s/ Danielle Ghiloni Walter
Danielle Ghiloni Walter

Dianne.kuhnell@duke-energy.com
djmichalski@hahnlaw.com
dmeyer@kmklaw.com
doris.mccarter@puc.state.oh.us
dorthy.corbett@duke-energy.com
doug.bonner@snrdenton.com
dstahl@eimerstahl.com
dsullivan@nrdc.org
eisenstatl@dicksteinsharpiro.com
Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com
Emma.hand@snrdenton.com
etter@occ.state.oh.us
fdarr@mwncmh.com
gary.a.jeffries@dom.com
gpoulous@enernoc.com
Maureen.willis@occ.ohio.gov
Greg.price@puc.state.oh.us
Gregory.dunn@icemiller.com
Greta.see@puc.state.oh.us
glpetrucci@vorys.com
gthomas@gtpowergroup.com
ohioesp2@aep.com
haydenm@firsteerngycorp.com
henryeckhart@aol.com
hisham.choueiki@puc.state.oh.us
holly@raysmithlaw.com
imcdermott@firstenergycorp.com
[ejadwin@aep.com
sam@mwncmh.com
rsugarman@keglerbrown.com
sandy.grace@exeloncorp.com
sarah.parrot@puc.state.oh.us
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jestes@skadden.com
jhummer@uaoh.net
[kooper@hess.com
jlang@calfee.com
jmaskovyak@ohiopovertylaw.com
jkylercohn@BKLIlawfirm.com
john.jones@puc.state.oh.us
jonathan.tauber@puc.state.oh.us
joseph.clark@directenergy.com
joliker@igsenergy.com
judi.sobecki@DPLINC.com
keith.nusbaum@snrdenton.com
kern@occ.state.oh.us
kquerry@hess.com
Kim.wissman@puc.state.oh.us
Kinder@dicksteinsharpiro.com
korenergy@insight.rr.com
kpkreider@kmklaw.com
kwatson@cloppertlaw.com
laurac@chappelleconsulting.net
lehfeldtr@dicksteinsharpiro.com
Ikalepsclark@vorys.com
Imcbride@calfee.com
malina@wexlerwalker.com
mkurtz@BKLIawfirm.com
mjsettineri@vorys.com
Michael.dillard@thompsonhine.com
mpritchard@mwncmh.com
matt@ matthewcoxlaw.com
mchristensen@columbuslaw.org
msmalz@ohiopovertylaw.org
mwarnock@bricker.com
ned.ford@fuse.net
paul.wright@skadden.com
pfox@hilliardohio.gov

Philip.sineneng@thompsonhine.com

Randall.griffin@DPLINC.com
Rburke@cpv.com
ricks@ohenet.org
rihart@hahnlaw.com
rmason@ohiorestaurant.org
ascenzo@duke-energy.com
rremington@hahnlaw.com

663843-2

sbruce@oada.com

small@occ.state.oh.us

ssalamido@cloppertlaw.com

ssolberg@eimerstahl.com

Stephanie.chmiel@thompsonhine.com

smhoward@vorys.com
Stephen.chriss@wal-mart.com
stnourse@aep.com
steven.beeler@puc.state.oh.us
swolfe@viridityenergy.com
talexander@calfee.com
Stephen.reilly@puc.state.oh.us
Terrance.mebane@thompsonhine.com
Terry.etter@occ.ohio.gov
Thomas.lindgren@ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Thomas.mcnamee@ohioattorneygeneral.gov
Thompson@whitt-sturtevant.com
tlindsey@uaoh.net
toddm@wamenergylaw.com
todonnell@bricker.com
tdougherty@theOEC.org

trent@theoec.org

tsantarellli@elpc.org

tsiwo@bricker.com
Werner.margard@ohioattorneygeneral.gov
whit@whitt-sturtevant.com
William.wright@ohioattorneygeneral.qov
wmassey@cov.com

yost@occ.state.oh.us
zkravitz@cwslaw.com
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