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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A1. My name is Kevin M. Murray.  My business address is 21 East State Street, 17th Floor, 3 

Columbus, Ohio 43215-4228. 4 

Q2. By whom are you employed and in what position? 5 

A2. I am employed as a Technical Specialist by McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC 6 

(“McNees”) and serve as the Executive Director of the Industrial Energy Users-Ohio 7 

(“IEU-Ohio”). I am providing testimony on behalf of IEU-Ohio. 8 

Q3. Please describe your educational background. 9 

A3. I graduated from the University of Cincinnati in 1982 with a Bachelor of Science 10 

degree in Metallurgical Engineering. 11 
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Q4. Please describe your professional experience. 1 

A4. I have been employed by McNees for 21 years where I focus on helping IEU-Ohio 2 

members address issues that affect the price and availability of utility services. I have 3 

also been actively involved, on behalf of commercial and industrial customers, in the 4 

formation of regional transmission operators (“RTOs”) and the organization of 5 

regional electricity markets from both the supply-side and demand-side perspective. 6 

I serve as an end-use customer sector representative on the Midcontinent 7 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) Advisory Committee and 8 

I have been actively involved in MISO working groups that focus on various issues 9 

since 1999. Prior to joining McNees, I was employed by the law firm of Kegler, Brown, 10 

Hill & Ritter (“KBH&R”) in a similar capacity. Prior to joining KBH&R, I spent 12 years 11 

with The Timken Company, a specialty steel and roller bearing manufacturer. While 12 

at The Timken Company, I worked within a group that focused on meeting the 13 

electricity and natural gas requirements for facilities in the United States. I also spent 14 

several years in supervisory positions within The Timken Company’s steelmaking 15 

operations (now TimkenSteel).16 

Q5. Have you previously testified before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 17 

(“Commission”)? 18 

A5. Yes. The proceedings before the Commission in which I have submitted expert 19 

testimony are identified in Exhibit KMM-1. 20 

Q6. What is the purpose of your testimony? 21 

A6. The purpose of my testimony is to recommend that the Commission find that Ohio 22 

Power Company (“AEP Ohio”) has not demonstrated a need to own or operate 23 
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900 megawatts (“MW”) of renewable generation resources including the two solar 1 

power purchase agreements.1 For reasons discussed below, the scope of my 2 

testimony is limited to the need issue the Commission has identified as the first-phase 3 

or threshold issue. It is my understanding that questions regarding any cost recovery 4 

will be addressed, if at all, in a second phase of these proceedings. 5 

II. HISTORY OF THIS PROCEEDING 6 

Q7. What is the history of this proceeding? 7 

A7. On April 16, 2018, AEP Ohio filed its Long-term Forecast Report (“LTFR”) for 2018 in 8 

Case No. 18-501-EL-FOR. AEP Ohio corrected and supplemented its LTFR on 9 

May 31, 2018, and June 26, 2018, at the request of Commission Staff.10 

On June 7, 2018, AEP Ohio filed a motion for waiver requesting that the Commission 11 

waive certain portions of the LTFR requirements for electric utilities and electric 12 

transmission owners. In its motion, AEP Ohio stated that it intended to file an 13 

amendment to its 2018 LTFR to demonstrate the need for at least 900 megawatts 14 

(“MW”) of renewable energy projects in Case No. 18-501-EL-FOR, consistent with 15 

the Commission’s orders in the Company’s recent ESP proceedings and its earlier 16 

power purchase agreement (“PPA”) proceedings. The Commission granted AEP 17 

Ohio’s waiver request on September 19, 2018, subject to conditions. 18 

On September 19, 2018, AEP Ohio filed an amendment to its 2018 LTFR. 19 

On September 27, 2018, AEP Ohio filed an application in Case No. 18-1392-EL-RDR 20 

and Case No. 18-1393-EL-ATA seeking approval to recover, through the AEP Ohio 21 

1 In Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO, et al., the Commission approved AEP Ohio’s Renewable Generation Rider as 
a placeholder to recover the costs associated with up to 900 MW of renewable energy resources, including 
400 MW of solar resources and 500 MW of wind resources.  
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Renewable Generation Rider (“RGR”), the costs associated with two 20-year 1 

renewable power purchase agreements (“PPAs”). 2 

AEP Ohio also requested that the three cases referenced above be consolidated. 3 

The Attorney Examiner issued an Entry granting the request to consolidate these 4 

cases on October 22, 2018 and established a procedural schedule including a date 5 

for an evidentiary hearing to consider AEP Ohio’s application. 6 

As indicated above, the October 22, 2018 Entry also bifurcated these cases into two 7 

phases, with the first phase of the proceeding to consider whether AEP Ohio has 8 

demonstrated the need for renewable generation resources as required by the 9 

Commission’s rules. The second phase, if it becomes necessary, will require a 10 

separate evidentiary hearing and address AEP Ohio’s request to use the RGR to 11 

recover the costs associated with the PPAs. 12 

Q8. How has AEP Ohio characterized the need for its proposed renewable PPAs? 13 

A8. AEP Ohio has indicated there is a strong desire from its customers to source 14 

electricity from renewable energy resources. AEP Ohio’s conclusion is based upon a 15 

survey conducted on its behalf by Navigant Consulting. AEP Ohio admits that it does 16 

not need additional renewable energy for system reliability or the renewable energy 17 

credits to comply with Ohio’s renewable energy mandates. However, AEP Ohio has 18 

interpreted the results of the survey conducted by Navigant Consulting to conclude 19 

that AEP Ohio customers desire renewable energy (which AEP Ohio equates to 20 

need), even if there are additional costs in securing the renewable resources.       21 
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III. NEED FOR CAPACITY 1 

Q9. Is there a need for additional electrical capacity within the regional power 2 

market operated by PJM Interconnection (“PJM”)? 3 

A9. No. The regional power market operated by PJM is awash in capacity and there is no 4 

indication this situation is likely to change anytime soon. And, as indicated in the direct 5 

written testimony of AEP Ohio witness William Allen in Case no. 18-501-EL-FOR, 6 

AEP Ohio is not seeking a Commission determination that there is a need for capacity 7 

in this proceeding.   8 

Q10. Do the results of PJM’s most recent base residual auction demonstrate the 9 

region does not need additional capacity? 10 

A10. Yes. The 2021/2022 Reliability Pricing Model (“RPM”) Base Residual Auction (“BRA”) 11 

held in May 2018 cleared 163,627.3 MW of unforced capacity representing a 22.0% 12 

reserve margin. After accounting for the use of the current Fixed Resource 13 

Requirement (“FRR”), the resulting reserve margin is 21.5% or 5.7% higher than the 14 

target minimum reserve market requirement of 15.8%. Although 163,627.3 MW of 15 

unforced capacity cleared, a total of 184,585.1 MW of unforced capacity was offered, 16 

which demonstrates there is no need for additional capacity in the PJM region. I have 17 

attached a report issued by PJM summarizing the results of the May 2018 BRA as 18 

Exhibit KMM-2. 19 

Q11. Is additional capacity planned or under construction in PJM? 20 

A11. Yes. As of September 30, 2018, there are 101,393.4 MW of capacity in PJM’s 21 

interconnection queues. Of this, 23,071.3 MW are wind projects and 25,753.4 MW 22 

are solar projects. I have attached Section 12 of Monitoring Analytics second quarter 23 
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2018 state of the market report as Exhibit KMM-3.  This section of the report provides 1 

additional detail and statistics on the status of PJM’s interconnection queues.   2 

Q12. Will all of the generation in one of PJM’s interconnection queues become 3 

commercially operational? 4 

A12. It is not likely that all of the generation will become commercially operational, based 5 

upon historical performance. Since the inception of PJM’s interconnection queue and 6 

as of September 30, 2018, 59,737.9 MW out of 504,007.2 MW of interconnection 7 

requests have resulted in generation projects becoming commercially operational. 8 

This history indicates that 11.9% of the generation identified in interconnection 9 

queues become commercially operational. If this rate is applied to the 101,393.4 MW 10 

currently in an interconnection queue, it implies 12,017.7 MW of new generation will 11 

become commercially operational.  12 

Q13. Is there a need for additional generation physically located in Ohio? 13 

A13. No. When a generation owner seeks to retire or mothball a generation unit it must 14 

submit a deactivation request to PJM. PJM will study the requested retirement and if 15 

the retirement would cause reliability concerns, PJM will direct the unit to remain in 16 

service until transmission upgrades can be completed. As indicated below, PJM has 17 

approved several recent requests to deactivate generation units located in or nearby 18 

Ohio which confirms there is no immediate need for in state generation resources.  19 

Q14. Has PJM considered recent requests to deactivate generation units located in 20 

or nearby Ohio? 21 
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A14.  Yes. On August 29, 2018, FirstEnergy Solutions submitted a generation deactivation 1 

request for Eastlake Unit 6 and Bruce Mansfield Units 1, 2 and 32, effective June 1, 2 

2021. FirstEnergy Solutions submitted a deactivation request for Sammis Units 5, 6 3 

and 7 and the Sammis diesel, effective June 1, 2022. PJM approved these 4 

deactivation requests on October 11, 2018. 5 

Previously, FirstEnergy Solutions submitted a deactivation request for its Davis 6 

Besse, Perry and Beaver Valley Units 1 and 23 nuclear facilities with planned 7 

retirement dates of May 31, 2020, May 31, 2021, and May 31, 2021 respectively. PJM 8 

approved those deactivation requests on May 3, 2018. 9 

Q15. Notwithstanding the lack of need for additional generation capacity within 10 

Ohio, is there new generation capacity being added in Ohio? 11 

A15. Yes. There are several large natural gas-fired generating facilities located in Ohio that 12 

have recently begun commercial operation or are under construction. These include 13 

the 799 MW Oregon Clean Energy Center which began commercial operations on 14 

July 1, 2017, the 742 MW Carroll County Energy facility which began commercial 15 

operations on January 17, 2018, the 525 MW NTE Ohio facility which began 16 

commercial operations on May 18, 2018, the 800 MW Clean Energy Future-17 

Lordstown which began commercial operations on September 30, 2018, the 1,650 18 

MW Guernsey Power Station that is being constructed (Ohio Power Siting Board 19 

Case No. 16-2443-EL-BGN), the 940 MW Clean Energy Future-Trumbull facility that 20 

is being constructed (Ohio Power Siting Board Case No. 16-2444-EL-BGN), the 21 

2 The Bruce Mansfield Units are located in Shippingport, Pennsylvania, which is physically about 5 miles (as 
the crow flies) from the Ohio border. 

3 The Beaver Valley facility is also located in Shippingport, Pennsylvania.  
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955 MW Clean Energy Future-Oregon facility that is being constructed (Ohio Power 1 

Siting Board Case No. 17-0530-EL-BGN), and the 1,050 MW Harrison Power Project 2 

that is being constructed (Ohio Power Siting Board Case No. 17-1189-EL-BGN).  3 

Additionally, as I discuss later in my testimony, there are a large number of renewable 4 

energy facilities that have been completed or are under development including 5 

several large utility scale solar projects. 6 

Q16. AEP Ohio has identified two solar projects for which it is seeking Commission 7 

approval of PPAs. Does Ohio have a need for additional solar renewable energy 8 

credits? 9 

A16. No. Since the specific in state solar set aside was eliminated by Senate Bill 310 in 10 

2014, solar renewable credits can be sourced from any resource that can be shown 11 

to be deliverable to Ohio. The Commission has interpreted this requirement as 12 

allowing renewable energy credits to be sourced by any generating facility physically 13 

located within PJM. 14 

As I show in Exhibit KMM-4 to my testimony, since it began certifying renewable 15 

energy facilities, the Commission has certified 592.47 MW of solar generation.4 On a 16 

combined basis, these facilities have the capability to generate 15,730,818 MWHs of 17 

renewable energy credits.5 As shown on Exhibit KMM-5, this is more than 35.7 times 18 

Ohio’s 2018 solar renewable mandate.   19 

4 The data shown on Exhibit KMM-4 was downloaded from the Commission’s website and is current as of 
October 22, 2018 at 9:48 a.m. 

5 592.47 MW times 35% capacity factor times 8,760 hours equals 1,816,513 MWH. Exhibit KMM-5 is a copy 
of PJM’s business practice manual and related files to establish capacity accreditation for generation 
resources. PJM accredits non-tracking solar generating facilities at a capacity factor of 38%. Therefore the 
35% capacity factor is conservative.  
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Q17. Are there additional utility scale solar projects under development in Ohio for 1 

which the developers are not asking that customers underwrite the projects’ 2 

business and financial risk through a non-bypassable charge? 3 

A17. Yes. As shown on Exhibit KMM-6, in addition to the two solar projects that are 4 

included in AEP Ohio’s proposal, a total of eight utility scale solar projects having a 5 

combined capacity of 914.9 MW have been proposed in Ohio since the beginning of 6 

2017. Hillcrest Solar I, LLC, a planned 125 MW project, has been approved by the 7 

Ohio Power Siting Board (OPSB Case No. 17-1152-EL-BGN) and it has received 8 

interconnection approval from PJM. The Vinton Solar Farm and Hardin Solar Energy 9 

LLC with a combined capacity of 275 MW have been approved by OPSB (OPSB 10 

Case Nos. 17-0774-EL-BGN and 17-0773-EL-BGN) and are in the PJM 11 

interconnection system study phase. Five additional projects with a combined 12 

capacity of 514.9 MW are currently before the Ohio Power Siting Board.   13 

The Hillcrest Solar I, LLC project mentioned above is estimated to generate 14 

approximately 383,250 MWH of renewable energy credits each year or more than 7.5 15 

times Ohio’s 2018 solar renewable mandate. If all of these facilities are completed, 16 

the combined annual energy output would be approximately 2,808,803 MWH, or 17 

more than 55 times Ohio’s 2018 solar renewable mandate. These facts demonstrate 18 

that market forces are working effectively to deliver renewable energy from project 19 

developers that are willing and able to assume the business and financial risks 20 

associated with those projects, and that there is no need for AEP Ohio proposed 21 

renewable PPAs.     22 
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IV. CORPORATE RENEWABLE ENERGY COMMITMENTS 1 

Q18. AEP Ohio has based its demonstration of need for the proposed renewable 2 

energy purchase agreements on the claim that “there is a strong desire on the 3 

part of AEP Ohio customers for in-state renewable power.” Do you agree that 4 

these claimed customer preferences demonstrate a basis for need? 5 

A18. No. As I have explained, there is no need for these projects based upon system 6 

reliability requirements or to meet the state’s renewable energy mandates. Further, 7 

any customer preferences for renewable energy can be addressed by market forces 8 

as I discuss further below. 9 

Q19.  Are corporations establishing voluntary renewable energy commitments? 10 

A19. Yes. In preparing my testimony I reviewed a report and information publicly posted 11 

on the Internet that track voluntary corporate renewable energy commitments. For 12 

example, I reviewed a recent report by the International Renewable Energy Agency 13 

(“IRENA”), attached to my testimony as Exhibit KMM-7, which indicates that as of 14 

2017 more than 2,400 companies in 75 countries have committed to 465 terawatt 15 

hours of renewable energy purchases to further corporate goals such as 16 

sustainability.    17 

My review of Internet posted information indicates that, as of the date on which I 18 

prepared my testimony, in the United States, 154 companies have joined RE100 and 19 

have committed to move to 100% renewable energy purchases over time.620 

Q19. Are corporations entering into bilateral contracts to purchase the output of 21 

renewable energy facilities? 22 

6 A listing of the companies and their commitments is available at: http://there100.org. 
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A19. Yes. For example, on October 17, 2018, Iron Mountain announced the signing of a 1 

15-year (PPA) with an affiliate of NextEra Energy Resources, LLC, for 145 MWs of 2 

new wind energy from the Pretty Prairie Wind Farm, located in Reno County, 3 

Kansas.7 The company has a corporate goal of sourcing 100% of its electricity from 4 

renewable energy resources by 2050. It is my understanding that current Ohio law 5 

allows customers to competitively source their generation supply requirements 6 

and, if they prefer, to rely on renewable generation supply for 100% of such 7 

requirements. It is also my understanding that in addition to the market opportunity 8 

for customers to source renewable generation through bilateral contracts, they can 9 

also support renewable development through a market-based opportunity to 10 

purchase renewable energy credits (“RECs”). 11 

In fact, and based on a PNM Resources press release, it is my understanding that 12 

American Electric Power recently entered into a joint venture with PNM Resources to 13 

construct two 50 MW solar generating facilities to supply power to a Facebook data 14 

center to be located in New Mexico. I have attached a copy of a press release 15 

announcing that joint venture as Exhibit KMM-8. 16 

Q20. Is American Electric Power or its affiliates actively marketing renewable 17 

generation to customers through the use of bilateral contracts? 18 

A20. Yes. As described in a recent presentation (handout) by American Electric Power at 19 

the 53rd Edison Electric Institute (“EEI”) Utility Financial Conference, AEP Energy, 20 

through its subsidiaries AEP Onsite Partners and AEP Renewables, has provided 21 

7 A copy of Iron Mountain’s press release announcing the transaction is posted at: 
http://www.ironmountain.com/about-us/news-events/news-categories/press-releases/2018/october/iron-
mountain-drives-renewable-energy-goals-for-global-electricity-use-in-2018-through-partnerships-with-
nextera-energy-resources (last accessed October 30, 2018). 



C0116725:1 12 

energy from renewable energy facilities from both utility scale as well as customer-1 

specific “behind the meter” renewable generation facilities in locations throughout the 2 

United States. As of October 19, 2018, these projects total 218.4 MW of solar facilities 3 

and 257 MW of wind facilities. I have attached a copy of American Electric Power’s 4 

EEI presentation as Exhibit KMM-9.  5 

Q21. What do these renewable energy commitments demonstrate? 6 

A21. Market-based approaches are working to bring renewable generating resources into 7 

the marketplace and are more than adequately addressing customer preferences for 8 

renewable energy sources of generation. While AEP Ohio has attempted to suggest 9 

the proposed renewable energy projects are needed to meet customer preferences, 10 

the large number of projects under development, coupled with significant evidence of 11 

corporate demand for renewable energy commitments, demonstrates that market 12 

forces are responding and satisfying customer demands for renewable energy and it 13 

is not necessary for the Commission to authorize AEP Ohio’s particular proposed 14 

solar power purchase agreements or the associated cost recovery through the RGR.   15 

Q22.  This proceeding is the first step to address the need for facilities and whether 16 

AEP Ohio customers should bear the risk that the costs of those renewable 17 

energy projects exceed market rates. Has AEP Oho demonstrated that 18 

customers should bear that risk? 19 

A22. No. There is no reason to involuntarily conscript AEP Ohio customers to fund AEP 20 

Ohio’s purchase from the proposed solar generating facilities. If there is such a strong 21 

interest in increased corporate renewable energy purchases as suggested by AEP 22 

Ohio in its supporting testimony, it should not be difficult to market the output of the 23 
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solar facilities through bilateral contracts. Therefore, if AEP Ohio chooses to proceed 1 

with the proposed PPAs, it should not be permitted to recover the costs associated 2 

with these contracts through a non-bypassable charge applicable to retail customers. 3 

There is no need shown that AEP Ohio customers should bear these risks rather than 4 

AEP shareholders. 5 

Q23. Has the Commission directed AEP Ohio to consider the use of bilateral 6 

contracts in order to fulfill the renewable energy commitment that AEP Ohio 7 

entered into through the stipulation and recommendation submitted in Case 8 

No. 14-1693-EL-RDR to resolve the proceeding? 9 

A23. Yes. In its March 31, 2016 Opinion and Order accepting the stipulation and 10 

recommendation to resolve Case No. 14-1693-EL-RDR, the Commission directed 11 

AEP Ohio to first look towards the use of bilateral contracting opportunities in order 12 

to fulfill the 900 MW renewable commitment of AEP Ohio: 13 

The Commission first encourages that bilateral contracting 14 

opportunities be explored to provide support for the construction of 15 

renewables. To the extent that bilateral opportunities are not available, 16 

the Commission will entertain and review a cost recovery filing, first 17 

focusing on enhancing solar opportunities. We also direct AEP Ohio to 18 

demonstrate that bilateral opportunities were explored and that a 19 

competitive process was utilized to source and determine ownership of 20 

any project to be built.  21 

22 

In the Matter of the Application Seeking Approval of Ohio Power Company’s 23 

Proposal to Enter into an Affiliate Power Purchase Agreement for Inclusion in 24 

the Power Purchase Agreement Rider, Case No. 14-1693-El-RDR, Opinion 25 

and Order at 83 (March 31, 2016). 26 

Q24. Has AEP Ohio presented evidence that it has pursued the use of bilateral 27 

contracts to fulfill its renewable energy commitments? 28 
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A24. No. There is nothing in AEP Ohio’s testimony that discusses a structure that 1 

involves a bypassable charge or bilateral retail contracts.  2 

V. CONCLUSION 3 

Q25. What are your conclusions and recommendations? 4 

A25. The Commission should conclude that AEP Ohio’s proposed definition of need (a 5 

claimed customer preference for renewable energy facilities) does not satisfy the 6 

Commission’s long-term forecast rules to demonstrate the need for additional 7 

electricity resource options. Further, the Commission should conclude that AEP Ohio 8 

has failed to demonstrate the need for its proposed solar PPAs. After reaching that 9 

conclusion, the Commission should rule the second phase of this proceeding is not 10 

necessary and dismiss AEP Ohio’s request to collect costs associated with the power 11 

purchase agreements through Rider RGR as moot. 12 

Q26.  Does this conclude your direct testimony?13 

A26. Yes. 14 
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Exhibit KMM-1 

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company for Authority to Establish a Standard 
Service Offer Pursuant to §4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form of an Electric Security 
Plan, et al., Case Nos. 13-2385-EL-SSO, et al.

In the Matter of the Application of The Dayton Power and Light Company for Approval of Its 

Market Rate Offer, et al., PUCO Case Nos. 12-426-EL-SSO, et al.

In the Matter of the Commission Review of the Capacity Charges of Ohio Power Company 
and Columbus Southern Power Company, PUCO Case No. 10-2929-EL-UNC. 

In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power 
Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to §4928.143, Ohio 
Rev. Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, PUCO Case Nos. 11-346-EL-SSO and 
11-348-EL-SSO, et al.

In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company for Approval of its 
Electric Security Plan; an Amendment to its Corporate Separation Plan, and the Sale or 
Transfer of Certain Generating Assets, Case No. 08-917-EL-SSO and In the Matter of the 
Application of Ohio Power Company for Approval of its Electric Security Plan; and an 
Amendment to its Corporate Separation Plan, PUCO Case No. 08-918-EL-SSO (remand 
phase). 

In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company for Approval of its 
Program Portfolio Plan and Request for Expedited Consideration, PUCO Case No. 09-1089-
EL-POR. 

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company for Approval of its Program Portfolio 
Plan and Request for Expedited Consideration, PUCO Case No. 09-1090-EL-POR. 

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company and The Toledo Edison Company for Approval of a Market Rate Offer to Conduct 
a Competitive Bidding Process for Standard Service Offer Electric Generation Supply, 
Accounting Modifications Associated with Reconciliation Mechanism, and Tariffs for 
Generation Service, PUCO Case No. 09-906-EL-SSO. 

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company and The Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service 
Offer Pursuant to R.C. 4928.143 in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, PUCO Case No. 
08-935-EL-SSO. 

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company and The Toledo Edison Company for Approval of a Market Rate Offer to Conduct 
a Competitive Bidding Process for Standard Service Offer Electric Generation Supply, 
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Accounting Modifications Associated with Reconciliation Mechanism, and Tariffs for 
Generation Service, PUCO Case No. 08-936-EL-SSO. 

In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company for Approval of its 
Electric Security Plan; an Amendment to its Corporate Separation Plan; and the Sale or 
Transfer of Certain Generating Assets, PUCO Case No. 08-917-EL-SSO. 

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company for Approval of its Electric Security 
Plan; and an Amendment to its Corporate Separation Plan, PUCO Case No. 08-918-EL-
SSO. 

In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio for Approval of an Electric Security 
Plan, PUCO Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO. 

In the Matter of the Application of The Dayton Power and Light Company for Approval of Its 
Electric Security Plan, PUCO Case No. 08-1094-EL-SSO. 
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