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Tuly 19, 2600
Via Facsimile

Ms. Daisy Crockron

Chief of Docketing

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Street

10th Floor

Columbus, OH 43215-3793

Re:  Inthe Matter of the Application of The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company for
Approval of its Transition Plan and for Authorization to Collect Transition
Revenues, Case No. 99-1658-EL-ETP, et al.

. Dear Ms. Crockron:

Attached please find for filing the Reply Brief In Opposition to Stipulation and
Recommendation of Shell Energy Services Co., LL.C. (*Shell Energy”) in the above-referenced
proceedings. An original and twenty-eight (28) copies of Shell Energy's Reply Brief are being
sent to you today by ovemnight express mail. Please date-stamp the two extra copies of the Reply
Brief and return them in the self addressed postage pre-paid envelope that will be included with
the hard copies of the Reply Brief.

Please contact rae if you have any questions about this filing.

Counse! for
Shell Energy Services Co., L.L.C.
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. 1. INTRODUCTION

On July 5, 2000, Shell Erergy Services Co., L.L.C. (“Shell Energy™) filed its Initial Brief
in Opposition to the Stipulation and Recommendation (“lital Brief”) ia this proceeding, Shell
Energy thoroughly reviewed the Stipulation and Recommendation's (hercinafter, “stipulation™)
many evident legai and policy shortcomings, and explained at length why the Commission
should reject o significantly modify the stipulation.

Maore specifically, Shell Energy’s Initil Brief demonstrated that the stiputation (1) adopts
an unlawful framework that would fail to establish sustainable, effective competition and
competitive choice,’ (2) handeuffs the Commission’s ability to act during the Market
Development Petiod to protect the emerging competitive market pl;we,‘ (3) provides the
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company (“CG&E") an unwarranted financial windfall,’ (4) exempts

. CG&E from the remaining OSP working group process,! and (5) poses anti-competitive barriers
to §.B, 3's pro-competitive policy mandates.* Additionally, Shell Energy explained that the
stipulation would provide no benefits to customers which are not already mandated by Amended
Substitute Bifl No. 3 (“S.B. 3"), Ohio’s clectric restructuring statute.® In sum, Shell Energy
conclusively showed that the stipulation did not comply with the legal and policy mandates of

$.B. 3, and would not achieve the central purpose of Ohio’s electric restructuring efforts, i.e.,

! Shell Energy Initial Brief at 10-18.
2 Jd at18-23,
o at2349.
¢ M at49-58.

. i See generally Shell Energy Initial Brief.
6 Shell Enesgy Initial Brief at 60-64.
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¢stablishing effective competition and competitive choice in the CG&E service territory.

Tellingly, CG&E's Initial Brief secks to draw the Commission’s atiention away from the
substance of the stipulation. Rather than explaining how the stipulation would establish the
cffective competition and competitive choice that are the essential goals of 8.B. 3, CG&E instead
encautages the Commission to do little more than to take the tumber of signatory parties as
definitive proof of the stipulation’s public interest v:rtucs Rather than showing how the
stipulation would benefit ratcpélyers, particularly residential ratepayers, CO&E urges the
Commission to approve the stipulation in the name of avoiding litigation. Rather than justifying
adoption of the stipulation on its own purported merits, CG&E asks the Commission to adopt the
stipulation as better than its discredited Transition Plan filing.

Bocause Shell Energy’s Initial Brief fully explained the stipulation’s anti-competitive
shortcomings, as well as its faflure to balance adequately the interests of all stakeholders, we will
not revisit those points here. Rather, Shell Bnergy submits this limited reply brief to address
several points raised by CG&E’s Initial Brief that were not considered previously. These points
include (1) CG&E’s emphasis on the nutber of signatory parties and avoidance of litigation as
bases for approving the stipulation, and (2) CG&E’s assertion that the stipulation would induce
20% customer load switching because it would provide the opportunity for more than 2%
savings to consumers. As explained below, these points do not provide the slighiest justification
for adopting a stipnlation that so evidently contravenes the requﬁmncnts of S.B. 3 and fails to
serve the public interest. Indeed, having now reviewed CG&E's Initial Brief, Shell Energy is
more convinced than ever that the stipulation wmﬂd preclude the emergence of effective

competition in the CG&E service teritory. Accordingly, Shell Energy respectfully repeats its
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request that the Commission take a long, hard look at the stipulation and its evident agti-
competitive consequences, and either reject the stipulation outright or accept it only after

ordering substantial modifications,

L. ARGUMENT

A.  Neither the Number of Signatory Parties Nor the Possible Avoidance of
Litigation Demonstrate That a Stipulation Serves the Public Interest.

In its Initial Brief, CG&E suggests that its stipulation should be adopted because few
pasties actively oppose it.” Additiopaily, CG&E threatens that absent the stipulation, or if the
Commission dares to modify it, “lengthy and expensive litigation will occur.™ Such arguments
are merely the most evident signposts erccted by CG&E to point the Commission down the
“segulatory path of least resistance” alluded to in otr Initial Brief? The public inerest, bowever,
ties in a different direction.

Although the Commission has in the past “commended . . . parties to a negotiated
agreement for simplifying” cases, it also has firmly maintaincd that, “fijn reviewing a settlement
agrecment . . . our primary coneem i that the stipulation is in the public interest,™®
Consequently, judging the worth of the stipulation requires niore than a mere headcourtt of

signatory parties, and simply having ap agreement ~ any agreement - is not sufficient to warrant

7 CG&E Initis] Brief at 2-3.
s Jd at3.
4 Shell Energy Initial Brief at 9.

" Inthe Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Case Nos. S4-987-GA-AIR et
al, (Dacember 2, 1999), 1999 Obio PUC LEXIS 681, at *18, reprinted in 198 P.UR. 4th 469
(citations omitted).
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Commissior approval. Instead, as discussed in Section 1Tl of our Initial Brief, thu proposed
stipulation represents a starting point for the more searching inquiry required by Ohio law. The
Cotnmission must scrutinize the substance of the pending stipulation against well-known
standards!! which, in this case, require an assessment of whether the sﬁpulaﬁon satisfies the legal
mandates and.policy goals of SRB. 3.

The number of signatures on a profiered stipulation tells the Comnission nothing about
the lawfiiness or poliy implic';ations of that stipulation. If anythmg the stipulation in this case
stands as & moftument to this self-evident proposition. As demonstrated in our Initial Brief, the
stipulation repeatedly violates S.B, 3’; legal and policy mandates. While private parties may
adopt — as the Signatory Parties have here - 2 “don’t ask, don’t tell” posture toward the
stipulation’s lawfulness, the Commission does not have the fmury of such expedience. Instead,
the Commission must reach its own, independent judgment concerning the stipulation’s legal and
policy merits., Simply put, a stipulation that violates $.B. 3, as does the pending stipulation, is
unlawful and, therefore, undeserving of Commission approval, whether two signatories have
agreed fo it or twenty.

Similarly the avoidance of litigation, although warthwhile, does not in and of itself make
a proposed stipulation worthy of Commission approval. Were it otherwise, every stipulation
placed before the Commission could command approval on the basis that it would preetnpt

otherwise impending administrative or appeilate litigation. In addition, the stipulation here has

W See Office of Consumers’ Counsel v. Public Utilities Commission, 64 Oio 5t. 3d 123, at

126 (endorsing the application of the three following ctitetia to stipulations: 1) Is the settioment a
product of serious bargaining among capable, knowledgeable parties? 2) Does the settlement, as
apackage, benefit ratepayers and the public interest? 3) Does the settlement package violate any
important regulatory principle ot practice?).
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been vigorously contested by several parties, including Shell Energy. Consequently, the prospect
of rehearing requests and judicial appeals still Iooms, further undenmining the avoidance-of-
litigation rationale’s legitimacy as a basis for approving the stipulation,

In its Initial Brief, Shell Energy demonstrated that the stipulation, when taken as a whole,
fails to benefit ratepayers and the public interest, and violates important regulatory principles.
Indeed, the stipulation violates various provisions of $.B. 3 itself. Those deficiencies are not
mere soate, ndividual problen thatar outveighed by oer, mare benefical tpulation
provisions. Instead, the laundry list of legal and policy problems cvident fn the stipulation,
together with jts failure to provide significant benefits to ratepayers sufficient to balance the
financial windfall bestowed on CG&E, demonstrates the stipulation’s fatal flaw: teken as a
package, it fails to serve the public interest. No number of signatures or amount of avoided
litigation can erase or excuse thet flaw, and CG&E’s suggestions to the contrary provide no basis

for approval of the stipulation.

B.  The Stipulation Would Not Induce 20% Customer Switching.

Inits original Transition Plan filing, CG&E concluded that, “it will not take much of 8
pice savings for 20% of the residential clectric load o switch.”? CGA&E predicated this
dubious proposition on a survey of customers” likely switching intentions if offered a 2%
savings. Now, in its Initial Brief, CG&E argues that the stipulation’s shopping credits are
sufficient to induce 20% customer load switching because they “clearly exceed the two percent

added value demonstrated as necessary to meet the Jegislative switching targets.”? CG&E’s

7 CO&EExh. 8at4.

3 CG&E Initial Brief at 48,
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rationale for approving the stipulation is flawed on several counts: {1} it proffers a nonsensical
standard (i.e., s earlier claims regarding customer switching) agamst which to assess the
stipulation, and (2) it ignores critical and costly realities that marketers will face when and if they
attempt to provide setail electric service in CG&E’s service teritory. |

It should be readily apparent, based on both prior market experience and simple common
sense, that customers would not be induced to switch suppliers by the prospeet of a meager 2%
reduction to their electric generation costs. A 2% savings off of CG&E's unbundled generation
rate of $0.045521 per k'Wh represents the staggeringly small sum of $0.00091 per kWh,"* For an
average CG&E residential customer, who uses 11,500 kWh annually," this equates to an amnual
savings of $10.47.% Shell Energy invites cack Ohio Commissioner to ask him or herself one
simple question: weoxld I switchk energy suppliers for an annuol savings of $10.47¢ Shell
Energy agrees with the Commission’s Staff that restructuring experience in other jurisdictions
strongly suggests that, for virtually all customers, the answer to this question would be an

unequivocal “no™:

¥ Because a residential customer would pay CG&E $0.045521 per KWh for standard offer
service, this figure, rather than the $0.05 per k'Wh initial shopping credit (which is received only
after a switch has ocowred) represents the approptiste starting point for this analysis.

5 See Company Exh, 30, 1998 FERC Fortn No. 1, at 304 (indicating that kWh sales per
residential customer (sheet 30) were 11,415 in 1998).

¥ Under CG&E’s original Transition Plan, a customer that switched suppliers would pay a
$7.00 switching fee, thereby reducing the customer’s annual savings to $3.47. Company Ext.
23, Schedule UNB-1, PUCO No. 20, Sheet No, 52 at 1. The stipulation magnanimously removes
this obvious anti-competitive roadblock for the first 20% of switching residential customers.
Stipulation Section 15 at 20.
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CG&E -pmjet‘,ﬁons that large numbers of customers in all classes

will switch suppliers with 2% savings does not comport with the

majority of empirical evidence from states where competition in

the retail generation market has been impl "
Because the original Transition Plan’s assertion thet 2% savings would spur 20% customer
switching is specious on its face, it cannot serve as the eriterion against which to measure the
stipulation’s shopping credits. Demonstrating that the stipulation marginally improves of the
Transition Plan filing is damning by faint praise, nothing more.

Moreover, CGE’s claim that the stipulation would enable customers to take advantage
of price savings well in excess of 2% begs the question as to who would provide such savings.
CG&E notes in its Initial Brief that “{cJustomers will be induced to switch only if they can obtain
real savings, or value™ In regard to such savings, CO&E states,

[tihe mcasure of this value, or inducement, will be the difference
between the amount the customer is credited by CG&E for not
taking generation from CG&E, and the amount the customer must
pay to an altemative supplier for retail generation. Thus, the
inducement, or incentive to shap, is simply the difference
between CGEE’s shopping credit and its market price™
CGA&E asserts that residentfal customers would be able to take advantage of 48.5% savings in

2001 and 40.7% savings in 2002

T Staff Report of Exceptions and Recommendations, Case Nos. 99-1658-EL-ETP, et al,, at
37 (March 27, 2000).

®  See CG&E Initial Brief at 48.

¥ Jdat 105,
R
2 Id at48.
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As demongtrated in Shell Energy’s Initial Brief, however, it likely will be impossible for
marketers to offer customers meaningfhl savings ynder the stipulation’s shopping credits.”
Indeed, to afford 2% savings off CGRE's unbundled generation rate of $0.045521 per kWh, &
third-party supplier must provide retail supply service at $0.0446 per kWh. As shown in our
Initial Brief, & marketer could not offer residential customers significant savings below CG&E's
proposed $0.05 per kWh shopping credit, let alone serve customers at less than $0.045 per kWh,
and expect to stay in the CG&E market for very long. |

Like its assertions concerning the impact of 2% savings, CG&E’s calculation of the
potential savings available to consumers under the stipulation is badly flawed. As discussed in
our Initis] Brief, the “market price™ used by CG&E as the starting point for its savings projection
is artificially low.® Moreover, the market price used by CG&E to calculate consumer savings
represents its projected defivered wholesale market price (ie., wholesale price plus load factor
adjustment plus line loss adjustment) of $0.028 per KkWh, As noted in Shell Energy’s Initial
Brief, however, the wholesale prices CG&E. itself paid for power in 1998 and 1999 (without
considering load factor or line loss adjustments) were higher: $0.030 per k'Wh and $0.0334 per
kWh respectively. Given the likely increase in whx;lcsalc pawer prices during the Market
Development Period,” CG&E's “tmarket price” hardly begins to capture likely wholesale costs

faced by a competing supplier.

2 See generally Shell Encrgy Initial Brief at 10-18.
a See id at 42-45.

W Seeid at12,

2 Seeid at42-45,
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Additionally, in calculating the spread between its unbundled generation price and the
prices marketers might offcr during the Market Development Period, CG&E entirely ignores the
costs that matketers must incur to provide refail electric service. As explained in Shell Energy's
Initial Brief, such advertising and other customer acquisition costs, coliection costs, reserves for
bad debt, accounts payable, costomer call center costs, office overheads, and profit could

represent as much as $0.012 per kWh* CG&E similarly ignores the transmission and ancillary

. service costs that marketers would incur if they obtein their power from outside the CG&E

service tesritory, which its own tariff indicate could add as much as $0.0052 per KWh? Adding
these additional retai] and transmission costs ($0.0172 per kWh) to CG&E’s own undetstated
delivered wholesale price of power (80,028 per kW) yields costs of $0.0452 per kWh. Using a
more tealistic wholesale power price would increase these coats still more, to the point where
they would exceed cven the highest shopping credit available under the stipulation™ |
CG&E’s undercount, however, does not stop there,. CG&E’s customer savings
projections also fail to mention the additional operational costs that CG&E would inflict on
corapeting marketars, As explained in Shell Energy’s Initial Brief,” the stipulation’s operationa
support pravisions would impose increasingly burdensome imbalance costs on marketers to

penalize them for violating unfairly narrow bandwidths.® Such costs would particularly burden

¥ 4 at13-14.
¥ Hatl3n 2l
B Seeid at11-14.

» M at5e.

% Stipulation Exhibit No. 2 at 1.
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. mmarketers, like Shell Energy, that might attempt to serve weather-sensitive residential loads.
Simiterly, if wo assume for argument’s sake that 20% residential customer load switching
does occur during the Market Development P_exiod, CG&E immediately would charge all
subsequent switching customers $7.00 to switch supplicrs.” Thus, even if a fledgling
competitive market did appear, CG&E would mstxtute this new charge, in tandem with a
substantially Jowered shopping credit, to quickly slam the door shut on further competitive
growth.® In calculating the potential savings, er lack thereof, that marketers potentially could
offer customers under the stipulation, the Commission should consider the anti-competitive
effect of the additional administrative costs that CG&E would impose on the nascent competitive
market place.
In sum, the Commission should not be distracted by the unrealistic savings standards and
. projections against which CG&E would have it assess the stipulation. Instead, the Cornmission
should closely exatnine the fill panoply of competitive realities impésed by both the stipulation
and the underlying Transition Plan that it largely would adopt. Upon such careful review, Sheli
Energy believes that the Commission will agree that the stipulation's shopping credit structure

fails o promote effective competition and competitive choice, represents a bad deal for

3 Stipulation Section 15 at 20; Company Exh, 23, Schedule UNB-1, FUCO No. 20, Sheet
No.52at 1.

2 If20% customer switching were in some way attained, the $0.05 per KWh shopping
credit would drop to $0.0394 per KWh, ie. below the $0.045521 per kWh cost of standard offer
service. At that point the stipulation’s reduced price to conpare ($0.0394 per k'Wh) would
become the appropriate starting point for measuring the 2% savings purportedly necessary to
induce customer switching. Such savings would equal $0.000788 per kWh, a mere $9.06 per
year. CG&E's $7.00 switching fee would apply to these switching customers, however, therehy
. teducing their savings to $2.06 per year. It should be obvious to sny objective observer that
annval savings of $2.06 would not suffice to induce measurable residential customer switching.

10
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. ratepayers and competition in Ohio, and should be rejected or substantislly modified,

L. CONCLUSION

For the foregaing reasons, as well as thosé identificd in its Initial Brief, Shell Energy
respectfully urges the Comumission 10 reject the Stipulation and Recommendation, Upon careful
Teview, in the full light of the Iaws and policies of Ohio, the Commission’s regulations, ang the
compctitive and coonomic realities that it would usher in, the Stipulation and Recommendation
cannot dernonstrate b@eﬁts to cither Ohio ratepayers or the public interest sufficient to merit
Commission approval, Consequently, Shell Energy respectfully renews its opposition to the

Stipulation and Recommendation, and strongly urges its rejection.

. Respectfully submitted,

(202) 383-0100
fix: (202) 637-3593
plorshay@sablaw.com

Attomey for
Shell Encrgy Services Company, L1..C.

Tuly 19, 2000

11
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¢ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
. o
accordance with Ohio Rev. Code § 4901-1-05, 1 hereby certify that I have this day
served a copy of the foregoing document, via express mail or U.S. mail, wpon each person to this

proceeding as reflected on the attached service list,

D . .
ated at Washington, D.C. this 19th day of July, 2000,
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BRICKER & ECKLER

100 SOUTH THTRD SIREET
CoLmmys, OF 43215

ALIZABETE H. WATTS
BRICKER & ERCLER LLP
100 SOUTH THIRD STREET
COLMBUS, OH 43215

____-_
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AMY STRARER BARTEMES
BRICKER & ECKLER

100 s. THIRD STREET
CoLOMBUS, OH 43215

INTERVENOR

NATIONAL ENERGY MARKETERS ASSN.
CRATG G. GOODMAN, ESQ., PRESIDENT
3333 X STRRET, N.W. SUITE 425
WASBINGTON, DC 20007

INTERVENOR
NEWENERGY MIDWAST, 110
KENNETH J. WALSE, MANAGER
29 SOUTH LASALLE ST. SUITE 900 .
CHICAGO, IL 60603-1505 -

INTERVENOR

QIO COONCIL OF RETAIL MERCHANTS
JOEN C. MAHBRNEY, JR., PRESIDENT
50 W. BROAD ST, SUITE 2020
COLUMBUS, OH 43215

INTERVENOR

CHYO DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
242 FEDERAL PLAZA WEST -

SUITE 401

YOUNGSTOWN, OH 44503-1604

INTERVENOR

CHIC ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL
MR. JACK SEANER
1207 GRANDVIEW AVE, SUITE 201

. COLUMBUS, OE 43212-3443

PIGE 6

JOELLY, KAY 06G, ESQ.
JOEN & HENGERER

1200 17TH STREET, N.W.
SUITE 600

WASINGTON, DC 20036-3013

M. HOWRRD PRTRICOFF

VORYS, SATER, SEYMOUR & PEASE
52 BAST GAY STREET

P,0. BOX 1008

COLUMBUS, OH 43216-1008

" JE¥FREY L. SMALL, ESQ.

(HEYTER, WILLCOX & SAYBE
17 SOUTH HIGH STRERT
SUTTE 300

COLIMBUS, OH 43215

JQDI M. ELSASS-LOCKER

ASST. ATTORNEY GENERAL

CO-COUNSEL FOR OHIO DEFT OF DEV
77 SOUTH HIGH STREET. 29TH FLOOR
COLUMBUS, OH 43215

VICKI L. DEISNER, ESQ. .
OBI0 ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL
1207 GRANDVIEW AVE. -
ROQM 201

"COLUMBYS, OH 43212-3449

. WILLIM¢ M. ONDREY GRUBER

ATTORNEY AT LaW
2714 LEIGHTON ROAD
SHARER HEIGHTS, OH 44120
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INTERVENOR
OHIO MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
ERIC L. BURKLAND, PRESIDENT ‘

33 N. HIGE STRERT
COLMBUS, OH 43215-3005

INTERVENOR

OHIO PARTNERS POR’AFFORDABLE
ENERGY

?.0. BOX 1783

FINDLAY, OH 45840

INTERVENOR

QHIO POWER COMPANY
WILLIAM R. FORRESTER

1 RIVERSIDE PLAZA-29
COLUMBUS, OH 43215-2373

. " INTERVENOR

OHIC RURAL ELBCTRIC COOPERATIVES
6677 BUSCH BLVD
COLMBUS, OH 43229

% MEWOR
PLE WORRING COOPERATIVELY, INC. " ERUCE WESTON

AN S

DAVID W. HARDYMON

VORYS, SATER, SEYMOUR & PEASE LLP
52 E. GAY STREE?

P.0. BOX 1008

COLUMBUS, OH 43216-1008

SALLY W. BLOCMFIELD
BRICKER & ECKLER

100 SOUTH THIRD STREET
COLUMBUS, QH 43215

_BAVID C. RINEBOLT
ORTO PARTNERS FOR AFFORDABLE ENERGY
P.0. BOX 1793
FOWLAY, OF 65839-1793

MARVIN I. RESNIK

AMERTCAN ELECTRIC POWER SERVICE
. 1 RIVERSIDE PLAZA

COLUMBUS, OB 43215

ROBERT P MONE

THOMPSOI, EINE AND FLORY
10 WEST BROAD STREET
SUITE 700

COLUMBUS, CH 43215

.ROBERT P MONE

. TEMPSON, EINE AND FLORY
10 WEST BROAD STREET
SUITE 700
.COLUMBUS, OH 43215

SCOTT A. CAMPEELL

THOMPSON HINE & FLORY

10 WEST BROAD STREET, 7TH FLOOR
COLUMBOS, OH 43215

SCOTT A. CAMPBELL .
wxgomrson HINE & FLORY ‘

' 10 WEST BROAD STREET, 7TH FLOOR
COLIMBUS, OF 43215

ATTORNEY AT LAW
163 W. HUBBARD AVE,
COLOMBUS, OH 43215

- ——eE
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PAGE 8
. INTERVENOR
SEELL ENERGY SERVICES CO. L.L.C. GRBGORY K. LAWRENCE, ESQ.
AMY GOLD : MCDERMOTT, WILL & EMERY
P.0. BOX 4402 600 THIRTEENTE STREET, N.W.

HQUSTON, TX 77210

INTERVENCR

STAND ENERGY CORPORATION
JUDITH A. PHILLIPS, PRESTDENT

1077 CELESTYRY, STREET SUITE 110
CINCIMNATI, OH 45202

INTERVENOR

STRATEGIC ENERGY, L.L.C.
TWO GRTEWAY CENTER
PITTSBURGH, BA 15222

TNTERVENOR

SUPPORTING CODNCIL OF PREVENTITIVE
EFFORT '

. INTERVENOR

WRS-ENERGY SERVICES, INC.
CHRTS MATTHIBSEN

677 RABTEN ROAD

GREEN BAY, WI 54304

-

AHWA

WASEINGTON, DC 20005

. PAUL ¥. FORSHAY

SUTHERLAND ASBILYL & BRENNAN LLP
1275 PERNSYLVANIA AVE. MW
WASHINGTON, DC 10004-2415

LANGDON D, BFLL
BELL, ROYER & SANDERS CO., LPA
33 SOUTH GRANT AVENUE )
COLOMBUS, OH 43215-3827

NONE

WANDA M. SCHILLER
STRATEGIC ENERGY LTS.

TWO GATEWAY CENTER
PTTTSBURGH, PA 15222-1458

- SALLY W. BLOOMFIELD

BRICRER & ECKLER
100 SOUTH THIRD STREET
CORUMBUS, OH 43215

ELIZABETH H. WATTS
BRICKER & ERCLER LLP
100 gOUTH THIRD STREET
COLUMBUS, OH 43215

AMY STRAKER BARTEMES
BRICKER & BCELER

100 §. THIRD STREET
COLUMBUS, OH 43215

ELLIS JACOBS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

IEGAL AID SQCIETY QF DAYTON
333 W.. FIRST STREEY, SULTE 500

DAYION, OB €540

M. HOWARD PETRICOPF-

VORYS, SATER, SEYMOUR & PEASE -
52 EAST GAY STREET

P.0. BOX 1008

——esesseseEeEEEEEEEEE
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. INTERVENGR | - :

SEFICE OF CONSUMERS’ counssr, EVELYN R. RoBINsON
10 WEST BRoap STREET A X

T Law :
SUITE 1800 . OFFICE oF CONSUMERS * COUNSEY,
COLUMBUS, og 43215 10 w. 3R

- BROAD STREET, STITE 1800
COLUMBTS, OH 43215

JOBEN SMART
UFFICE QF. CON ' COUNSEL,
10 W. Broap STREET
SUITE 1800 ‘
US, OH 43215

DIRKEN D. wrngrms

OHIO CONSUMRERS COUNSEL

10w, S

* SUITE 1800
COLIMBUS, O 43215

SUTTE 180
. COLUMBUS, OF 43215
INTERVENQR
THE KROGER COMpany ' MICHARY, 1, XuReg
MR. DENTS GEoRgp . : BOEHM, KURTZ & Lowmy
1014 VINE STRERY.Coy 4 2110 SOCTETY BANK CrNpRn
CINCINATT, O 45203-110¢ 36 EAST SEVENTH SrRper
. CINCINNAI?, om 45307
------------------ e INTERESTED mmms!—-u—--w--u—-n—-«-——~-—----
NONE : BRUCE WESTON
. ATTORNEY A7 zap

169 w. HuBRARD p N
COLUMBUS, OF 43215

UNION rocar, 175 .
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ggé :ngCK PITTS HewE
Wo
7107 o cm;{KING COOPERATTVELY

CINCINNATT, OH 45237

TAFF TSCHAMIER |
NCNE

MANAGER-RETATL, MARKET:
3 BURLINGTON Woons " oot .

» MA 01803






