BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

MICHAEL S. ROOTE, 

)


Complainant,
)



)
Case No. 21-0011-EL-CSS


v.
)



)

THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC 
)

ILLUMINATING COMPANY,
)



)


Respondent.
)



)

MICHAEL S ROOTE'S 

Motion Requesting the Recording of Depositions by other than Stenographic Means


Pursuant to Sections 4901-1-21 (D) of the Ohio Administrative Code, and Section 1.07 of the PUCO Docketing Information System Electronic Filing Manual and Technical Requirements   Michael S Roote respectfully offers for the Commission's consideration the following Motion Requesting that Depositions be recorded by other than stenographic means.  

Memorandum

While the Administrative Code cited does not provide any explanation as to why this rule is included, or specify arguments that need to be made as part of the motion, it can be speculated, and Complainant  argues that the rule was written with cases like this one in mind as set forth below. 
1. The law allows for Complainant's to operate pro se, recognizing they may not have the means or desire to expend funds on lawyers to represent them.

2. Recognizing that the taking of Depositions is costly, and that the Commission cannot award costs to a complainant
, it makes sense to allow depositions to be recorded with some means other than the hiring of a Court Recorder. 
3. The Commission does not have the authority to award Complainant damages
. Eliminating a way for the Complainant to justify funding the case

4. This case was never about damages anyway.  It began and remains an attempt to convince the PUCO to regulate the Utility to act safely.  Complainant was fortunate to have dodged a bullet.  The complainant is pursuing this case because of the need to prevent this type of unsafe action from occurring again and avoiding a real tragedy.  How much expense is it fair to ask the Complainant to bear to protect another person's property and life? 

5. Perhaps the Administrative Code creators were prescient enough to imagine a pandemic like Covid-19. but regardless, their inclusion of this rule complement's the taking of depositions remotely

6. Respondent has asked that the taking of Depositions be done virtually, via teleconferencing software
.  

7. The granting of this motion is necessary as Respondent has already given notice that he will not support the electronic recording of Depositions
. 

.







Respectfully, 








/s/Michael S Roote pro se

12935 Rockhaven Road

Chesterland, Ohio 44026

Tel:
(216) 645-0519



  m_roote@yahoo.com










�	Reference Attorney Examiner Ruling Entered on June 24 2021


�	Reference Attorney Examiner Ruling Entered on June 24 2021


�	Reference Rogers (Respondent) to Roote (Complainant) email of September 10,2021


�	Reference Rogers (Respondent) to Roote (Complainant) phone Conference of 9/23/2021





