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Alan R. Schriber, Chairman 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
80 E. Broad St. 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re: Case #09-516-EL-AEC 

Dear Chairman Schriber: 

For several years I have worked with Eramet Marietta, Inc., historically 
one of Washington County's largest employers, as the company struggled 
to reinvest in new technology and remain competitive In Ohio's newly 
i^ereguMB^ electric qer^raWon environment. ErameX Marietta is the 
largest user of electricity in the Mid-Ohio Valley. Eramef s 70 megawatt 
load is roughly equivalent to the electric usage of 56,000 households. The 
Eramet Marietta facility was originally part of Union Carbide, and the 
selection of Washington County for this major Industrial facility in the eariy 
1950s was no doubt tied to its geographic proximity to the Ohio River, coal 
and the ability to have low cost elecfeicity. 

Affordable electricity is the most critical determinant of the viability of 
Eramet Marietta, which is already struggling with a downturn in business 
due to the global recession. Long before Eramet contemplated any filing 
with the PUCO, local management emphasized to me that electricity is the 
second largest operating cost to Eramet Marietta. Since August 2004, the 
company's average electric power price has increased 85% - costing the 
plant an additional $14 million per year. The cun-ent electricity rate plan 
for AEP, recently approved by the cx)mmission, would mean an additional 
16% increase in power costs for the facility in 2009. 

As you know, Eramet Marietta is the country's only producer of 
fen-omanganese and one of only two U.S. producers of silicomanganese. 
These materials are sold as commodities on a global market, and Eramet 
cannot easily just adjust the price of their product to account for new 
electric rate increases. 
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While employment at Eramet is down from over 400 to 230 emptoyees, 
the company still remains a significant contributor to the eccmomy of the 
region and state. In 2008. Eramet injected approximately $120 million into 
the economy through purchased goods, services, payroll and taxes. 

A failure to provide affordable power into the future would likely lead to the 
closure of the plant, devastating the regional economy. In light of the 
facts, I believe Eramet has filed a reasonable rate request airangement 
with AEP's Columbus Southern Power Company. I also believe it Is 
prudent public policy to grant such a request. 

It should also be noted that for ecxjnomic and environmental reasons, the 
local management and many members of the Marietta community l^ve for 
years worked to encourage the parent company in France to Invest in 
more effident and environmentally friendly manufacturing technologies. 
Last summer, the management, woriters and larger Washington County 
community were all greatly relieved to hear the parent ccmipany had 
approved plans for over $100 million in capital improvements at the facflfty 
that would allow Eramet to be more competitive with tower air emissions. 
The plan had several phases and was (X»ntir^ent upon economics and 
regulatory approvals. Eramet has already made some investment; 
others have been delayed in light of the economic downturn and 
unceriBinty of electric costs'., \ 

Eramet has committed in its application to invest $40 million in capital 
projects if given a reasonable and stable electricity pridng structure. It 
would be particulariy painftjl to lose this opportunity to secure a cleaner 
more efficient facility into the future. I urge you to look favorably upon 
Eramet's application and a<^ quickly to secure reasonable power rates. I 
also request that this letter of support be docketed for conskieration in tf^ 
official record of the application. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Jacfeby, CEcD 
Executive Director 

cc: PUCO Commissioners 


