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I INTRODUCTION

This proceeding considers the proposed MRO for 5SSO generation provided as default
strvices by Ohio Edison, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, and The Toledo Edison -
Company (collectively “Companies”), for a three year peried beginning June 1, 2011 when the
current Blectric Security Plan expires. While hearings concerned a number of issues, including
the Companies plan to become a member of PIM, this bricf focuses on the retail price impacts of
a Market Rate Offer (MRO™) rate design that ends the current intcrruptible service programs atid
economic development initiatives through elimination on May 31, 2011 of Rider ELR
(Fconomic Load Response Program Rider), Rider OLR (Optional Load Response Program Rider)
and Rider EDR (Economic Development Rider).

The record establishes no credible justification for elimination of the current interruptible
and economic development riders that results in far higher rate incremses to General
Transtission (“GT™) customers than the Companics’ Schedule 1 Glings portrey. Likewise, the
nartowly focused RFP process on peak demand reductions, as part of a portfolio to comply with
RC 4928.66, creates a poorly substituied interruptiblc program for the current credits provided to
GT customers under Rider ELR and Rider EDR,

Without the current interruptible and economic development riders in place after May 31,
2011, the MRO rate design is not consistent with state policy enacted by the General Assembly
under RC 4928.02 (A), (B), (D), and (N). This failure to comply requires Commission
disapproval of the rate design praposed unless remedied by inclusion of those riders.

Continuation of Rider ELR, Rider OLR, and Rider EDR aftcr May 31, 2011, through the

term of the MRO, would comply with state policies to allow for approval of the MRO rate design.
3
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These riders mitigate otherwise unreasonably high tate increases beginning June 1, 2011 to GT
customers, provide those customers with elective price and quality aptions to remain competitive,
futther economic development and job retention, and facilitate Ohio’s competitivencss in the

global market.

1. ARGUMENTS

A, THE COMPANIES UNMITIGATED PROPOSED RATE DESIGN RESULTS IN
RATE SHOCK FOR GT CUSTOMERS

1. Compctitive Bid Process

The Companies propose that S80 generation supply charges, implemented on a service-
rendered basis, pass through to all S80 customers covered by the MRO, including service under
RC 4905.31 special contracts and under RC 49035.34. (Companies App. Ex. 1, par. 57, py. 20).

As shown on Attachment B to the Application, The Competitive Bid Process (“CBP™)
results in six different clearing prices for each year of SSO service. From the customer’s
nerspective, Rider GEN changes each year of the three-year period, unless no price change
accurred, (Warvell, Tr. 11, pe. 234, L. 14-22). 'The Companies amrive at a single blended price (the
"Blended Competitive Bid Price") by determining the weighted dverage of the prices cleared by
the number of tranches procured at each cleared price. Campanies App. Ex. I, par. 60, pg. 21,
Companies Ex. 4, Fanelli, pg. 4). Actual rate impacts become known afier the 2010, 2011, and
2012 bid results. (Companies App. Ex. 1, par. 81-82, pg. 28, Companies Ex. 4, Fanelli, pg. 12).

The Blended Competitive Bid Price becomes the generation retail rates charged to 380
cugtomers (“Standard Service Offer Generation Cherge”) under a wholcsele to retail rate
conversion process. Subsequent auctions derive rates to anmually update the SSOGC. (Gee An. C,

C-1, Sch. 4a: Companies Ex. 4, Femelli, pg. 4,7,8). Rider GEN rates reflect service voltage

4
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adjustments, seasonality based on historic LMPs (Locational Marginal Prices), and grossed up
for taxes. (see Schedule 2, Attachment C; Companies App. Ex. !, par. 60-62, pg. 21, Companies
Ex. 4, Faneili, pg. 4). The ratc design intended for Rider GEN relates directly to seasonally
acquired retail energy, consistent with current generation rate design, without regard to class
allocations, Toad factors, or other considerations. (Companies App. Ex. 1, par. 63, pg. 21-22).
The Companies cxpect this rate design to reduce reconciliations by aligning received retail
revenues with anction-based payrents to 3SO Suppliers. (Companies App. Ex. 1, par. 64, pg.

22).

2. Rate Tmpacts From MRO Rate Design

Schedule 1 of the Application compares the projecied differences between annualized
rates in effect on May 31, 2012 (“Proposed Rates™) with those in effect on May 31, 2011
(“Current Rates™), The Companics provide no similar comparisons for 2011 and 2012 bid results,
(Companies App. Fx. I, par. 81-82, pg. 28; Companies Ex. 4, Fanelli, pg. 12). Key sssumptions

for Schedule 1 are

(1) Rider GEN used for the 2012 Proposed Rates eqjuals the $58.41/MWh
Blended Competitive Bid Price resulting from the 2009 Avction, excluding
estimated recoveries under proposed Rider NMB,

(2) Rider NMB used for the 2012 Proposed Rates equals $3.09/MWh, excluding
distribution losses, to recover non-market based transmission service cosis;

(3) Rider PDR used for the 2012 Proposed Rates equal the annualized estimated
incurred costs under Rider ELR;

(4) The 2011 Curtent Rates include Rider RDD and Rider NDD,

(5) Both the 2012 Proposed Rates and 2011 Current Rates use, where applicable,
the same reconcilable riders at October 2009 levels; and

(6) All customers receive only 850 services under the 2012 Proposed Rates and
2011 Current Rates.

(Companies Ex. 4. Fanelli, pg. 12.13)
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Tablc A below shows from Schedule 1 the average rate, revenue, and percentage change

differences between 2011 Cuyent Rates and 2012 Propesed Rates for the GT customer class.

Table A

GT Average Rates § Revenut § % Change
Ohio Edison 2011: 0.6640 2011: 265,527,343 -6%

2012: 0.0626 2012: 254,273,300
CEl 2011: 0.0572 2011: 101,517,138 6%

2012; 0.0603 2012: 107,276,184

| TE 2011: 0.0566 2011: 211,680,382 10%
2012: 0.0622 2012: 232,763,406

OF Sch. 1, CE Sch. I, and TE Sch. 1

The Companies provided details behind the numbers show on Schedule 1 the summary of

revenucs collected by the Proposed Rates. (Fanelli, Tr. IV, pg. 529, L 2-7). Revenues impacts

analysis assimed all customers received service undet the Companies’ 88OQ. (Fanelli, Tr. IV, pg.

539, L 2-7).

As for specific rates and schedules, the Current Rates include riders ELR and OLR, but

those revenues not specifically embed in Proposed Rates. (Fanelli, Tr. IV, pg. 531, L 24-25; pg.

332 L 1-1).

The Rider EDR (Economic Development Rider) mitigates substantia) rate increases by

applying gradualism principles for certain customers including those served under Rider ELR,

when rates became effective under the Electric Security Plan oo June 1, 2009, (Fanelli, Tr. IV,

pg 332 L 11.25: pg. 532, L 1-12). The MRO eliminates the ELR to make inapplicable its credit

provisions (and for the EDR otedit), (Fanelli, Tr. IV, pg, 533, L 13-20). The ELR Rider applies

mostly to large customers receiving interruptible services as of February 2008 under contract or

tarifl provisions. (Fanelli, Tr IV, pg. 534, L 3-13).

&
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The Companies ultimate objective is to align retail rate design with costs itevrred in
providing QSO service. The EDR Rider approved in the Electric Security Plan intended to
mitigate that alignment (transition) for some customers, (Fanelli, 7r. IV, pg. 534, L 14-25; pg.
535 17-5).

In this proceeding, the MRO rate design, having considercd the dual objectives of
aligning rate design with costs incurred, and mitigation of that alignment, eliminated the ELR
interruptible credits taking into account under the Electric Security Plan that ELR rider expires
on May 31, 2011 by jts own terms. (Fawelli, Tv. IV, pg. 535, L 6-12). While no specific
termination date applies to the EDR Rider, this rider likewise terminates because linked to the
iR Rider interruptible credits. (Farelli, Tr. IV, pg. 533, L 18-25).

The $10/kW credit ($1.95 ELR credit and $8.0_5 EDR credit} is part of Current Rates
used by Schedule 1 to assess revenue impacts of the Proposed Rates. The ELR and EDR credits
arc not jncluded in the Proposed Rates. (Fanelli, Tr. IV, pg. 338, L 24-25, pg. 539, L {<15). The
Companies for the Proposed Rates assumed credit dollars for Peak Demand Reduetion (FDR
process) at equal to the $10/kW credit included in Cutvent Rates. (Farelli, Tr. IV, pg. 540, L 1-15,
23-25; pg. 541, L 1-18).

The Companics assumed customers would seck comparable credits to perticipate in the
RFP process. The Companies believe Schedule 1 provides for reasonable rate impacts of the
Proposed Rates, but coticede to the extent customers actually teceive Jesger credits, such as
$1/kW, the —6% tevenue decrease for OF, by example, becomes less. (Fanelli, Tr. IV, pg. 546, L
13-25; pg. 547, 1, 1-20). Similarly, revenuves under the Proposed Rates for GT customers of CE!
and TE would increase with those credit reductions causing the percentage differences also to

rse,

B9
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Table B demonstrates that Schedule 1 understates the revenue impacts on GT customers
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hecause of the credits assumed for the Peak Demand Reduction RFP, as shown below:

Fable B
GT 2012 Qhio Edison CEI TE
Customer Bills 2,144 228 682
| Distribution § 5,294,177 466,992 1,421,542
Transmission § 11,796,053 3,087,107 10,552,036
Cieneration § 237,522,685 103,967,709 219,086,960
Peak DNemand Reduction RFP -28.477,356 -12,473,44% 222,811,167
Credit §
Tolal Rider §
Withoul RFP Credit 28,144,237 13,227 825 24,614,034
With RFP Credit -333,119 -245,624 1,702,867
Total Revenuc $
With RFP Credit 254,279,797 107,276,184 232,763,406
Change From 2011 Revenue $ | -6% a% 10%
Without RFP Credit 282,751,156 119,749,633 255,674,573
Change From 2011 Revenue § | 5% 13% 21%

16

Derived from OFE Sch. !, pp.d, 60f 12; CESch. 1, pg. 1, 6of 11, and TE Sch.l, pg.l. 6 of 1]

The variability of the RFP credit creates serious doubt as to the Schedule 1 reliable use 1n
assessing (he revenue differences between moving from Current Rates to Propt;.hsed Rate under
the MRO rate design. The elimination of the RFP credit incteases GT transmission revenues
under the Proposed Rates from —6% to 5% for OF, from 6% to 18% for CEI, and from 10% 1o
21% fot TE when compated to the Corrent Rates.

OEG witness Baron reached similar conclusions on wunderstated revenues, Mr. Baron
examined auction price sensitivity on rates using Companics witness Fanelli’s assumptions for
Schedule 1, but increased Ricer GEN rate from $58.41/MWH to $68.41/MWH. This 17%

change in generation rates caused GT revenues to increase by 9% for OF, 23% for CEl, and 28%
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for TE ovey those revetiues under the 2011 Cutrent Ratas. (OFEG Ex.], Baron Test., pg. 8; SJB-2,
re 1-3)

Mr, Baron further examined rate impact sensitivity with Rider GEN at $68 41/MWH by
also reducing the current interruptible credit to & rate of $1,95/KW per month, rather than
assuming as Companies witness Fanelli that etedit level remains unchanged under the “Peak
Demand Reduction RFP. ¢ QEG Ex. 1, Baron Test., pg. 8; 5/8-3). The higher generation rate
and lower credit levels dramatically increased t.ransmissioﬁ vates, characterized by Mr. Baron as
rate shock, so that Ohio’s largest manufacturing clectric constumers pay rates over 3 {0 14 times
the 2012 retail average. The 2012 Proposed Rates increase over 2011 Current Rate for GT
transmission seevices by 17% for OF, 43% for CEL, and 34% lor TE service. (OFG Ex. I, Baron
Tesi, pg 89, Table 1, SJB-3, pg. 1-3),

Nucer witness Dr, Goins criticized the Companies rate impact projections as fon-
compliant with OAC 4901:1-35-03(B)(2)(¢), and likely understated futurs ratc increases to all
customers under its proposed MRO. Dr. Goins questioned use of Rider GEN at $58.41/MWH
from the 2009 Auction because of depressed bid prices caused by the cconomic conditions at that
lime. Significantly higher cleared prices should ocour as economic conditions jmprove. (NMucor
Ex. 1, Goins Test., pg 8, 9).

Further, Dr. Goins criticized the Companies projections for faifure to totally recognize the
rate impacts on GT customers by replacing Rider ELR with the RFP Process. The combined
S10.00/kW credits lost by elimination of both the Rider ELR and Rider EDR could cause GT
customers to incur nearly a 50% price increase dependent of achieved toad factors. (Mucor Ex. 1,

Goins Test, pg. 10).
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Upon closer seratiny, the Companies projected revenue changes shown on Schedule 1
grow to the point that Ohio’s largest energy users receiving transmission services confront rate
shocking increases of startling percentages, over 30% w 50%, or 3 to 14 times 2012 retail
average, based on the MRO rate desigh proposed.

B. APPROVAL OF MRO RATE DESIGN ALLOWED ONLY AFTER REQUIRED

CHANGES TG BECOME CONSISTENT WITH STATE POLICIES

ENUMERATED UNDER RC 4928.02

1. State Policy Guides Commission Review

Determination as to whether the MRO, proposed by the Companies as its S30O price,
complies with the competitive bid process requirements set forth by RC 4928.142 (A), and the
applicable requirements of RC 4928.142 (B), requires thc Commission to consider those
provisions together with those state policies enumerated by RC 4928.02. [n Re Application of

Ohio Edison, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company. and The Toledo Edison Company
for Approval of a Market Rate Qffer, Case No. 08-336-E1.-550, Opinion and Order, dated

November 25, 2008, pg. 6-7.

These policies under RC 4928.02 impose duties o the Commission, as confirmed by the
Ohio Supreme Court, to guids its review of the proposed MRO._supra at 13-14. Policies enacted
by the General Assembly pertinent to the Companies failure to design lawful rates under its
MRO include under subpart (A) to:

tinsure the availabilily to consumers of * * * reasonably priced retall electric service (A);
Subpart (B)

Ensure the availability of * * * retail clectric sef\ric-c that provides consumers with the

supplier, price, terms, conditions, and quality options they lect to mest their respeciive
needs;

10
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Subpart (D)

Encourage * * * market access for cost-effective supply * * *including, but not limited to,
* ¥ * time-differentiated pricing * * *; and

Subpart (N)

Facilitate the state’s effectiveness in the global economy.

The Commission may approve ynder RC 4928.142 (A) (B) and (C), the MRO as the
Commnanies competitively bid S50 price, upon which, to select the least cost bids and presctibe

retail rates, only 1o the extent consistent with state policies enurnerated under RC 4928.02 (A)

through (IN),

2. State Policy requires for approval of the Companiés MRQ Rate Design that the
ELR Rider, OLR Rider and EDR Rider continue in effect after May 31, 2011
during the approved MRO’s full term.

‘The proposed MRO requires substantial changes before approval to become consistent
with state policies cnacted by the General Assembly to guid;e the Commission in meeting its
statutory duties under RC 4928.142 (A) and (B), and (C).

The Commission should reject the Compenies rate desipn that violates state policy b_y
climinating the availability of Rider ELR, Rider OLR and Rider EDR to GT customers that
provide pricing and quality options to meet their needs in receiving reasonable rates to facilitate
the state’s effectivencss in the global markets. Further, those riders promote economic
development and job retentions for the benefit of all Ohio. Those riders should continue in effect
afler May 31, 2011 through the term of the MRO approved in this case.

OLEG witness Baron specific recommendations, before approval of the MRQ, rate

mitigation to cap (1 rate increases at no more than 1.5 tires the overall rate increase to further

11
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cconomic development and prevent GT customers from incurring unrcasonai:ly increases;
continuation of the currently approved ELR (and OLR) riders to provide for interruptible credits
and EDR Rider credits; and periodic prudency/performance review of an approved MRO. (OEG
Ex. i, Baron Test., pg. 3-5).

Nucor witness Dr. Goins called for rejection of the MRO without substantial
modifications that include promotion of economic development and incentives for customers to
manage peak demangs and cfficiently use energy. ( Nucor Ex. /, Goins lest,, pg. 6-7) Other
recommendations include retention of the current $1.95/kW credit under the ELR Rider and the
$%.05 credit under the EDR Rider, an increase to the current credit under Rider OLR, and
approval of time-ofuse rates as proposed. A cap on annual rate increases for GT (and lighting)
customets at 1.5 times system average increases up to a maxitum of 5% for mitigation and
promation of cconomic development is also included in Dr. Groins’ recommendations. { Nucor
Fx. 1. Geins Test,, pg 6-8).

The current EDR Rider intends to gradually mitigate the substantia] increases otherwise
incurred by certain large industrial customers because of terminated special rate contracts.
(Companies App. Ex. !, par. 76 pg. 26; Companies Ex. 4, Fanelll, pg. 10, L. 6-23). However,
the Companies MRQO eliminates the current Rider EDR, including those pertaining to large
industrial load interruptible credits, except for continuetion of mitigation measures for ST and
TRI customers to cap at 5% their annualized increases. (Companies Ex. 4, Fanelli. pg. 10-11).

Strikingly absent the proposed MRO rate desigh fails to promote economic development
and retain jobs in the Ohio FE EDU’s service tettitories. Rather, the Companies request

Comtnission approval to eliminate after May 31, 2011 the successfully tested rate design riders

12
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ELR, QLR, and EDR, and put in place a copceptual, untested RFP bid process with a much

nartow focus not intended ta continue the presently robust interruptible service options.

Few if any doubts can arise that the current programs structured around riders ELR and
OLR, and rider EDR, bencfit greatly customers, the Companics, and Ohio’s competitivenass
through ennual pealc demand reductions, enhanced system reliability, potentially reduced
generation and transmission service cost, mitigated rates through credits received, and Ohio

residents employed, fsee Nucor Ex, 1. Golng Test., pg. 4-5)

The Companies replace their demonstratively successtul current interruptible program
with a narrow focused RTP process solely for the purpose to meet peak demand reduction
benchmarks of RC 4928.66, (Companies Ex. 5, Paganle, Attachment JEP-1, IV). No reésonablc:
basis exists to aven argue the RFP process provides for the mulli-facet benefits now achieved by
customiers, the Companies, and the state under the current interruptible program provided under
the I1.R/OLR riders, and Rider EDR. (see Nucor Ex. 1, Goins Test., pg. 4-3), Critically, thosc
riders expirc on May 31, 2011 unless extended voluntarily by the Companies, or ordered .

extended by the Commission for approval of 8 MRO rate design consistent with state policy.

The RFP process provides for interruptions of lurge commereial and industrial customer
loads for which the Cotmpanies accepted their bids whet needed to meet annually tergsted load-
reductions, as RC 4928.66 requires, or for system emergencies. (Companies App. Ex. 1, par. 71,
px. 24 Companies Ex. 5, Paganie, pg. 2, 6-7), The Companies provide reduction largets that
change yearly upon which to request price and quantity bids from willing cligible custormers who
agree to interrupt their loads when requested-during the interruptible periods of the MRO

calendar year June 1 through May 31. [Companies App. Ex. 1, par. 72, pg. 24-23; Companies Ex.
13
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5, Paganie, Attachment JEP-1). Customers payments are capped by the accepted MWs bided
under the RFPs. (Companies Ex. 5, Paganie, Attachment JEP-1, 111). No actual interruptions
need to occur, Campliance with the peak demand reduction requirements suffice, since awarded

bids achieve those reduction benchmarks. (Companies Ex. 5, Paganie, Attachment JEP-1, IV).

Less interruptible scrvice options is the predictable result from replacing the ELR and
OLR interruptible programs with the REP process with the single goal to achieve statutory
compliance without regard to stable rates, reliable service, economic development and job
retention. {see Nucor Fx. I, Gains Test., pg. 26). In conirast, the ELR and OLR interruptible
programs already provided many broad renging benefits consistent with state policy that should
continue us now approved after May 31, 2011 through the full term of any approve MRO.

I'he RFP process never intends 1o replace the current ELR, OLR and EDR riders whose
elimination could increase rates approaching over 30% Lo 50%, or 3 to 14 times 2012 retail
average, for the state’s largest energy consuming customers. The proposed MRO rate design,
without these riders, fail to conform to state policy enumerated by RC 4928.02 that requires
offering customers with reasonably priced service, price and quality options from which

customer may elect to mect their needs, and for Ohio to effectively compete in the global market.

1¢0 CONCLUSION

The Companies intended elimination of the current ELR rider, OLR rider, and EDR
Rider afler May 21, 2011 requires rejection of the MRQ rate design as inconsistent with state
policy. Alternatively, Commission ordeted continuation of these riders to GT customers after
May 37, 2011 until the end of the approved MRO allows for approval of the MRO rate design

consistent with state policies if the Companies comply.
14




g1/68/2018 14:05 1216921 R7204

Respectfully Subimittad,

Craig 1. Smith (0019207)
Altorney at Law

2824 Coveniry Road
Cleveland, Ohio 44120
Tel. (216) 561-9410
wis29@yahoo.com

Attorney for Material Sciences Corporation.

THE UPS STORE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that & true and accuratc copy of the foregoing Brief by
Materials Science Corporation was served this 87 day of Tanuary 2010 by electronic mail upon

the persons listed below,

Loy D ot

Craig I. Smith

Arthur E. Korkosz

James W, Burk (Counsel of Record)
Mark A, Hayden

Ehony L. Miller

FIRSTENERGY SERVICE COMFANY
76 South Main Stteet

Akron, Ohio 44308

korkosza@ firstenergycarp.com
burkj@firsrenergycorp.com
haydenm@firsicnergycorp. com
elmiller@firstenergycorp.com

FIRSTENERGY SG1LUTIONS
Morgan I, Parke, Esqg.
Michacl L. Beiting, Esq.
mparke@irstshergyeolp.com
beitingm@firstenergycorp.com

Jarnes F. Lang

Laura C. McBride

CALFEE, HALTER & GRISWOLD LLp
1400 KeyBank Center

800 Superior Ave

Cleveland, OH 44114

Jlang@calfee.com

Imebride@ealfec.com

Pavid A Kutik

Jonieg Day

201 Lakeside Avenuc
Cleveland, Ohio 44114
dakutik{@jonesday.com

15

PAGE 17



mailto:wis29@yahoo.com
mailto:korJcosxa@rirstenergycorp.com
mailto:biirlcj@firstenergycni1i.com
http://qrgycorp.com
mailto:beitingm@firstenergycorp.com
mailto:lnicbride@calfee.com
mailto:dakutik@0ne9day.com

B1/88/2818 14:85 12169216204

Jeffrey 1. Small {Counsel of Record)
Gregoty ), Poulos

Office of the Ohin Consumers' Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800
Columbus, Ohip 43215-3485
small(@oce. stare, oh.vs

poulos(@occ. sinte.oh s

Samuel Randazza (Counsel of Record)
Lisa G. McAlisier

Toseph M, Clark

MCNEES WALLACE & NURICK LLC
Tifth Third Center

21 Ensl Siate Street, ) 7th floor
Columbus, OH 43215-4228
sam@mwnsmh.com
Imcalister@mwncemh.com
jclark@mwnemh, com

M. Howard Petricoff

Stephen M, Howard

VORYS, SATER, SEYM{OUR AND
PEASE LLP

52 East Gay Swect

PO, Bax 1008

Columbug, Ohio 43216-1008
smhoward@vssp.com
inhpetricoff@vssp.com

Cynthia Fonner Brudy

Senior Counssi

Constellation Energy Group, Inc
530 W. Washington St., Suite 300
Chicago, TL 60661

Cyathia Brady@constellation.com

David 1. Fein

Vies President

Constellatioh Encrgy Group, Inc.
550 W. Washington St., Suite 300
Chicago, 1L 60661

david. fein@@ronstellplion.com

David F, Roehm, Esq,

Michael L. Kortz, Exq.
BOEAM, KURTZ & LOWRY
36 East Scventh Strest

Suite 1510

Cincinnati, OH 45202
dboshm@bkllawfirm.com

mkurtz@bkilawli'm.com

THE UPS STORE PAGE

Duane Luckey

Attorney General's Office
Public Utilities Section

180 East Broad Street, $% Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215
duane.inckey@puc.state.ob.us

Robett J. Triozzi

Director of Law, City of Cleveland, Ohio
Steven Desler

Assistant Director of Law, City of
Cleveland, Ohio

Clevelamn City Hall

601 Lakeside Avenue, Room 106
Cleveland, Ohio 44114
RTriozzi@city.cleveland.oh.us

SBeeler@city gloveland.oh.us

David C. Rinebolt

Colleen L. Mooney

Ohio Parmers for Affordable Energy
231 Wesl Lima Street

P.O. Boxa 1793

Findlay, OH 43839-1793
drinsboli@ac).com
cmponey2@colubus.rr.com

Glenn 8. Krassen
BRICKER & ECKLER LLF
1375 East Ninth Streat

Suite 1500

Cleveiand, Ohio 44114
GRrazsen@Bricker.com

Maithew W. Wamock
BRICKER & ECKLER LLP
100 South Third Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
MWamnock@liricker.com

Michael K. Lavanga

E-Mail: mki@bbrslaw.com

Counsel of Record

Garreit A. Stone

E-Mail: gas@bbrslaw.com

Brickfield, Burchetie, Ritis & Stone, P.C.
1025 Thomas Jelferson Strest, N.W.

8" I'loor, West Tower

Warhington, I).C. 20007

1é

18



mailto:poulos@occ.state.oh.us
mailto:smhnwEird@vssp.com
mailto:mhpetricoff@vssp.c_Qm
mailto:Bradv@constellation.com
mailto:dbochm@bkll9wfirm.com
mailto:RTriozzi@city.cleveland.oh.us
mailto:MWamock@Brickcr.com
mailto:gfl5@bbrslaw.com

B1/83/281¢ 14:g5 12169218264

Thomas J O'Brien
BRICKER & ECKLER LLP
100 Seuth Third Street
Columbus, OH 43215.428]
tobrieni@bricker.com

Richard L, Sites

General Counse) & Sr. Director of Health Policy
OHIO HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION

155 Bnst Broad Street, 15th Floor

Columbus, O 43215-1620

ricks(@ohanect.org

Michael D. Dorich (0043897)
KRAVITZ, BROWN & DORTCH, LIL.C
65 East State Strect

Suitg 200

Columbus, 01143215
mdorich@fuikravitzlle com

Lance M. Keiffer

Assistant Prosecuting Atterney
Lucas County Conrthouss

700 Adams Street, Suite 250
Toleda, (hio 13604

leziffer Zeo lucas.oh.us

Nolan Moser

Will Reisinger

Trent. A, Dougherty

‘The Ohie Envirgnmental Couneil
1207 Grandview Avenue, Suite 201
Columbus, Ohio 4321
nmaser@theOEC. orp

will@the OEC.org

reni@ihe QEC. org

Todd M. Williams

Attorney at Law

PO Box 68385

Toledo, Ohio 43612
williams. toddm@umail com

Christepher L. Millar

Andre T. Portey

Gregory H, Dumn

Schottenstein Zox & Dunn Co. LPA
250 West Broad Street

Columbus, Ohig 43215
cmiller@szd. com

edunn@szd.com

THE UPS STORE

John W, Bentine, Bsq, (0016388)
E-Mail: jbentine@cwslaw.cotmn
Mark S. Yurick, Bsq, (0039176)
E-mail: myurick@cwslaw.com
Matthew §, White, Ezq. (0082359)
E-mail: mwhite@ewslaw.cotn
Chester, Willoox & Saxbe LLP

65 East State Straet, Suite 1000
Columbus, Ohic 432134213

Douglas M. Mancine (0005355)
MeDermott Will & Emery LLP
2049 Century Park Eags

Suite 3800

Los Angeles, CA 900673218
dmencino@mwe.cotm

Gregory K. Lawrence
McDermott Will & Emery LLP
28 State Btract

Boston, MA 92109

glawrence@Zmwe.con

loseph P. Melssner, Fsq.

Matthew D. Vincel, Esq.

The Legal Aid Socioty of Cleveland
1223 W, 6th Street

Cleveland, Ohio 44113
jpmeissn@las:lgy.orp
myincel@lasclev.org

Henry W. Eckhart

50 West Broad Street, #2117
Columbus, Ohlo 43215
henryeckhert (@aol.com

Theordore J, Robinson

2121 Murrary Avehve
Pigisburgh, Pa. 15217
robinson@citizenpower.com

Dane Stinscn

Bailey Cavallari LLC

10 West Broad Sueet #2100
Calumbus, Ohio 43215

dane stinsan@bailzyeavalier.com

17



mailto:rlck5@ohanet.org
mailto:iTidorlch@fgikravitzllc.com
http://OEC.org
mailto:jbcntinB@cwslaw.com
mailto:mwhite@cwslaw.com
mailto:dmancino@mwc.coTn
mailto:myincel@la5ciev.org
http://zonpower.com

