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BY
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The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCG@t), behalf of residential
utility consumers of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (“Duke “Utility”), moves' to strike two
of Duke’s objections to the Report by the Stafftéf6Report”) regarding Duke’s

application (“Application”j in the above-captioned cases. Specifically, O@Rean to

strike the following two objections filed by Duke &ebruary 4, 2013:

! Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-12 and Ohio Adm. Code 49®B(B).

2 In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy @Hnc. for an Increase in RateBase No. 07-589-

GA-AIR, et al., Application (July 18, 2007).



(6) Manufactured Gas Plant Defertand
(15) Facilities Relocation Tariff (Rider FRT).
The grounds for OCC’s Motion to Strike are mordyfgket forth in the accompanying

Memorandum in Support.
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for an Increase in Gas) Case No. 12-1685-GA-AIR
Rates. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Tariff Approval ) Case No. 12-1686-GA-ATA

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval of an )
Alternative Rate Plan for Gas Distribution) Case No. 12-1687-GA-ALT
Service. )

In the Matter of the Application of Duke )
Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval to ) Case No. 12-1688-GA-AAM
Change Accounting Methods. )

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
BY
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

l. INTRODUCTION

The Staff Report in the above-captioned cases sgagd on January 4, 2013.
Pursuant to R.C. 4909.19, Objections to the Steffdris were submitted by parties on or
before February 4, 2013. Duke, as well as othdigsa submitted Objections. An Entry
dated January 18, 2013 provided that Motions tik&®bjections to the Staff Report
should be filed by February 19, 2013The OCC moves to strike two of Duke’s

Objections.

° Entry at 5, 110 (January 18, 2013).



I. ARGUMENT

A. Duke’s Objections Should Be Stricken Because Thid.ack Specificity,
In Violation of Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-28(B).

Both of Duke’s Objections identified above in OC®/stion to Strike address
certain of Staff's recommendations in the Staff &egbut lack the specificity required
by the Commission’s rules; and therefore, shouldtheken.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-28 (B) states:

Any party may file objections to a report of invgation
described in paragraph (A) of this rule, withinrthidays
after such report is filed with the commission. ISuc
objections may relate to the findings, conclusians,
recommendations contained in the report, or tdadhere
of the report to address one or more specific itéts
objections must be specificAny objections which fail to
meet this requirement may be strickenupon motion of
any party or the commission staff or upon motiomhef
commission, the legal director, the deputy legegator, or
the attorney examiner. (Emphasis added).

This Commission has interpreted the rule stating:

Objections to the staff report should be filed aec@dance
with Section 4909.19, Revised Codlae parties are
reminded that Ruld901-1-28(B), Ohio Administrative
Code(O.A.C.), requires that all objections must be dpec
Any objection which is not specific enough to copveéhat
is actually being placed at issue will be struckspant to
the above rule. Some hypothetical examples of tibjex
which would be deemed not specific enough to satisf
requirements of Rulé901-1-28(B), O.A.Care “the staff
incorrectly calculated test year labor expense”; “he
staff unreasonably determined rate case expense”ttie
staff unreasonably eliminated certain advertising
costs”; and “the comments of the Consumers’ Serviee
portion of the report are unreasonable, inaccurateand
misleading”. Those hypothetical examples could be
improved so that they would be deemed specific gnda
satisfy the O.A.C. requirements: "the staff incotie
calculated test year labor expense because itifeolese
estimated end-of-test-period employee levels amgewa
rates in its calculation"; “the staff unreasonatyermined



rate case expense because it failed to includeasteof
publishing the required legal notice of the locahiing and
because it amortized the expense over a threepgeiad
instead of a one-year period”; “the staff unreabbna
eliminated $15,375 of advertising costs which imed
promotional because such advertising should hage be
classified as informational”; and "the statemerthim
Consumers’ Services portion of the report thathetaihe
company fails to respond to out-of-service reporis
timely manner is inaccuraté.”

The hypothetical objections provided by the AttgrExaminer in the Gem Beach Case
offer good illustrations of the lack of specificiiiyat can result in objections being
stricken for lack of specificity. A similar lacK specificity can be found in the following
two Objections to the Staff Report filed by Dukehese cases:

1. Objection (6): Manufactured Gas Plant Deferral

Duke’s Objection (6), and all subparts theret@)-through (i) -- should be
stricken for lack of specificity. Under Objecti¢®), Duke argues:

Duke Energy Ohio objects to Staff's recommendatiwitis
respect to the Company’s request for recovery sfcior
environmental investigation and remediation otws former
Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) sites, East End anst Bied, and
particularly with theStaff's application of the used and useful
standard. Staff makes its recommendation withoute&gard to
considering the strict liability placed upon the [Uility] for
investigating and cleaning up sites under federalral Ohio
environmental laws. Staff further fails to includein its
recommended recovery the value of property that isnd/or
was used and useful in rendering natural gas distbution
service to the [Utility’s] customers. Specifically[Duke] objects
to Staff's recommendation to divide the relevant pecels of

® In the Matter of the Application of Gem Beach WtilCompany for an Increase in its Rates and Césirg
(“Gem Beach Case”)Case No. 93-1335-WW-AIR, Opinion and Order at lbgkary 3, 1994). (Emphasis
added).®, See alsoln the Matter of the Application of the Cincinn@tas and Electric Company for an
Increase in Rates for Gas Service to All Jurisdittil CustomersCase No. 95-656-GA-AIR, Entry at 1
(July 15, 1665).



land into segments based upon an arbitrary divisiof what
Staff considers used and useful.

Duke’s Objection to the Staff Report is generab@ure and does not meet the
specificity requirement of the Commission’s rule.

For example, Duke’s Objection (6) (MGP Deferralluded the following
objection to “Staff's application of the used arsful standard.” The Staff Report
recommendations were specifically tied to facifitteat the Staff determined to be used
and useful for natural gas distribution seniteit Duke made no specific objection to
Staff’'s recommendations pertaining to the facsitteemed used and useful. Rather,
Duke’s objection is conclusory and lacks the rezpigpecificity that enables interested
parties to understand the specific concerns agissu

Next, Duke states an objection to the Staff Repecause “Staff makes its
recommendation without regard to considering thetdtability placed upon the [Utility]
for investigating and cleaning up sites under falland Ohio environmental laws
However, Duke fails to explain in its objection hamder R.C. 4909.15, the
Commission’s rate making formula, strict liabilftyr an environmental liability applies
and why the Staff should have considered such to$ts appropriate for collection from
customers.

Under R.C. 4909.15, rates must be basettosts of rendering utility servicé
and the costs that the Company seeks to collect) fustomers, in these cases cannot be

tied to rendering any service. The costs the Comaseeking to collect from

" Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 4 (Februar013) (emphasis added).
8 Staff Report at 45 (January 4, 2013).
° Office of Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. ComnODbio, 67 Ohio St.2d 372, 424 N.E.2d 300 (1981).



customers are related the environmental investigatnd remediation of former
manufactured gas plants. Under 4909.15 (A)(1) tkeses must be incurred from
property that is currently used and useful, ahefdate certain, in rendering public utility
service. These costs are neitfidre requirements of R.C. 4909.15 (A)(1) have netbe

satisfied.

Furthermore, if indeed strict liability is imposed Duke for the MGP-related
remediation and investigation costs, collectiothefse costs from public utility
customers does not automatically follow becausestitiet liability under the applicable
environmental regulation arises out of Duke’s ®ats a landowner and not as a public
utility.*® If Duke ceased operating as a public utility tgpdauke would still be liable as
landowner for the same MGP-related investigatich ri@mediation costs (if Duke is
liable at all). The above criticism of Duke’s otfjen points out the fact that it lacks
specificity and should be stricken.

In addition, Duke objects to the Staff Report beeatStaff further fails to include
in its recommended recovery the value of propdrdy ts and/owas used and usefuin
rendering natural gas distribution service to thglity’s] customers.™ To the contrary,
Staff's recommendation specifically addressed castvery of MGP-related remediation
costs associated with natural gas property thainiently used and useful at the MGP
sites?® What is unclear from Duke’s Objection to the SRéport is what the Staff was
supposed to recommend with regard to propertyishiad longer used and useful or in

other words, property which is not providing vahred service to Duke’s natural gas

1042 U.S.C. 9607 (&ee alsoR.C. 3746.23 (G).
1 Emphasis added.
12 Staff Report at 45 (January 4, 2013).



customers. Such property would clearly fall owtsadl the Commission’s rate-making
formula, and thus Duke’s objection lacks the regpispecificity, and should be stricken.

Finally, Duke objects to “Staff’'s recommendatiordigide the relevant parcels of
land into segments based upon an arbitrary divisfamhat Staff considers used and
useful.”® The Ultility fails to explain in what way the Stafrecommendation was
arbitrary. The Staff Report explains the basistidivision of the parcels of property.
The Staff explained that it divided the parcelpafperty to recommend recovery from
customers of the sections that were used and usifld not recommending recovery
from customers of those parcels of property thaewet used and useful. Duke’s
Objection to the Staff Report does not explain lmowhy the Staff Report was
“arbitrary.” Instead, the Objection merely used teneral claim of action being
arbitrary without any supporting detail. Therefdiee Objection to the Staff Report
lacks the required specificity necessary to corthieyconcern with the issues Duke is
objecting to. It should be stricken.

Included within Duke’s Objection (6) are numersudparts that include
variations of the above arguments, but genera#yatéso stated with insufficient

specificity to meet the requirements of Ohio Adned€ 4901-1-28 (B).

13 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 4 (Februarg013).



Duke’s Objection 6a is:
(a) “* * * Staff's recommendation and determinatiof what property in
the Eastern Parcel of the East End site is, amibits used and useful is

arbitrary and contrary to previous Commission decisions with regard to
the used and useful standart.”

Not only is Duke’s objection vague and overbroadylng interested parties with no idea
what specific concern Duke is objecting to or hovadldress it, but the general claim is
unsupported by any citation to prior PUCO decisisugporting the Utility’s
interpretation of “used and useful.” The lack ofy@upporting citation exposes the lack
of specificity required by law. Therefore, Objecti(6) (a) should be stricken.
Duke’s Objection 6b is:
(b) “* * * Staff arbitrarily, unreasonably, and incorrectly concludes that
none of the remediation expenses for the WestenrePaf the East End
site, except those incurred within 50-foot bufieere incurred to operate,

maintain, or repair property, that is used and uséh rendering natural
gas distribution service®

Again, Duke’s Objection is overly general and pd®s no explanation or supporting
rationale as to why the Staff's use of the 50-tmaffer with regards to the used and
useful standard was inappropriate. The Staff'emeination of used and useful in these
cases was consistent with prior cases where psriopart of a parcel of property was
deemed to be used and useful while other portibtiseosame parcel was deemed to not

be used and useftfl. There have also been circumstances where the @simomhas

14 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 4-5 (Febrda 2013) (emphasis added).
15 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 5 (Februar013) (emphasis added).

18 1n the Matter of the Application of Ohio Americammté Company to Increase its Rates for Water and
Sewer Service Provided in its Entire Service Agase No. 07-1112-WS-AIR, Staff Report at 4 (May 28,
2008).



determined a portion of an office building to netuised and useftl Duke’s Objection
fails to distinguish this case from those prioresawhere the Staff excluded portions of a
building or parcel of land that were not used aseful. Duke’s objection is vague and
overbroad, leaving interested parties with no Mbat specific concern Duke is
objecting to or how to address it. Therefore, Otipam (6) (b) should be stricken.

Duke’s Objection 6c is:

(c) “* * * Staff fails to adequately explain its t@nale for this
recommendation, merely stating that deferred exgeassociated with
the land purchase should [not] be recovered frorstamers.™®

To the contrary, the Staff Report included thedwing rationale for Staff's
recommendation:

Based on site inspections and review of recent and
historical aerial photographs and Company supplied
documents, the purchased land was historicallgideatial
neighborhood that was never part of the former East
MGP site. The land now is a large vacant field with
visible structures or underground facilities thia ased and
useful in providing natural gas distribution seevto
customers. A 2012 aerial view of the Purchased étgp
can be seen in Attachment MGP-2. Attachment MGP-8
shows a drawing of the Purchased Property wittidimaer
individual property plats shown Essentially, Duke i
requesting to recover from customers the premiypai
to the developer so that it could purchase the iamider
to protect itself from future liability arising fro the
presence of MGP impacts. The Staff recommendaithrae

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Americammté Company to Increase its Rates for Water and
Sewer Service Provided in its Entire Service A@ase No. 09-391-WS-AIR, Opinion and Order at 16
(May 5, 2010). (“sStaff has provided sufficienticatale to justify excluding 15 percent of the Mario
Corporate Office plant as not being used and us8taff noted that there are rooms on the secam fl
and in the basement that are not used. In addifitaff testified that the lobby and that the couarea

next to the lobby are empty. Accordingly, we fthat Staff properly excluded 15 percent of the Miari
corporate office plant from rate base.”)

18 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 5 (Februarg013).



of the deferred expense associated the land puecasild
be recovered from customeéfs.

As can be seen from the materials quoted abov#,dtdeexplain the rationale for its
recommendation. The Ultility just did not agreed &fed an objection that failed to
explain with the required specificity the specifafghe Utility’s disagreement. Duke
failed to explain in its Objection how a large vatheld with no visible structures or
underground facilities is used and useful in prongchatural gas distribution service to
customers. Therefore, Objection (6) (c) shouldtoeken.
Duke’s Objection 6d is:
(d) “* * * Staff unreasonably applies a very narrow interpretation of the
broad used and useful standard set forth in R.09456 (A)(1) when
rendering its recommendation regarding [West End, dlorth of Mehring
Way].”*°
Duke’s Objection fails to provide any support dation demonstrating that the Staff's
interpretation of used and useful was very narrod ot consistent with R.C.
4909.15(A)(1). Duke’s objection is vague and ovedald, leaving interested parties with
no idea what specific concern Duke is objectingrtbow to address it. Therefore,
Objection (6) (d) should be stricken.
Duke’s Objection 6e is:
(e) “* * * Staff's recommendatiommproperly overlooks the parcels [West

End site, South of Mehring Way] usefulness in tlogipion of natural gas
service.™

Again, Duke provided no explanation of how the Westl site south of Mehring Way is

used and useful in the provision of natural gagiser Instead the Utility, merely

19 Staff Report at 43 (January 4, 2013).
20 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 5 (Februgrg013).
21 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 5-6 (Febrda 2013).



disagrees with the application of used and usdiulke’s Objection to the Staff Report is
vague and overbroad, leaving interested partids matidea what specific concern Duke
is objecting to or how to address it. Thereforbjedtion (6) (e) should be stricken.
Duke’s Objection 6f is:
(f) “[Duke] objects to Staff’s failure to considélecisions rendered in

numerous other jurisdictions which have authorinétity recovery of
remediation costs of former MGP sites in rate-mglpnoceedings.*

Duke’s claim that other jurisdictions have authedatility recovery of remediation costs
is vague in that it does not articulate the bakth@decisions that allowed recovery, how
the decisions in other jurisdictions are consistettt Ohio law, and how the Staff’s
recommendations specifically conflict with thosbestdecisions. Duke also fails to
demonstrate the basis for the PUCO being bounaylacisions in other jurisdictions.
In fact, Duke provides no citation to support itguanent that the PUCO is bound to
consider decisions in other jurisdictions.

In addition, the Utility asserted another objectifpuke] objects to Staff's
failure to consider that the MGP environmental rdigigon costs areubstantial,
extraordinary, and unforeseencosts thataire related to gas utility operationsand that
prompt attention to the MGP sites remediation llkily benefit [Duke’s] current gas
ratepayers by minimizing environmental litigationfimes, which is a prudent business
practice.” Duke has failed to articulate how “substantiaty@ordinary and unforeseen
costs” are specifically allowable for recovery fraostomers under Ohio’s rate-making

formula as set forth in R.C. Chapter 49. Duke #dled to explain with any degree of

22 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 6 (Februgrg013).
2 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 6 (Februar013) (emphasis added).

10



specificity how these remediation costs are rel&teghs utility operations. Duke’s
objection is vague and overbroad, leaving inteteptaties with no idea what specific
concern Duke is objecting to or how to addressather than the fact that Duke wants to
recover huge amounts of money from customers foices that are not related to the
provision of natural gas service to those sameoousts today. Therefore, Objection (6)
(f) should be stricken.
Duke’s Objection 6g is:
(9) “[Duke] objects to Staff’s failure to considérat the East End and
West End sites have been utilized continuouslidZbmpany for the

provision of natural gas distribution service andre therefore, used and
usefulduring the time period of the MGP operations, as well as today®

As argued previously, the Staff's specifically resunended cost recovery of MGP-
related remediation costs associated with nat@slpgoperty that is currently used and
useful at the MGP sites; however, it is uncleanfiduke’s objection what the Staff was
supposed to recommend with regard to propertywtiagtused and useful between 1882
and 1967 (a period of time when the MGP sites werrationaly® If Duke’s argument
is that the MGP sites were used and useful in I8, then the Company had the
opportunity to recover costs associated with tHas#ities from customers at that time.
Customers today should not be held liable for ceegtslting from facilities that were
used and useful 46-131 years ago and NOT TODAYth $uoperty would clearly fall
outside of the Commission’s rate-making formula #ng Duke’s objection lacks the

required specificity. Duke’s Objection (6)(g) slabbe stricken.

24 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 6 (Februar013) (emphasis added).
% Duke Direct Testimony of Jessica Bednarcik atuy(20, 2012).

11



Duke’s Objection 6h is:
(h) “[Duke] objects to the Staff’s failure to comcle that the cost of
delivering utility service reasonably encompass$esdurrent costs of

doing business, including the necessary and prigérdurred costs of
complying with environmental standards at utilityred sites.”™

In fact, Duke is incorrect in its assumption --ttpeudently incurred costs of delivering
utility service do not include compliance with emrnmental standards at utility-owned
sites, if that site or a portion of that site i4 need and useful. Duke’s mistake in its
Objection to the Staff Report is that the Utilisyignoring the Staff's application of the
used and useful standard. Duke’s Objection failsxplain why the used and useful
standard does not apply. Duke’s objection is vaaqeeoverbroad, leaving interested
parties with no idea what specific concern Dukeligcting to or how to address it.
Therefore, Objection (6) (h) should be stricken.

Duke’s Objection 6i is:

(i) “* * * Further. [Duke] objects to Staff's assuptions regarding the
calculation of carrying charges?”

Duke, in its objection fails to specify what it ebjed to with regard to the Staff's
assumptions regarding the calculation of carryiogt€ Duke’s Objection to Staff's
assumptions regarding the calculation of carryimgrges failed to adequately notify the
parties of the specific concerns at issue. Duébjsection is vague and overbroad,
leaving interested parties with no idea what specidncern Duke is objecting to or how
to address it. Therefore, Objection (6)(i) peftagto the Staff's calculation of carrying

charges should be stricken.

%6 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 6 (Februgrg013).
2" Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 6-7 (Febrda 2013).

12



2. Objection (15) Facilities Relocation Tariff (Ricer FRT).

Duke’s Objection 15 is as follows, relating to [2iskproposed tariff to allow
collection from customers of amounts for such ptgas relocating facilities for a
streetcar project:

[Duke] objects to the Staff’'s recommendation tongtiate the

proposed Rider FRT. Staff lists several reasongitbelieves the

Rider should not be approved in these proceediSgztf’s

concerns in this regard are misplaced, raise igbia¢sre beyond

the jurisdictional capabilities of the Commissionconsider and,

in some cases, are simply false. As such the’'Sjafitification in

recommending a denial of approval for Rider FRUInfounded?
The Staff Report listed five reasons why the PUG&If®pposes Rider FRF. Duke’s
Objection No. 15 to the Staff Report failed to speally address, which areas of the
Staff's recommendations Duke disagrees with. Daik#djection is vague and
overbroad, thus lacking the specificity requirediy Commission’s rules.

For example, Duke argues that the Staff’'s concabasit Rider FRT are
misplaced, raise issues that are beyond the jatisdal capabilities of the Commission
to consider and, in some cases, are simply fdsg.Duke fails to expand on, explain, or
support these assertions in any detail. Duke’®Qign 15 thus is not specific enough to

convey what is actually being placed at issue. r@foee, Objection (15) should be

stricken.

2 Duke Objections to the Staff Report at 11 (Febrdar2013).
29 Staff Report at 21 (January 4, 2013).

13



.  CONCLUSION
Duke’s Objections (6) and (15) are vague and owaidhrleaving the PUCO Staff

and interested parties with no idea what specditcern Duke is objecting to or how to
address it. For the reasons set forth herein, tmeraission should strike the two Duke

objections, in accordance with Ohio Adm. Code 4923 (B).

14



BRUCE J. WESTON
OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/s/ Larry S. Sauer

Larry S. Sauer, Counsel of Record
Joseph P. Serio

Edmund Berger

Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485
Telephone: Sauer — (614) 466-1312
Telephone: Serio — (614) 466-9565
Telephone: Berger — (614) 466-1292
sauer@occ.state.oh.us
serio@occ.state.oh.us
berger@occ.state.oh.us

15



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of tiMotion to Strike Objections to the Staff Report

of Investigatiorwas served on the persons stated below via eléctservice, this 19th

day of February 2013.

/s/ Larry S. Sauer
Larry S. Sauer
Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

PARTIES OF RECORD

Samuel C. Randazzo

Frank P. Darr

Joseph E. Oliker

Matthew R. Pritchard

MCNEES WALLACE &NURICK LLC
21 East State Street, 17TH Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Thomas McNamee

Devin Parram

Attorneys General

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Streef'&loor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Douglas E. Hart
441 Vine Street, Suite 4192
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Thomas J. O'Brien

Bricker &Eckler LLP

100 South Third Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215-4291

Kimberly W. Bojko

Mallory M. Mohler

Carpenter Lipps& Leland LLP
280 North High Street

Suite 1300

Amy B. Spiller

Rocco O. D'Ascenzo

Jeanne W. Kingery

Elizabeth H. Watts

Duke Energy Business Services, LLC
139 East Fourth Street 1303 Main
P.O. Box 961

Cincinnati, Ohio 45201-0960

A. Brian Mcintosh

Mcintosh & Mclintosh

1136 Saint Gregory Street, Suite 100
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Colleen L. Mooney

Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy
231 West Lima Street

Findlay, Ohio 45840

Mark S. Yurick

Zachary D. Kravitz

Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP
65 East State Street Suite 1000
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Vincent Parisi

Matthew White

Interstate Gas Supply Inc.
6100 Emerald Parkway

16



Columbus, Ohio 43215

M. Howard Petricoff
Stephen M. Howard

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP

52 East Gay Street
PO Box 1008
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008

Andrew J. Sonderman

Kegler, Brown, Hill & Ritter LPA
Capitol Square, suite 1800

65 East State Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Dublin, Ohio 43016

Amy.spiller@duke-energy.com
Elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com
Jeanne.kingery@duke-energy.com
Rocco.dascenzo@duke-energy.com
sam@mwncmh.com
fdarr@mwncmh.com
joliker@mwncmh.com
mpritchard@mwncmh.com
Thomas.mchamee@puc.state.oh.us
Devin.parram@puc.state.oh.us
brian@mcintoshlaw.com
dhart@douglasehart.com
cmooney2@columbus.rr.com
tobrien@bricker.com
myurick@taftlaw.com
zkravitz@taftlaw.com
bojko@-carpenterlipps.com
mohler@carpenterlipps.com
vparisi@igsenergy.com
mswhite@igsenergy.com
mhpetricoff@vorys.com
smhoward@vorys.com
asonderman@keglerbrown.com

17



This foregoing document was electronically filed with the Public Utilities

Commission of Ohio Docketing Information System on

2/19/2013 4:09:56 PM

Case No(s). 12-1685-GA-AIR, 12-1686-GA-ATA, 12-1687-GA-ALT, 12-1688-GA-AAM

Summary: Motion Motion to Strike Certain of Duke Objections to the PUCO Staff Report by
the Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel electronically filed by Patti Mallarnee on behalf of
Sauer, Larry S.



