BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of The )
Dayton Power and Light Company for ) Case Nos. 12-426-EL-SSO
Approval of Its Market Rate Offer )

In the matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company for
Approval of Revised Tariffs

Case Nos. 12-427-EL-ATA

SN N N’

In the Matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company for
Approval of Certain Accounting Authority

Case Nos. 12-428-EL-AAM

N N N’

In the matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company for the
Waiver of Certain Commission Rules

Case Nos. 12-429-EL-WVR

N N N’

In the matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company to
Establish Tariff Riders.

Case Nos. 12-672-EL-RDR

N N N’

MOTION OF FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS CORP., INDUSTRIAL ENERGY USERS-
OHIO, INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY, INC. D/B/A IGS ENERGY, THE OHIO ENERGY
GROUP, SOLARVISION, LLC, AND THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’
COUNSEL TO STRIKE IMPROPER REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DONA R. SEGER-
LAWSON AND REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED RULING

Pursuant to Commission Rules 4901-1-12 and 4901-1-27, FirstEnergy Solutions Corp.
(“FES”), Industrial Energy Users-Ohio (“IEU-Ohio”), Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. d/b/a IGS
Energy (“IGS”), The Ohio Energy Group, SolarVision, LLC and the Office of the Ohio
Consumers' Counsel (“OCC”) (collectively, “Movants”) request that portions of the rebuttal
testimony of The Dayton Power and Light Company (“DP&L”) witness Dona R. Seger-Lawson,
filed on March 26, 2013, be stricken from the record. The following sections of the testimony
constitute improper rebuttal testimony:

Section II, p. 1, line 5 — p. 5, line 18
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Section VI, p. 23, lines 3-19

Proper rebuttal testimony is limited to evidence which is given to rebut new evidence
presented by the opposing party. Here, Ms. Seger-Lawson seeks to provide (1) a history of
DP&L’s provision of “below market” rates during the last decade; (2) her recollection of
DP&L’s decisions not to complete corporate separation during the last decade; and (3) a rehash
of Messrs. Jackson’s and Herrington’s testimony that the SSR subsidy would assure DP&L’s
financial integrity. Yet no intervenor has put at issue DP&L’s retail pricing or its corporate
status during the last decade. With regard to the latter, the only issue in dispute is whether
DP&L’s timely corporate separation now is a better option for customers than DP&L’s favored
$800+ million subsidy that all of its customers will have to pay. And Ms. Seger-Lawson’s
testimony regarding R.C. § 4928.143(B)(2)(d) cannot be accepted as legal analysis and has no
merit otherwise as rebuttal. Indeed, Ms. Seger-Lawson fails to tie her testimony on these points
to any intervenor evidence submitted in this proceeding. Because the entirety of this testimony
could have been offered in DP&L’s direct case and is not in rebuttal to any evidence provided by
the opposing intervenor parties, this testimony has no place in this proceeding and should be
stricken.

In the alternative, Movants ask that they and other intervenors be given the opportunity to
file sur-rebuttal testimony to respond to Ms. Seger-Lawson’s new “evidence”. Her statements
should not be allowed to stand unrebutted on the record.

Movants further request, pursuant to Rule 4901-1-12 of the Ohio Administrative Code,

that an expedited ruling be issued.! Ms. Seger-Lawson is scheduled to testify on March 28,

' Movants are not in a position to certify that no party objects to this request.
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2013, and it is critical that this motion be decided prior to the testimony or potential cross-

examination of Ms. Seger-Lawson.

A memorandum in support of this motion is attached hereto and incorporated herein.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Mark A. Hayden
Mark A. Hayden (0081077)
FIRSTENERGY SERVICE COMPANY
76 South Main Street
Akron, OH 44308
(330) 761-7735
(330) 384-3875 (fax)
haydenm(@firstenergycorp.com

James F. Lang (0059668)

N. Trevor Alexander (0080713)
CALFEE, HALTER & GRISWOLD LLP
The Calfee Building

1405 East Sixth Street

Cleveland, Ohio 44114

(216) 622-8200

(216) 241-0816 (fax)

jlang@calfee.com
talexander(@calfee.com

Attorneys for FirstEnergy Solutions Corp.

/s/ Melissa R. Yost

Melissa R. Yost

Maureen R. Grady

Edmund “Tad” Berger”

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad St., Ste. 1800
Columbus, OH 43215-3485
yost(@occ.state.oh.us
grady@occ.state.oh.us
berger(@occ.state.oh.us

Attorneys for the Olffice of the
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel

[s/ Frank P. Darr

Samuel C. Randazzo (Counsel of Record)
Frank P. Darr

Joseph E. Oliker

Matthew R. Pritchard

McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
21 East State Street, 17" Floor
Columbus, OH 43215
Telephone: (614) 469-8000
sam@mwncmh.com
fdarr@mwncmh.com
joliker@mwncmh.com
mpritchard@mwncmh.com

Attorneys for Industrial Energy Users-Ohio

s/ Mark A. Whitt

Mark A. Whitt (Counsel of Record)
Andrew J. Campbell

Gregory L. Williams

WHITT STURTEVANT LLP
The KeyBank Building

88 East Broad Street, Suite 1590
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Telephone: (614) 224-3911
Facsimile: (614) 224-3960
whitt@whitt-sturtevant.com
campbell@whitt-sturtevant.com
williams@whitt-sturtevant.com

Vincent Parisi

Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.
6100 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, Ohio 43016

2 Mr. Berger is representing OCC in PUCO Case No. 12-426-EL-SSO.
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/s/ Michael L. Kurtz

David F. Boehm, Esq.

Michael L. Kurtz, Esq.

Jody M. Kyler Cohn, Esq.
BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Ph: (513) 421-2255
dboehm@BKLIlawfirm.com
mkurtz@BKLlawfirm.com
jkyler@BKLIawfirm.com

Attorneys for the Ohio Energy Group
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Telephone: (614) 659-5000
Facsimile: (614) 659-5073
vparisi@igsenergy.com

Attorneys for Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.

d/b/a IGS Energy

[s/ Kimberly W. Boyko
Kimberly W. Boyko
(Counsel of Record)

Joel E. Sechler

Mallory M. Mohler
Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP
280 Plaza, Suite 1300

280 North High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
(614) 365-4100

(614) 365-9145 (fax)
Boyko@carpenterlipps.com

Attorneys for SolarVision, LLC



BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of The )
Dayton Power and Light Company for ) Case Nos. 12-426-EL-SSO
Approval of Its Market Rate Offer )

In the matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company for
Approval of Revised Tariffs

Case Nos. 12-427-EL-ATA

SN N N’

In the Matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company for
Approval of Certain Accounting Authority

Case Nos. 12-428-EL-AAM

N N N’

In the matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company for the
Waiver of Certain Commission Rules

Case Nos. 12-429-EL-WVR

N N N’

In the matter of the Application of The
Dayton Power and Light Company to
Establish Tariff Riders.

Case Nos. 12-672-EL-RDR

N N N’

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION OF FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS
CORP., INDUSTRIAL ENERGY USERS-OHIO, INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY, INC.
D/B/A IGS ENERGY, THE OHIO ENERGY GROUP, SOLARVISION, LLC, AND THE
OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL TO STRIKE IMPROPER
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DONA R. SEGER-LAWSON AND REQUEST FOR
EXPEDITED RULING

I. Introduction

On March 26, 2013, The Dayton Power & Light Company (“DP&L”) filed the Rebuttal
Testimony of Dona R. Seger-Lawson which, among other things, discusses DP&L’s history of
providing retail service in the 2000s following implementation of S.B. 3 and offers her opinion
that DP&L’s proposed $800+ million subsidy meets the elements of R.C. § 4928.143(B)(2)(d).
None of this testimony is, in fact, rebuttal testimony. DP&L did not provide any testimony in its

direct case regarding its provision of retail service during the 2000s and did not discuss its
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history of corporate separation during the 2000s. Likewise, no intervenor provided direct
testimony on these topics. Likewise, Ms. Seger-Lawson’s discussion of R.C. §
4928.143(B)(2)(d) is simply a rehash of DP&L witness Jackson’s and Herrington’s testimony.
Indeed, Ms. Seger-Lawson fails to reference any intervenor testimony she is seeking to rebut in
these sections of her testimony. Rebuttal testimony is limited to testimony needed to rebut
evidence presented by the adverse party. As the testimony of Ms. Seger-Lawson does not rebut
any evidence presented by an adverse party, but instead offers evidence which could have been
presented as part of DP&L’s direct case, this improper “rebuttal” testimony should be stricken.
I1. Legal Standard

Rebuttal testimony:

is that which is given to explain, repel, counteract, or disprove facts given in

evidence by the adverse party. It is that evidence which has become relevant or

important only as an effect of some evidence introduced by the other side.
Nickey v. Brown, 7 Ohio App. 2d 32, 35 (1982) (quoting 31 CORPUS JURIS SECUNDUM 818
Evidence § 2). See also State v. McNeill, 83 Ohio St. 3d 438, 446 (1998) (“Rebutting evidence is
that given to explain, refute, or disprove new facts introduced into evidence by the adverse party;
it becomes relevant only to challenge the evidence offered by the opponent, and its scope is
limited by such evidence.”)

Further, the scope of rebuttal testimony is limited by the evidence voluntarily offered by
the opposing party; it is not the equivalent of introducing evidence in a party’s case-in-chief. See
Nickey, 7 Ohio App. 2d at 35. “The failure of a party to present evidence in its case in chief is
not an excuse to present that evidence on rebuttal.” Blandford v. A-Best Products Co., Cuyahoga

App. Nos. 85710 and 86214, 2006-Ohio-1332, at 4 19.
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The Commission has a long-standing policy of striking improper rebuttal testimony
which does not meet this standard. “Even a cursory review of the testimony reveals that the
CLEC witnesses are not attempting to rebut new evidence elicited during cross examination or
on redirect examination.” In re Ameritech Ohio’s Economic Costs, Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC,
2001 WL 280125 (January 29, 2001 Entry, q 5) (emphasis added). “The Commission has
routinely limited rebuttal to testimony that a party could not have presented as part of their
direct case.” Id. at Y 8. Based on this clear legal standard, the Attorney Examiner struck
improper rebuttal testimony, and this decision was later upheld by the Commission. See In re
Ameritech Ohio’s Economic Costs, Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC (October 4, 2011 Opinion and
Order at 24).

In another decision precisely on point, applicants sought to supplement the evidentiary
record on rebuttal with new evidence in support of their direct case. The attorney examiner
struck this new evidence, finding that it should have been presented as part of the direct case of
the applicants since it did not respond to any evidence provided by the opposition:

The attorney examiner notes that the burden of proof
unquestionably lies with the joint applicants in this matter. Unless
specifically stated otherwise, it has always been Commission
precedent to require applicants in all formal proceedings to present
their prima facie case via their direct testimony. Therefore, joint

applicants should have been aware of their obligation to include
[new evidence] as part of their direct case.

* sk ok

Rebuttal testimony is appropriate for the purpose of contradicting
the opponent’s evidence. Such evidence should be utilized for the
purpose of demonstrating that intervenors criticisms were actually
addressed in joint applicants’ direct case or that such criticisms are
unjustified based on the existing record. Through the introduction
of their [new evidence], joint applications are not attempting to
accomplish either of these two objectives, but rather are
supplementing the record by either including commitments on
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issues not previously presented or now, for the first time, providing

specific detail to previously stated generic commitments. Neither

of these purposes is supported . . . .”
In the Matter of the Joint Application of Bell Atlantic Corporation and GTE Corporation for
Consent and Approval of a Change in Control, Case No. 98-1398-TP-AMT, pg. 4 (July 16,
1999).

As shown by this authority, proper rebuttal testimony is limited to testimony which (a)
could not have been presented as part of the direct case, and (b) responds to new evidence
presented by the opposition. Neither of these criteria are satisfied with respond to the “rebuttal”
testimony of Ms. Seger-Lawson; thus, the testimony should be stricken.

III.  Argument

Section II of Ms. Seger-Lawson’s testimony does not seek to rebut new evidence raised
by intervenors but, instead, raises two new issues that DP&L apparently believes will bolster its
case-in-chief.  First, she seeks to introduce evidence that DP&L provided below-market
generation rates to its customers in the 2000s. This evidence is not offered to rebut any evidence
submitted by an intervenor. To the contrary, Ms. Seger-Lawson explains at page 3 of her
testimony that she believes this history is important to bolster Mr. Chambers’ discussion of
DP&L’s financial integrity. Her argument, apparently, is that the Commission should provide
subsidies to DP&L over the next five years because DP&L did the Commission a favor in the
2000s. This distasteful quid-pro-quo argument could have been made by DP&L in its direct
testimony; it does not rebut any counter-argument made by intervenors. Put another way, no
intervenor has offered evidence regarding DP&L’s retail pricing in the 2000s, and Ms. Seger-

Lawson has not pointed to an intervenor that has. This is not proper rebuttal.
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Second, Ms. Seger-Lawson offers her explanation of why DP&L did not complete
corporate separation during the 2000s. Although Ms. Seger-Lawson cites to Mr. Randazzo’s
testimony to the General Assembly in 2007’ (his recommendations were not adopted into law),
this is not evidence in this proceeding. She suggests that IEU has taken an inconsistent position
in this proceeding,” but she fails to identify any actual evidence submitted by IEU that her
testimony is intended to rebut. The only evidence submitted on corporate separation is offered
by FES’s witnesses Noewer and Lesser, and their testimony relates to DP&L’s option of
achieving corporate separation in the next year instead of imposing over $800 million in
unlawful generation subsidies on captive ratepayers over the next five years. At issue is not
whether DP&L should have completed corporate separation in the 2000s; instead, what matters
is whether DP&L’s corporate separation by the end of 2014 is a better, lower-cost option than
DP&L’s proposed $800+ million subsidy. Notably, she offers no evidence to show that the
proposed ESP with its massive subsidies (that all of DP&L’s customers will have to pay) is the
least-cost option. Ms. Seger-Lawson’s testimony does not rebut, and is not intended to rebut,
any evidence submitted by intervenors.

Similarly, Ms. Seger-Lawson’s statements on page 23 of her testimony, lines 3-19, that
the SSR satisfies R.C. § 4928.143(B)(2)(d) also are not offered in response to intervenor
testimony. Given that she is not qualified to offer legal analysis, her opinion could only have
value if it were rebutting facts related to the SSR subsidy. But her statements are merely
conclusions in support of Mr. Jackson’s and Mr. Herrington’s testimony regarding financial
integrity and the need to extend the subsidy over five years. She is supporting their direct

testimony, not rebutting intervenor testimony.

* Rebuttal Testimony, p. 5.
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As shown by the foregoing, Ms. Seger-Lawson is not responding to new evidence

introduced by the opposing parties. Therefore, Section II of Ms. Seger-Lawson’s testimony, as

well as page 23, lines 3-19 of her testimony, are not proper rebuttal testimony and should be

stricken.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Mark A. Hayden
Mark A. Hayden (0081077)
FIRSTENERGY SERVICE COMPANY
76 South Main Street
Akron, OH 44308
(330) 761-7735
(330) 384-3875 (fax)
haydenm(@firstenergycorp.com

James F. Lang (0059668)

N. Trevor Alexander (0080713)
CALFEE, HALTER & GRISWOLD LLP
The Calfee Building

1405 East Sixth Street

Cleveland, Ohio 44114

(216) 622-8200

(216) 241-0816 (fax)

jlang@calfee.com
talexander@calfee.com

Attorneys for FirstEnergy Solutions Corp.

/s/ Melissa R. Yost

Melissa R. Yost

Maureen R. Grady

Edmund “Tad” Berger’

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad St., Ste. 1800
Columbus, OH 43215-3485
yost@occ.state.oh.us
grady(@occ.state.oh.us

[s/ Frank P. Darr

Samuel C. Randazzo (Counsel of Record)
Frank P. Darr

Joseph E. Oliker

Matthew R. Pritchard

McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
21 East State Street, 17" Floor
Columbus, OH 43215
Telephone: (614) 469-8000
sam@mwncmh.com
fdarr@mwncmh.com
joliker@mwncmh.com
mpritchard@mwncmh.com

Attorneys for Industrial Energy Users-Ohio

s/ Mark A. Whitt

Mark A. Whitt (Counsel of Record)
Andrew J. Campbell

Gregory L. Williams

WHITT STURTEVANT LLP
The KeyBank Building

88 East Broad Street, Suite 1590
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Telephone: (614) 224-3911
Facsimile: (614) 224-3960
whitt@whitt-sturtevant.com
campbell@whitt-sturtevant.com
williams@whitt-sturtevant.com

*Id.,p.51n. 18.

> Mr. Berger is representing OCC in PUCO Case No. 12-426-EL-SSO.
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berger(@occ.state.oh.us

Attorneys for the Office of the
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel

[s/ David F. Boehm

David F. Boehm, Esq.

Michael L. Kurtz, Esq.

Jody M. Kyler Cohn, Esq.
BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202

Ph: (513) 421-2255
dboehm@BKLIlawfirm.com
mkurtz@BKLlawfirm.com
jkyler@BKLIawfirm.com

Attorneys for the Ohio Energy Group
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Vincent Parisi

Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.
6100 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, Ohio 43016
Telephone: (614) 659-5000
Facsimile: (614) 659-5073
vparisi@igsenergy.com

Attorneys for Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.
d/b/a IGS Energy

[s/ Kimberly W. Bovko
Kimberly W. Boyko
(Counsel of Record)

Joel E. Sechler

Mallory M. Mohler
Carpenter Lipps & Leland LLP
280 Plaza, Suite 1300

280 North High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
(614) 365-4100

(614) 365-9145 (fax)
Boyko@carpenterlipps.com

Attorneys for SolarVision, LLC



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Motion to Strike Improper Rebuttal

Testimony and Request for Expedited Ruling was served this 27th day of March, 2013, via e-mail

upon the parties below.

Judi L. Sobecki

The Dayton Power & Light Company
1065 Woodman Drive

Dayton, OH 45432
judi.sobecki@dplinc.com

Samuel C. Randazzo
Joseph E. Oliker

Frank P. Darr

Matthew R. Pritchard
McNees Wallace & Nurick
21 East State Street, 17th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215
sam@mwncmh.com
joliker@mwncmh.com
fdarr@mwncmh.com
mpritchard@mwncmh.com

M. Anthony Long

Honda of America Mfg., Inc.
24000 Honda Parkway
Marysville, OH 43040

tony long@ham.honda.com

Robert A. McMahon

Eberly McMahon LLC

2321 Kemper Lane, Suite 100
Cincinnati, OH 45206
bmcemahon@embh-law.com
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/s/ James F. Lang

One of the Attorneys for FirstEnergy Solutions Corp.

Charles J. Faruki

Jeffrey S. Sharkey

Faruki, Ireland & Cox, P.L.L.
500 Courthouse Plaza, S.W.
10 N. Ludlow Street

Dayton, OH 45402
cfaruki@ficlaw.com
jsharkey@ficlaw.com

Matthew W. Warnock

J. Thomas Siwo

Bricker & Eckler LLP

100 South Third Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215-4291
mwarnock@bricker.com
tsiwo@bricker.com

Jeanne W. Kingery

Amy B. Spiller

139 East Fourth Street

1303-Main

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
jeanne.kingery@duke-energy.com
amy.spiller@duke-energy.com

Rocco D’ Ascenzo

Elizabeth Watts

139 East Fourth Street

1303-Main

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
elizabeth.watts@duke-energy.com
rocco.d’ascenzo@duke-energy.com



Jay E. Jadwin

American Electric Power Service Corp.

155 W. Nationwide Blvd., Suite 500
Columbus, OH 43215
jejadwin@aep.com

Richard L. Sites

Ohio Hospital Association

155 East Broad Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3620
ricks@ohanet.org

Colleen L. Mooney

Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy
231 West Lima Street

P.O. Box 1793

Findlay, OH 45839-1793
cmooney2(@columbus.rr.com

Vincent Parisi

Matthew White

Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.
6100 Emerald Parkway
Dublin, Ohio 43016
vparisi@jigsenergy.com
mswhite@igsenergy.com

Gregory J. Poulos

EnerNOC, Inc.

471 E. Broad Street, Suite 1520
Columbus, Ohio 43215
gpoulos@enernoc.com

Christopher L. Miller

Gregory H. Dunn

Ice Miller, LLP

250 West Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215
christopher.miller@icemiller.com
gregory.dunn@ icemiller.com
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David F. Boehm

Michael L. Kurtz

Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry

36 East Seventh Street. Suite 1510
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
dboehm@bkllawfirm.com
mkurtz@bkllawfirm.com

Thomas J. O’Brien

Bricker & Eckler

100 South Third Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215-4291
tobrien@bricker.com

Mark A. Whitt

Andrew J. Campbell

Whitt Sturtevant LLP

The KeyBank Building

88 East Broad Street, Suite 1590
Columbus, Ohio 43215
whitt@whitt-sturtevant.com
campbell@whitt-sturtevant.com

Mark S. Yurick

Zachary D. Kravitz

Taft Stettinius & Hollister, LLP
65 E. State St., Suite 1000
Columbus, Ohio 43215
myurick@taftlaw.com
zkravitz@taftlaw.com

Maureen Grady

Melissa R. Yost

Edmond J. Berger

Office of the Ohio Consumer’s Counsel
10 West Broad St., Suite 1800
Columbus, OH 43215
grady(@occ.state.oh.us
yost@occ.state.oh.us
berger@occ.state.oh.us

M. Howard Petricoff

Stephen M. Howard

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP
52 E. Gay Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215
mhpetricoff@vorys.com
smhoward@vorys.com



Trent A. Dougherty

Cathryn Loucas

Ohio Environmental Council

1207 Grandview Avenue, Suite 201
Columbus, Ohio 43212-3449
trent@theoeg.org
cathy@theoec.org

Matthew J. Satterwhite

Steven T. Nourse

American Electric Power Service Corporation
1 Riverside Plaza, 29th Floor

Columbus, OH 43215
mjsatterwhite@aep.com

stnourse@aep.com

Joseph M. Clark

6641 North High St., Suite 200
Worthington, Ohio 43085
jmclark@vectren.com

Kimberly W. Bojko

Joel E. Sechler

Carpenter Lipps & Leland, LLP
280 Plaza, Suite 1300

280 N. High Street

Columbus, OH 43215

(614) 365-4124
bojko@carpenterlipps.com
sechler@carpenterlipps.com

Philip B. Sineneng

Thompson Hine LLP

41 S. High Street, Suite 1700
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Philip.sineneng@thompsonhine.com

Mary W. Christensen
Christensen Law Office, LLC
Columbus, OH 43240-2109
mchristensen@columbuslaw.org
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Stephanie M. Chmie

Michael L. Dillard, Jr.

Thompson Hine LLLP

41 S. High Street, Suite 1700
Columbus, Ohio 43215
stephanie.chmiel@ThompsonHine.com
michael.dillard@ThompsonHine.com

Steven M. Sherman

Joshua D. Hague

Krieg DeVault, LLP

One Indiana Square, Suite 2800
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
ssherman@kdlegal.com
jhague@kdlegal.com

Ellis Jacobs

Advocates for Basic Legal Equality, Inc.
333 W. First Street, Suite 500B

Dayton, OH 45402
ejacobs@ablelaw.org

Matthew R. Cox

Matthew Cox Law, Ltd.
4145 St. Theresa Blvd.
Avon, OH 44011
matt@matthewcoxlaw.com

Bill C. Wells

Christopher C. Thompson

Bldg 266, Area A

Wright Patterson AFB, OH 45433
bill.wells@wpafb.af.mil
chris.thompson.2@tyndall.af.mil
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