BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

Citizens’ Utility Board of Ohio,
Complainant

V.

Ohio Edison Co., The Toledo Edison Co.,

and The Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Co.,

Case No. 20-1756-EL-CSS

Respondents.
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COMPLAINT AND REQUEST FOR RELIEF

SUMMARY OF THE CASE

Over the last several months, evidence has come to light showing that FirstEnergy Corp.
and its subsidiaries (collectively, “FirstEnergy”) have (1) paid more than $60 million to achieve
passage of state legislation that was used as part of an alleged criminal racketeering conspiracy
by an Ohio policymaker; and (2) paid $4 million to an individual who by FirstEnergy’s own
admission “subsequently was appointed to a full-time role as an Ohio government official
directly involved in regulating the Ohio Companies, including with respect to distribution rates”
— almost certainly the former chairman of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
(“Commission” or “PUCO”), Samuel Randazzo, who resigned from the Commission when this
transaction was disclosed. FirstEnergy made these payments coincident with the enactment and
implementation of a law, House Bill 6, which imposed new charges on ratepayers in order to

benefit FirstEnergy Corp.’s then-affiliate FirstEnergy Solutions with more than a billion dollars

in subsidies for its uneconomic nuclear plants. Simultaneously, FirstEnergy’s regulated Ohio



utilities — Ohio Edison Co., The Cleveland Electric [lluminating Co., and The Toledo Edison Co.
(collectively, “FirstEnergy EDUs”) — benefited from a “decoupling” provision of House Bill 6
that guarantees their revenues at 2018 levels. Former Chairman Randazzo then presided over
affirmative action by the Commission to extend that revenue guarantee indefinitely by
eliminating a 2024 distribution rate case filing requirement that would have terminated the
FirstEnergy decoupling mechanism. Mr. Randazzo also presided over a number of other matters
during his tenure that resulted in rulings that were favorable to the FirstEnergy EDUs. He took
these actions in apparent contravention of state law, Ohio Revised Code 102.03, governing
actions by public officials who have engaged in transactions with regulated utilities.

The Commission can and should take action well within its authority to address these
unjust and unreasonable results by (1) requiring Respondents to file a new distribution rate case
at the earliest possible date, and conducting a review of all rate decisions over which Mr.
Randazzo presided subsequent to the $4 million payment from FirstEnergy in order to identify
any unjust charges; and (2) ordering amendments to the FirstEnergy EDUs’ corporate separation
plan to introduce institutional controls that will prevent future payments from unregulated
corporate subsidiaries designed to improperly influence the outcome of Commission
proceedings.

In support of this Complaint, the Citizens’ Utility Board of Ohio avers as follows:

PARTIES AND JURISDICTION

I. The Citizens’ Utility Board of Ohio (“CUB Ohio”) is a non-profit corporation

with its principal place of business located in Columbus, Ohio. CUB Ohio is an independent

consumer watchdog that advocates for residential and small business utility customers in Ohio.



CUB Ohio’s members include customers of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric
[lluminating Company, and The Toledo Edison Company.

2. Respondent Ohio Edison Company is an “electric light company” under
R.C. 4905.03(C), a “public utility” under R.C. 4905.02(A), and an “electric distribution utility”
under R.C. 4928.01(A)(6).

3. Respondent The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company is an “electric light
company” under R.C. 4905.03(C), a “public utility” under R.C. 4905.02(A), and an “electric
distribution utility”” under R.C. 4928.01(A)(6).

4. Respondent The Toledo Edison Company is an “electric light company” under
R.C. 4905.03(C), a “public utility” under R.C. 4905.02(A), and an “electric distribution utility”
under R.C. 4928.01(A)(6).

5. Each Respondent is a wholly-owned subsidiary of FirstEnergy Corp. an electric
utility holding company. FirstEnergy Corp. is also the parent company of FirstEnergy Service
Corp., which provides certain services to other FirstEnergy subsidiaries in return for payment for
such “shared services.” FirstEnergy Corp. was previously the parent company of FirstEnergy
Solutions, until that subsidiary emerged from federal bankruptcy in February 2020 as an
independent corporation, subsequently renamed Energy Harbor.

6. The Commission has personal and subject matter jurisdiction over this Complaint
and all claims herein pursuant to R.C. 4905.04, R.C. 4905.05, R.C. 4905.26, R.C. 4928.16,

R.C. 4928.17 and R.C. 4928.18.



STATEMENT OF FACTS
A. FirstEnergy Corporate Entities Secretly Paid Significant Sums to Support
the Passage of House Bill 6, As Well As a Payment of $4 Million to a Business
Associated with Mr. Randazzo Immediately Prior to His Appointment as
PUCO Chair
1. FirstEnergy’s Payments to the Householder “Enterprise”
7. In July 2020, the U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of Ohio released a

criminal complaint against former Ohio House Speaker Larry Householder and several

associates (available at https://assets.documentcloud.org/documents/6999130/Ohio-House-

complaint.pdf). The complaint alleged that these individuals formed an “Enterprise” that had
engaged in a pattern of criminal racketeering activity by secretly accepting over $60 million from
FirstEnergy subsidiary FirstEnergy Solutions (now Energy Harbor), in exchange for passage of
legislation — House Bill (“H.B.”) 6 — that would charge Ohio ratepayers over a billion dollars as
a subsidy for FirstEnergy Solutions’ two uneconomic nuclear plants.

8. In October 2020, two of the defendants named in that criminal complaint signed
plea agreements admitting to federal racketeering offenses related to the payments by
FirstEnergy Solutions in support of enactment of H.B. 6 (available at

https://www.courthousenews.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/cespedes-plea.pdf and

https://www.courthousenews.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/longstreth-plea.pdf).

0. In October and November 2020, FirstEnergy announced the termination and/or
separation of its Chief Executive Officer, Charles Jones, and several other top executives after
determining they had “violated certain FirstEnergy policies and its code of conduct.”

2. FirstEnergy’s Payment to Mr. Randazzo
10. On January 17, 2019, Mr. Randazzo submitted an application to fill an upcoming

vacancy as a PUCO commissioner.



11. On January 28, 2019, Mr. Randazzo resigned from his position on the PUCO
Nominating Council.

12. On January 31, 2019, the PUCO Nominating Council recommended Mr.
Randazzo along with three other applicants for potential appointment to the PUCO by Governor
DeWine.

13. On February 4, 2019, Governor DeWine appointed Mr. Randazzo to the PUCO
and also designated him as chair of the Commission. R.C. 4901.02(E) provides that “[t]he
chairperson of the commission shall be the head of the commission and its chief executive
officer.”

14.  Inearly 2019, FirstEnergy paid approximately $4 million to a business entity that
it described as follows in a recent federal securities filing in connection with the termination
and/or separation of certain senior company executives:

Among the matters considered with respect to the determination by the committee

of independent members of the Board of Directors that certain former members of

senior management violated certain FirstEnergy policies and its code of conduct

related to a payment of approximately $4 million made in early 2019 in

connection with the termination of a purported consulting agreement, as amended,

which had been in place since 2013. The counterparty to such agreement was an

entity associated with an individual who subsequently was appointed to a full-

time role as an Ohio government official directly involved in regulating the Ohio

Companies, including with respect to distribution rates. At this time, it has not

been determined if the payments were for the purposes represented within the

consulting agreement.

15.  FirstEnergy has since cited this payment as a basis for terminating or separating
several members of senior management for violation of “certain FirstEnergy policies and its code

of conduct,” and has noted that “it has not been determined if the payments were for the purposes

represented within the consulting agreement.”



16. Ohio Revised Code 102.03(C) provides that “[n]o public official or employee
shall participate within the scope of duties as a public official or employee, except through
ministerial functions as defined in division (A) of this section, in any license or rate-making
proceeding that directly affects the license or rates of any person to whom the public
official or employee or immediate family, or a partnership, trust, business trust, corporation, or
association of which the public official or employee or the public official’s or employee’s
immediate family owns or controls more than five per cent, has sold goods or services totaling
more than one thousand dollars during the preceding year, unless the public official or
employee has filed a written statement acknowledging that sale with the clerk or secretary of the
public agency and the statement is entered in any public record of the agency’s proceedings.”
(Emphases added.)

17. Ohio Revised Code 102.03(E) provides that “[n]o public official or employee
shall solicit or accept anything of value that is of such a character as to manifest a substantial and
improper influence upon the public official or employee with respect to that person’s duties.”

18. Ohio Revised Code 102.03(F) provides that “[n]o person shall promise or give to
a public official or employee anything of value that is of such a character as to manifest a
substantial and improper influence upon the public official or employee with respect to that
person’s duties.”

19. Mr. Randazzo’s 2019 financial disclosure statement submitted to the Ohio Ethics
Commission indicates that in that year he had an ownership interest in two corporations, the
Sustainability Funding Alliance of Ohio and the IEU Administration Company. The disclosure
statement did not disclose any payment by FirstEnergy Corp. or any FirstEnergy subsidiary as an

income, gift, or otherwise. See Exhibit A.



20.  FirstEnergy’s former generation subsidiary, FirstEnergy Solutions, filed a list of
its creditors in its federal bankruptcy proceeding in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the Northern
District of Ohio (Case No. 18-50757) in May 2018. Only one entity associated with Mr.
Randazzo, the IEU-Ohio Administration Company, was listed as a FirstEnergy Solutions
creditor, in the amount of $43,166.07. Sustainability Funding Alliance was listed as a potential
party in interest for the FirstEnergy Solutions bankruptcy, in the category of “Other
Professionals” utilized by the company, but no payment to Sustainability Funding Alliance of
Ohio was ever submitted for approval by the bankruptcy court.

21.  FirstEnergy Solutions emerged from federal bankruptcy in February 2020 and
was subsequently renamed Energy Harbor.

22. On November 16, 2020, agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation executed a
search warrant at Mr. Randazzo’s residence in Columbus, Ohio.

23. On November 19, 2020, FirstEnergy Corp. filed a 10-Q report with the U.S.
Securities and Exchange Commission disclosing the $4 million payment to an entity associated
with an unnamed Ohio utility regulator.

24. On November 20, 2020, Mr. Randazzo resigned from his position on the
Commission, citing the “impression left by” the FBI raid and the disclosure of the FirstEnergy
payment.

25. There are reasonable grounds to believe that Mr. Randazzo was the utility
regulator referenced in the FirstEnergy 10-Q report, and that the payment to the entity associated

with him came from either the FirstEnergy EDUs or a related corporate entity.



B. While Serving as Chair of the PUCO, Mr. Randazzo Engaged in Conduct
Favorable to Both the FirstEnergy EDUs and FirstEnergy’s Former
Generation Affiliate FirstEnergy Solutions
1. Mr. Randazzo Provided Testimony that Facilitated the Passage of

House Bill 6, to the Benefit of FirstEnergy’s Regulated and
Unregulated Affiliates

26. On April 12, 2019, H.B. 6 was introduced in the Ohio General Assembly. Among
other provisions, this bill proposed:

(1) to create an “Ohio Clean Air Program,” which would impose over a
billion dollars in new charges on Ohio electric ratepayers to fund a subsidy
to two nuclear plants owned by FirstEnergy Solutions, which was then an
unregulated affiliate of FirstEnergy; and

(2) to enact new Revised Code section 4928.471, which would require the
PUCO to expeditiously approve an electric distribution utility’s
application for a decoupling mechanism to decouple residential and
commercial base distribution rates to 2018 levels for every year until the
Commission’s approval of new base distribution rates for the utility.

27.  According to disclosures filed with Ohio’s Joint Legislative Ethics Committee, a
number of agents of both FirstEnergy and Energy Harbor actively lobbied the General Assembly
regarding House Bill 6 between January and August 2019.

28. Public records show instances of FirstEnergy Service Corp. employees, including
Wendy Zele, and at least one FirstEnergy EDU employee, Daniel Deville, included on Energy
Harbor emails soliciting testimony in support of H.B. 6. See Exhibit B.

29. On May 7, 2019, Mr. Randazzo testified before the Ohio House’s Energy and
Natural Resources Committee regarding H.B. 6.

30. Mr. Randazzo testified that the costs of the nuclear subsidy proposed in H.B. 6

would be offset by the bill’s elimination and/or reduction of the costs of compliance with Ohio’s

renewable and energy efficiency standards; that he could not quantify the benefits of prior utility



energy efficiency programs in the form of customer bill savings; and that keeping the nuclear
plants in operation would tend to lower wholesale market electricity costs. See Exhibit C.

31.  Mr. Randazzo’s testimony did not address the decoupling provision of H.B. 6.

32.  H.B. 6 narrowly passed the Ohio legislature in July 2019 with nuclear subsidy and
decoupling provisions substantially similar to the as-introduced version of the bill. The new law
went into effect on October 22, 2019.

33. The then-CEO of FirstEnergy Corp., Charles Jones, stated on an investor call in
November 2019 that the H.B. 6 decoupling provision “fixes our base revenues and essentially it
takes about one-third of our company and I think makes it somewhat recession-proof.”

2. Mr. Randazzo Acted to Remove a Rate Case Filing Requirement that
Would Have Limited the FirstEnergy EDUs’ Timeframe for Utilizing
the “Unbalanced Version of Decoupling” Codified in House Bill 6

34.  On November 21, 2019, the FirstEnergy EDUs filed an application for a
decoupling mechanism pursuant to R.C. 4928.471, newly enacted as part of H.B. 6, in Case Nos.
19-2080-EL-ATA, et al. The application projected the decoupling rider would result in charges
to customers in 2020 totaling approximately $17 million. The PUCO approved the decoupling
application on January 15, 2020.

35. In a prior decision approving the FirstEnergy EDUs’ current Electric Security
Plan (“ESP”) in Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, the Commission ordered the FirstEnergy EDUs to
file a distribution rate case application at the conclusion of the ESP on June 1, 2024. The
Commission imposed that requirement in response to arguments opposing the FirstEnergy
EDUs’ recovery of distribution investment costs through an ESP rider without any rate case

filing, noting that “by the end of ESP IV, it will have been 17 years since the Companies' last



distribution rate case.” Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, Fifth Entry on Rehearing (Oct. 12, 2016),
9 246-251.

36. On November 21, 2019, the Commission issued an order that sua sponte
withdrew the requirement for the FirstEnergy EDUs to file a distribution rate case application in
2024. Case No. 19-361-EL-RDR, Entry (Nov. 21, 2019), q 17. That order was issued in a
separate docket regarding a separate ESP rider regarding “credit support” rather than distribution
investments, after the credit support rider was struck down by a Supreme Court of Ohio decision
on appeal from the ESP case.

37.  The Commission then denied applications for rehearing filed by the Ohio
Consumers’ Counsel and the Ohio Manufacturers’ Association Energy Group seeking
reinstatement of the distribution rate case filing requirement. Commissioner Conway filed a
dissenting opinion indicating that he would grant the applications for rehearing and retain the
requirement for the FirstEnergy EDUs to file a base rate application by the end of their current
ESP. Case No. 19-361-EL-RDR, Entry on Rehearing (Jan. 15, 2020) (Conway, dissenting).

38.  Under R.C. 4928.471, the FirstEnergy EDUs’ decoupling mechanism will now
remain in effect indefinitely until they voluntarily decide to file a rate case.

39.  Nearly a year after this ruling, in his November 20, 2020 resignation letter, Mr.
Randazzo criticized R.C. 4928.471 as creating an “unbalanced version of decoupling given to
FirstEnergy Ohio’s operating companies (despite the concerns we raised).” See Exhibit D.

C. The Commission’s Actions Regarding FirstEnergy’s Alleged Misconduct

1. The Commission’s Spending Audit
40.  On September 15, 2020, the Commission opened Case No. 20-1502-EL-UNC to

review FirstEnergy’s political and charitable spending in connection with the passage of H.B. 6

10



and ordered the FirstEnergy EDUs to show cause demonstrating that no such expenditures were
“included, directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by ratepayers” in Ohio.

41.  The FirstEnergy EDUs’ response filing indicated that such political and charitable
costs would not have been included in base rates or recorded in any of their riders or charges.

42. However, in a subsequent discovery response to a Request for Admission served
by the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel, the FirstEnergy EDUs stated that they could neither admit nor
deny that they had “used any of the money collected from Ohio electric customers under
distribution rates set in the FirstEnergy Utilities’ last base rate case for political and charitable
spending” since “funds received from base distribution rates are not differentiated from funds
received by the Companies from other revenues or sources.” See Exhibit E at 13-19.

2. The Commission’s Corporate Separation Audit

43. Ohio Revised Code 4928.17 requires every Ohio electric distribution utility to
operate under a corporate separation plan, approved by the Commission, that ensures unregulated
services will be provided by “a fully separated affiliate of the utility,” in order to “prevent[]
unfair competitive advantage” and “the abuse of market power.”

44.  The Commission has implemented this requirement through Ohio Adm. Code
Chapter 4901:1-37, in part to “effectuate the policy of the state of Ohio embodied in section
4928.02 of the Revised Code.” Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-37-02(B). Among the listed state
policies, Ohio seeks to “[e]nsure effective competition in the provision of retail electric service
by avoiding anticompetitive subsidies flowing from a noncompetitive retail electric service to a
competitive retail electric service or to a product or service other than retail electric service, and
vice versa, including by prohibiting the recovery of any generation-related costs through

distribution or transmission rates.” R.C. 4928.02(H).
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45. Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-37-05 requires every Ohio electric distribution utility to
obtain Commission approval of a corporate separation plan consistent with R.C. 4928.17. The
corporate separation plan must contain provisions to maintain structural safeguards. Rule 4901:1-
37-04(A) specifies that these mandated structural safeguards include that “[e]ach electric utility
and its affiliates that provide services to customers within the electric utility's service territory
shall function independently of each other” and that “[c]ross-subsidies between an electric utility
and its affiliates are prohibited. An electric utility's operating employees and those of its affiliates
shall function independently of each other.”

46. The FirstEnergy EDUSs’ current corporate separation plan was filed in Case No.
09-462-EL-UNC and approved by the Commission in Case No. 10-388-EL-SSO in an Opinion
and Order issued August 25, 2010.

47. The Commission instituted an audit of the FirstEnergy EDUs’ compliance with
their corporate separation plan on April 12, 2017 in Case No. 17-974-EL-UNC (“Corporate
Separation Audit Case”).

48.  On November 4, 2020, the Commission issued an Entry in the Corporate
Separation Audit Case directing PUCO Staff to issue a request for proposals for an auditor to
conduct an additional corporate separation audit of the FirstEnergy EDUs. This Entry cited
FirstEnergy’s disclosure on October 29, 2020 that it had terminated several executives because
they had violated certain FirstEnergy Corp. policies and its code of conduct. The Commission
selected an auditor on December 2, 2020. There is no current deadline for completion of the

audit report.
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COUNT I
ALL INCREASES IN CHARGES TO FIRSTENERGY CUSTOMERS RESULTING
FROM HOUSE BILL 6 OR FROM PROCEEDINGS OVER WHICH CHAIRMAN
RANDAZZO PRESIDED ARE UNJUST, UNREASONABLE, AND IN VIOLATION OF
LAW UNDER R.C. 4905.26

49. Complainant realleges and incorporates the paragraphs above as if fully set forth
herein.

50.  FirstEnergy and/or its then-subsidiary FirstEnergy Solutions funded a
racketeering scheme in the amount of more than $60 million — which has now resulted in
multiple guilty pleas to federal criminal charges — to achieve enactment of H.B. 6, to the benefit
of FirstEnergy Solutions.

51.  H.B. 6 also directly benefited the FirstEnergy EDUs by authorizing a favorable
decoupling mechanism that would guarantee their revenues at 2018 levels unless and until they
file a distribution rate case.

52.  Inearly 2019, FirstEnergy secretly paid approximately $4 million to a business
associated with former PUCO Chairman Randazzo. During that time period, he was a member of
the PUCO Nominating Council, then an applicant for a position as commissioner and, by
February 4, 2019, he was appointed as the chairman of the Commission. The payment of $4
million is of “such a character as to manifest a substantial and improper influence upon the
public official or employee with respect to that person’s duties.”

53. Mr. Randazzo then testified before the General Assembly regarding H.B. 6 in
violation of R.C. 102.03(C), (E), and (F).

54. Mr. Randazzo also presided over a number of Commission decisions regarding

the FirstEnergy EDUs’ rates in violation of R.C. 102.03(C), (E), and (F).
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55. The FirstEnergy EDUs’ new charges resulting from the enactment of H.B. 6, and
any increased customer rates resulting from proceedings over which then-Chairman Randazzo
presided are therefore unjust, unreasonable, and in violation of law pursuant to R.C. 4905.26.

COUNT 11

THE FIRSTENERGY EDUS’ DECOUPLING RIDERS ARE UNJUST,
UNREASONABLE, AND IN VIOLATION OF LAW UNDER R.C. 4905.26

56. Complainant realleges and incorporates the paragraphs above as if fully set forth
herein.

57.  After a business connected with Mr. Randazzo received approximately $4 million
from FirstEnergy, he testified in support of H.B. 6 without criticizing its decoupling provision, yet
he has now belatedly described that provision as an “unbalanced version of decoupling.”

58. Mr. Randazzo later participated in Case No. 19-361-EL-RDR, in which the
Commission sua sponte removed the FirstEnergy EDUs’ obligation to file a distribution rate case
before June 2024.

59. Since the filing of such a rate case would terminate the FirstEnergy EDUSs’
favorable decoupling mechanism under R.C. 4928.471, this action directly benefited the
FirstEnergy EDUs.

60. Mr. Randazzo’s participation in these legislative and Commission proceedings
violated R.C. 102.03(C), (E), and (F).

61. The FirstEnergy EDUs’ decoupling riders are therefore unjust, unreasonable, and

in violation of law pursuant to R.C. 4905.26.
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COUNT III

THE FIRSTENERGY EDUS VIOLATED R.C. 4928.17 BY FAILING TO OPERATE
SEPARATELY FROM UNREGULATED FIRSTENERGY AFFILIATES

62. Complainant realleges and incorporates the paragraphs above as if fully set forth
herein.

63.  R.C.4928.17 mandates that where an affiliate of an electric distribution utility
provides unregulated services, it must operate pursuant to a plan that keeps it “fully separated”
from the distribution utility. This common-sense requirement prevents cross-subsidization
between regulated and unregulated business activities, consistent with state policy under
R.C. 4928.02(H), so that a distribution utility cannot use ratepayer funds to support private
business ventures.

64.  As the FirstEnergy EDUs admit, they have failed to distinguish between
distribution revenue from base rates and revenue from other sources, and commingled those
funds for purposes of spending by the FirstEnergy EDUs on political and lobbying efforts.

65. Nonetheless, the FirstEnergy EDUs actively lobbied regarding H.B. 6, and
FirstEnergy EDUs and shared services personnel coordinated with FirstEnergy Solutions in
soliciting testimony in support of H.B. 6.

66. Accordingly, ratepayer revenues collected by the FirstEnergy EDUs, and
supporting their overall financial health and that of their parent company FirstEnergy Corp.,
facilitated or directly funded political and lobbying efforts in support of FirstEnergy’s
unregulated business.

67. The FirstEnergy EDUs’ existing corporate separation plan does not contain any
safeguards that would ensure their political and lobbying efforts are fully separated from those of

any unregulated FirstEnergy affiliates.
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68. The FirstEnergy EDUSs’ corporate separation plan therefore fails to comply with
the requirements of R.C. 4928.17(A)(1).
REQUEST FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Complainant respectfully requests the following relief:

A. Issuance of an entry finding that reasonable grounds for this Complaint have been
alleged, and establishing a procedural schedule;

B. Issuance of an interim, emergency order pursuant to R.C. 4909.16 to provide that
any rates charged by the FirstEnergy EDUs as a result of H.B. 6 or authorized by
the Commission in a proceeding presided over by former Chairman Randazzo
should be made refundable upon a determination by the Commission that those
rates are unjust, unreasonable, or in violation of law;

C. Issuance of an interim, emergency order requiring the FirstEnergy EDUs to file a
distribution rate case as soon as practicable in order to terminate the operation of
their decoupling riders under R.C. 4928.471;

D. Issuance of a final order finding that all FirstEnergy EDU charges implemented as
a result of H.B. 6 or resulting from proceedings conducted in violation of R.C.
102.03(C), (E), or (F) are unjust, unreasonable, and in violation of law;

E. Issuance of necessary orders to terminate all FirstEnergy EDU charges
implemented as a result of H.B. 6 or resulting from proceedings conducted in
violation of R.C. 102.03(C), (E), or (F) to the maximum extent authorized by law,
and to provide for customer refunds of such charges to the maximum extent
authorized by law;

F. Issuance of a final order requiring FirstEnergy to refund to customers any
amounts paid to Chairman Randazzo in violation of Ohio law;

G. Issuance of a final order finding that the FirstEnergy EDUs’ corporate separation
plan fails to comply with R.C. 4928.17 because it does not ensure that political

and lobbying activities of regulated and unregulated utilities are “fully separated”;

H. Issuance of necessary orders to modify or revoke the FirstEnergy EDUs’ existing
corporate separation plan; and

L. All other necessary and proper relief.
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December 7, 2020 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Madeline Fleisher

Madeline Fleisher (0091862)
(Counsel of Record)

David A. Lockshaw, Jr. (0082403)
Dickinson Wright PLLC

150 East Gay Street, Suite 2400
Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 591-5474 (Fleisher)

(614) 744-2945 (Lockshaw)
mfleisher@dickinsonwright.com
dlockshaw(@dickinsonwright.com

Counsel for Citizens' Utility Board of Ohio
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR SERVICE
TO THE DOCKETING DIVISION:
Pursuant to Ohio Adm. Code 4901-9-01(B), please serve the Complaint to:

Ohio Edison Company
76 S. Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company
76 S. Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

Toledo Edison Company
76 S. Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

A courtesy copy is being emailed to the following:
bknipe@firstenergycorp.com
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Citizens’ Utility Board of Ohio
Complaint and Request for Relief
Case No. 20-1756-EL-CSS

Exhibit A



Form No. OEC-2019 1 9
OHIO ETHICS COMMISSION
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT This statement is to be filed in 2020

Financial information for calendar year 2019

Please type or print clearly. See instructions for assistance with this page.  Electronic filing available at: disclosure.ethics.ohio.gov

SECTION A. PERSONAL CONTACT INFORMATION
Last Name First Name ME

Randazzo Samuel C

SECTION B. STATUS (Check all that apply) FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
[ ] candidate CANDIDATES: Please list the date
[] Write-in Candidate of the first election (primary, F I LE D
% Elected office holder special, or general) when your Online
Appointed (in 2020) to an name will appear on the ballot.
unexpired term in elective office 2/25/2020
Public Official Month  Day Year 2:25 PM
[} Public Employee .
Voluntary Filer / Other Confirm #: 1402201525253

SECTION C. PUBLIC POSITION, OFFICE, OR JOB

Position/Title (Example: council member, sheriff, board member, or job title) U Seeking
Chairman Hold
(] Held

Public Entity you serve in 2020, served in 2019, or will serve if elected

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

Public Salary: Start Date: End Date:
] Uncompensated Month  Day Year Month  Day Year
[] Lessthan $16,000 0 4 1 1 2 0 1 9

$16,000 or more

SECTION D. ADDITIONAL PUBLIC POSITION, OFFICE, OR JOB
Position/Title (Example: council member, sheriff, board member, or job title) ] Seeking

] Hold
[ ] Held

Public Entity you serve in 2020, served in 2019, or will serve if elected

Public Salary: Start Date: End Date:

[l Uncompensated Month  Day Year Month  Day Year
[l Lessthan $16,000
[] $16,000 or more

FOR OHIO ETHICS COMMISSION USE ONLY

7 walk-in Filer has answered every required question. Date incomplete form
[} Inter Office 1 Filer has not answered these questions: returned to filer:
[ ] No Check Date completed form
Rev'd by: returned to OEC:
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1. SOURCES OF INCOME - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

1 1 have no sources of income that 1 am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page 4)

Source of Income Service Provided (i?:;::;:t;)
A State of Ohio Chairman of the PUCO and OPSB
B
C
D
E
* Check instructions to see whether you are required to disclose amounts of income.

2. SOURCES OF GIFTS - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

I have no sources of gifts that | am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page 5)

Source of Gift

Source of Gift

3. NAMES OF SPOUSE RESIDING IN HOUSEHOLD AND ANY DEPENDENT CHILDREN - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

] There are no immediate family members whose names | am required to list.

Spouse Residing in Household

Carol D. Farmer

Dependent Children

4. NAMES OF BUSINESSES - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

(For help, see instructions page 5)

Dependent Children

(For help, see instructions page 5)

If you or anyone you listed in Question 3 owns or operates a business, list the name of the business.

There are no business names that | am required to list.

Business Name

Business Name

5. LAND (REAL ESTATE) IN OHIO - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

1 1 have no real estate that I am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page 6)

Land (Real Estate) in Ohio
(List address or, if address is unavailable, plat number and county)

A See Attachment

B

C

You are not required to disclose your personal residence or real property held primarily for personal recreation.
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6. CREDITORS OVER $1,000 - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

1 1 have no creditors that I am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page 6)

Creditor Creditor
A Huntington Mortgage Company D
B E
C F

7. DEBTORS OVER $1,000 - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

I have no debtors that | am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page 6)

Debtor

Debtor

8. INVESTMENTS OVER $1,000 - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

1 I have no investments that | am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page 6 and 7)

Corporation, Trust, Business Trust, Partnership, or Association

Nature of Investment

A Sustainability Funding Alliance of Ohio Ownership
B |EU Administration Company Ownership
C Ambrose & Eve Loan

D

E

F

IF YOU NEED ADDITIONAL SPACE, PLEASE ATTACH A SEPARATE SHEET.

9. OFFICES/FIDUCIARY RELATIONSHIPS - ALL FILERS MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

1 I have no offices or fiduciary relationships that | am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page &)

Corporation, Trust, Business Trust, Partnership, or Association

Office or Nature of Relationship

A Sustainability Funding Alliance of Ohio Owner

B 1EU Administration Company Owner

SKIP QUESTIONS 10 AND 11 IF YOU ARE ONLY REQUIRED TO FILE AS A:
e College or university trustee ¢ City, township, school district, ESC, or sanitary district
¢ Candidate for a city, township, school district, or ESC official or employee serving in a position that is paid

position that is paid less than $16,000 a year less than $16,000 a year

10. FOOD OR BEVERAGES - ALL FILERS EXCEPT THOSE LISTED IN THE BOX ABOVE MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

I have no sources of meals, food, or beverages that | am required to list.

(For help, see instructions page &)

Source of Food or Beverages

Source of Food or Beverages

Page 3 of 4




11. TRAVEL EXPENSES - ALL FILERS EXCEPT THOSE LISTED IN THE BOX ON PAGE 3 MUST ANSWER THIS QUESTION:

I have no sources of travel expenses that | am required to list. (For help, see instructions page 9)
Source of Travel Expenses Amount
A
B
C
D
E
F

12. NON-DISPUTED INFORMATION - ALL state employees, state officials and state board and commission members {except college and university
trustees) are REQUIRED to answer Question 12. All other filers should skip this question and go to question 13.

I have no information that | am required to list. (For help, see instructions page 9)

Non-Disputed Information

13. SIGNATURE - ALL FILERS MUST SIGN THE STATEMENT: (For help, see instructions page 10)
By signing this statement:
¢ | swear or affirm that this statement and any additional attachments have been prepared or carefully reviewed by me,

and constitute my complete, truthful, and correct disclosure of all required information, and that the address listed on
page 1is a correct mailing address.

¢ | acknowledge and understand that, among other potential violations and penalties, knowingly filing a false statement is
a criminal misdemeanor of the first degree, in violation of Sections 102.02(D) and 2921.13{A)(7) of the Revised Code,
punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000, imprisonment of not more than six months, or both.

* | acknowledge and understand that filing a false statement may be grounds for removal from public office or dismissal
from public employment pursuant to Sections 3.04 and 124.34 of the Revised Code.

¢ | acknowledge that, in 2019, I served in, or in 2020, | am serving in or a candidate for, the position(s) indicated on page 1
of this statement.

If you have any questions before signing this form, please contact the Ohio Ethics Commission at (614} 466-7090.

Before signing this statement, please review to make sure that you have answered each question you are required to answer.
If you have nothing to list in response to any question, check the box indicating that you have nothing to list. If the response
to any required question is omitted, the Commission will return the statement to you as incomplete. Any person who fails to
file a complete statement by the appropriate filing deadline will be assessed a late filing fee and may be subject to criminal
penalty.

Deliver completed statement to: Ohio Ethics Commission, 30 W. Spring St., L3, Columbus, OH 43215

My filing fee is: (For help, see instructions page 2)
{1 Enclosed (check or money order payable to "Ohio Ethics Commission")

[_] Submitted Online

My public agency is required or has agreed to pay my filing fee.

YOUR SIGNATURE IS REQUIRED HERE: Samumel C. Randazzo- Date: 2/25/2020 2:25 PM

Confirmation Number: 1402201525253 Rev. 1-2020
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ATTACHMENT - LAND (REAL ESTATE) IN OHIO

Samuel C. Randazzo - 2019

Land (Real Estate) in Ohio
(List address or, if address is unavailable, plat number and county)

1 492 Mound Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215
2 327 S. Washington, Columbus, Ohio 43215
3 1725 Gerrard Street, Columbus 43212

4 1788 W. 3rd, Columbus, Ohio 43212
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GONGWER

SINCE 1906
OHIO’S HOME FOR POLICY & POLITICS

Wednesday, June 5, 2019

Article 7

Senators Consider Impact Of Nuclear Plant Closures

A Senate panel spent Wednesday grappling with the question of how subsidizing nuclear plants or letting them
potentially close might impact customer bills.

It was the second informal hearing on the controversial House-passed measure (HB 6) to create a "Clean Air"
credit program. Formal hearings before the Senate Energy & Public Utilities Committee will kick off Tuesday.

Wednesday's testimony featured Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Chair Sam Randazzo and Asim Haque,
PJM's executive director for strategic policy and external affairs. Their remarks echoed comments from PUCO
and PJM representatives to House lawmakers earlier this year, with neither party endorsing or opposing the
legislation.

Mr. Randazzo outlined the history of the renewable and energy efficiency standards that would be eliminated by
the bill and the related compliance costs for customers. He suggested the measure as written does not interfere
with the ability of existing and new renewable energy resources from obtaining renewable energy credits. (See
Gongwer Ohio Report, May 7, 2019)

But he did opine that customers may receive an overall cost reduction if the measure passed as written. He
said estimated customers' out-of-pocket costs for demand-side compliance requirements is an average $289
million per year — below the projected $198 million annual cost of HB6's credit program.

"l think the cost of compliance with the mandates is greater than the cost associated with programs associated
with HB6," Mr. Randazzo told Sen. Sandra Williams (D-Cleveland).

Sen. Dave Burke (R-Marysville) questioned Mr. Randazzo whether consumer bills would go up or down if both

plants closed. Mr. Randazzo replied the answer depends on several factors including whether projected gas-
fired generation is realized.

"There is | think reason to believe that prices would drop in the wholesale market as a result of keeping the
nuclear plants around," Mr. Randazzo said.

Sen. Sean O'Brien (D-Bazetta) asked out of those compliance costs, how much might have been spent on
programs such as energy efficiency that return dollars to consumers. Mr. Randazzo said he was unable to
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quantity that.

Mr. Haque, who is also a prior chairman of the PUCO, emphasized his testimony was from an "educational"
perspective and that the regional transmission operator has no opinion on the legislation at hand. He outlined
the findings of a cost analysis released that same day by PJM following inquiries from the Ohio Consumers'
Counsel and the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.

The study modeled wholesale energy market prices in 2023, examining several scenarios including those in
which the Davis-Besse and Perry plants close or remain open. The study determined:

» In the base case, if FirstEnergy Solutions' nuclear plants retire and all expected new gas units come online,
the market will produce about $1.6 billion annual savings by 2023.

» If the nuclear plants continue operations and all new gas units enter the market Ohioans will save $95 million
more than in the base case in 2023, not including any nuclear subsidy.

» If the plants continue operations and only 50% of the planned new gas units come online, Ohioans would
save about $16 million less than in the base case in 2023.

Sen. Rob McColley (R-Napoleon) asked how likely it is that the plants retire and investors follow through on all
planned generation. Mr. Haque said the general view among his colleagues is that scenario is unlikely.

Both sides of the debate are already touting the PJM study as a victory. The OCC, which opposes HB6,
highlighted scenario No. 1 as worthy of note, while bill sponsor Rep. Jamie Callender (R-Concord) singled out
the other scenarios in a statement.

"Even more good news for ratepayers is that the study does not even take into account the additional $340
million annually Ohio's ratepayers will save by repealing the state's expensive, failed electric mandates, nor
does the study take into account the Ohio jobs associated with those facilities," Rep. Callender said. "I look
forward to working with my colleagues in the Senate to passing House Bill 6."

Sen. O'Brien questioned if the nuclear plants were to close whether reliability would continue to exist. Mr.
Haque replied: "100% yes."

Mr. Haque urged Sen. Hearcel Craig (D-Columbus) to press future witnesses who claim the markets are
broken.

"From PJM's perspective, we are proud of the markets we have developed," Mr. Haque said. "You'll probably
hear during testimony going forward the markets aren't working. What I'd tell you is please evaluate who the
markets aren't working for."

Sen. Matt Huffman (R-Lima) asked whether renewables could take the place of the carbon-free generation
that would be eliminated if the plants close.

"l think if you were just looking to swap one for one as we sit here today, that's not going to be possible," Mr.
Haque replied. "But how quickly this technology develops, with the cost associated with advancing that
technology getting less and less, that world could conceivably occur."
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"So why hasn't that happened within the last 10 years?" Sen. Huffman said.

"I think if that technology was the least cost, most reliable resource as we exist today, we'd see more in the
marketplace," Mr. Haque answered.

Copyright 2020 Gongwer News Service, Inc. All Rights Reserved | Terms of Service | Privacy Policy
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Honorable Michael D. DeWine November 20, 2020
Governor of the State of Ohio

Riffe Center, 30" Floor

77 South High Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Re: Resignhation

Dear Governor DeWine:

The events and news of this week have undoubtedly been disturbing or worse to many
stakeholders who rightfully look to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCQ), the Ohio
Power Siting Board (OPSB) and me as the Chair to act in the public interest within the statutory
legal framework. Regardless of disclosures of prior business relationships to you and your team
prior to my PUCO Nominating Council interview (January 31, 2019), the impression left by an
FBI raid on our home, the statement included in FirstEnergy Corp.’s filing with the Securities
and Exchange Commission yesterday and the accompanying publicity will, right or wrong, fuel
suspicions about and controversy over decisions | may render in my current capacity. In present
times, when you, good sir, are valiantly battling to save Ohioans from the surging attack of
COVID-19, there is no room or time for me to be a distraction. Accordingly, | hereby resign
from my position as Chair effective immediately.

There will be those who will eagerly contest what | say next. But it needs to be said.

When you asked me to consider going to the PUCO after discussions about opportunities to
improve the public interest performance of the PUCO (rather than continue on with my semi-
retirement plan), |took heart.

Since being appointed by you, much has been accomplished inside the PUCO to shed a
dysfunctional Chair-centric operating system and to transparently render PUCO decisions based
on the law, good engineering, good accounting and, of course, the public interest. The worst
out-of-market compensation abuses of the Strickland Administration’s electric security plan
(ESP) statute, all of which were imposed on customers well prior to my arrival, have been
mitigated or cut short where possible. The next step is, in my view, elimination of the ESP
statute itself and focusing on the use of a proper competitive bidding process to set the
generation supply price for retail electric customers not served by a competitive supplier.
Ohio’s pro-competitive legal framework, which | greatly helped to get incorporated into Ohio
law, is working for customers. The elimination of the too-utility-friendly ESP statute will
improve outcomes for customers and fairly compensate Ohio’s electric distribution utilities
while, hopefully, reducing the number, size and scope of riders that transfer utility business and
financial risk to captive customers with little or no recognition in the specification of a just and
reasonable return. And, in this regard, the legislation currently being advanced by



Representative Romanchuk is a fine vehicle to rescind the nuclear bailout, the OVEC bailout,
rescind the unbalanced version of decoupling given to FirstEnergy Ohio’s operating companies
(despite the concerns we raised), put the ESP statute out of commission and allow Ohio’s
electric customers to enjoy an even greater electric bill reduction (in excess of $300,000,000)
that is scheduled to take place through current law on January 1, 2021.

Among other things, the PUCO and Federal Energy Advocate have taken on the runaway
electric transmission service rate increases by proactive intervention and advocacy at the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, a federal agency that has exclusive jurisdiction in this
area and seems eager to give transmission utilities money for nothing. Prior to my arrival, this
important work was not getting much if any attention and the customer impacts of federal
decisions on the price and availability of energy in Ohio were not getting their deserved
attention.

Prior to my arrival at the OPSB, decisions were better characterized as being the product of a
rubber stamp than reasoned analysis and proper application of the law. Local interests were
unnecessarily subordinated to the virtue signaling demands of wind and solar farm developers
some of which were only interested in flipping their project. Prior to my arrival, no OPSB Board
Member attended local public hearings further signaling disinterest in local views and concerns.
Since my arrival, | have personally attended almost all of these hearings listening for hours as
citizens offered their testimony. Further reform is also needed here, however. In my opinion,
the next step is to modify the OPSB’s statutory framework to require the OPSB to consider the
views and preferences of local land use planning authorities on the front end of the process so
that decisions might better balance local and statewide interests when determining public
convenience and necessity.

In any event, | believe my actions as Chair have done much to put the PUCO and OPSB on a
better foundation to serve the public interest. In the days ahead, | hope the Commissioners and

Board Members who remain or follow me can continue this important mission.

Your efforts to save Ohioans from the COVID-19 virus continue to inspire hope that we might all
come together for the common good. | will continue to do my part.

| will greatly miss working with the dedicated public servants who make up the PUCO and OPSB
staff as well as other agency Directors and your team. | regret that | must step away but it is the
right and necessary thing to do.

Respectfully yours,

Sam

Samuel C. Randazzo



Citizens’ Utility Board of Ohio
Complaint and Request for Relief
Case No. 20-1756-EL-CSS

Exhibit E



RESPONSE TO SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, REQUESTS FOR
ADMISSIONS AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PROPOUNDED
UPON FIRSTENERGY UTILITIES BY THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS'
COUNSEL

Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and The Toledo
Edison Company (the “Companies™), pursuant to O.A.C. 4901-1-19, -20 and -22, hereby submit
these Objections and Responses to the First Set of Interrogatories, Requests for Admissions and
Requests for Production of Documents (collectively, the “Requests™) served by the Office of the
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel.

GENERAL O

The Companies assert the following gen
General Objections are incorporated into eacl
Objections and Responses (the “Responses”™) set
the General Objections in any of the Responses s
1 The Companies object to OCC’s “Instrus

Requests as improper to the extent they purport to impose obligations beyond those

required or permitted by the Ohio Rules of Civil Procedure, the procedural rules of the

Commission, or any other applicable law or rule (the “Applicable Laws”).



Attachment 2
Page 2 of 19

oy the Companies solely for the purpose of this

r to waive, but, on the contrary, preserving and

of propriety, competency, privilege, relevancy,

ity, admissibility or any other proper grounds, to

Objections, and other objections propounded herein.

The Companies object to the Requests as overly broad and unduly burdensome to the extent
they are not reasonably limited in time and, in particular, to the extent the Instructions
require Requests to include the period from January 1, 2008 through the present.

The Companies object to each Request to the extent that it seeks production of information
that 1s confidential business, commercial, financial, or proprietary information belonging
to the Companies or third parties.

The Companies object to the Requests to the extent the Requests demand that the
Companies do anything other than conduct a reasonably diligent search of centralized files
and electronic records reasonably likely to contain requested documents. To the extent the

Companies agree to produce documents responsive to a Request, the Companies are not
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1y such documents in fact exist or that, if such
ympanies’ possession, custody or control. Neither
1 nor the fact that no objection is interposed
ents or information exist.

ections and Responses set forth herein are based
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sATORIES

rent CEO) was the president of FirstEnergy
it of the 2007 test year expenses. Does this
(rates of the three EDUs, set in 2007, do not
mclude the muiuions of compensation dollars earned by Charles E. Jones?
RESPONSE:

The Companies object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it does not involve whether the costs of
any political or charitable spending in support of Am. H.B. 6 — either supporting enactment of the
bill or opposing the subsequent referendum effort (hereinafter, “H.B. 6 Spending”), were included,
directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio. The
Companies further object to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
misstates the facts of Case No. 07-551-EL-AIR, et al., harassing, oppressive, vague, ambiguous
and seeks to impose an undue expense.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, labor costs associated with
FirstEnergy Solutions would not have been included in base distribution rates. See Case No. 07-

551-EL-AIR.

INT-02-002. Did the FirstEnergy Utilities (or any FirstEnergy Utilities” affiliates) use any of
the money collected from Ohio electric customers under distribution rates set in

the FirstEnergy Utilities’ last base rate case for political and charitable spending?



Attachment 2
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rasis how much was used for that purpose since

itory on the grounds that it seeks information
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by
the Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were
included, directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.
The Companies further object to this Interrogatory because expenditures made by the Companies
and their affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
Companies further object to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
harassing, oppressive, vague, ambiguous and seeks to impose an undue expense by, among other
things, requesting all information related to any political or charitable spending dating from the

effective date of the last base rate case to the present.

INT-02-003. Did the FirstEnergy Utilities (or any FirstEnergy Utilities’ affiliates) use any of
the money collected from Ohioans under FirstEnergy Utilities’ “riders or other
charges in their approved tariffs” (see affidavit of Santino Fanelli) for political

~">ase identify on a yearly basis how much was

1ders and charges were the source of the
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itory on the grounds that it seeks information
oceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
because it involves the possible expenditures by
~vhether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were

arges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.

The Companies object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by

the Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were
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arges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.
ry because expenditures made by the Companies
tand, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,

ks to impose an undue expense by, among other

which niders and charges were the source ot the House Bill 6 activities tunds?

RESPONSE:

The Companies object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by
the Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were
included, directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.
The Companies further object to this Interrogatory because expenditures made by the Companies
and their affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to ivestigate. The

Companies further object to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
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ks to impose an undue expense by, among other

1.B. 6 Spending.

ny FirstEnergy Utilities” affiliates) use any of

s under “riders and charges” (see affidavit of
Santino Fanelli) under FirstEnergy Utilities’ tariffs for House Bill 6 activities? If
s0, please identify on a yearly basis how much was used for that purpose, and

which riders and charges were the source of the House Bill 6 activities funds?

RESPONSE:

See Objections to INT-02-005.

INT-02-007. Did the FirstEnergy Utilities (or any FirstEnergy Utilities® affiliates) use any of
the money collected from Ohioans under “riders and charges” (see affidavit of
Santino Fanelli) approved in FirstEnergy Utilities latest electric security plan in
PUCO Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, et al. for House Bill 6 activities? If so, please
identify on a yearly basis how much was used for that purpose, and which electric

security plan riders and charges were the source of the House Bill 6 activities

funds?

RESPONSE:

The Companies object to this Interroge
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the pr
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence

the Companies (and their affiliates) instead of s
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arges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.
ry because expenditures made by the Companies
tand, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,

ks to impose an undue expense by, among other

charitable spending? If so, please identify on a yearly basis how much was used
for that purpose, and which electric security plan riders and charges were the

source of the political and charitable spending?

RESPONSE:

The Companies object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by
the Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were
included, directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.
The Companies further object to this Interrogatory because expenditures made by the Companies

and their affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
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because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
ks to impose an undue expense by, among other
political or charitable spending associated with

:SP4 proceeding.

the Companies instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were included, directly or
indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio. The Companies
further object to this Interrogatory because expenditures made by the Companies are outside
OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The Companies further object to
this Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing, oppressive, vague,
ambiguous, assumes facts, and seeks to impose an undue expense by, among other things,

requesting all information related to any political or charitable spending dating from January 1,

2008 to the present.



sharenolder engagement and outreach, we expanaed our website disclosure 1o
include reports on federal and state level lobbying, as well as, the lobbying
portion of certain trade association dues.”
a. please provide all reports on federal and state level lobbying for
the period 2017 through 2020.
b. please provide all reports on lobbying pertaining to trade

association dues for the period 2017 through 2020.

RESPONSE:

The Companies object to this Request or
to the subject matter involved in the proceedir
discovery of relevant or admissible evidence bec
Companies and their affiliates instead of whether
directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges pz
Companies further object to this Request becaus:
affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, uws, wuawiul 101 ULL W wvesugale. 1ue
Companies further object to this Request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
oppressive, vague, ambiguous, and seeks to impose an undue expense by, among other things,
potentially requesting all information related to any political or charitable spending for the period

2017 through 2020.
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foregoing objections, see OCC RPD-02-001



for political and charitable spending.

ADMIT/DENY:

The Companies object to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information irrelevant
to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by the
Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were included,
directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio. The
Companies further object to this Request because expenditures made by the Companies and their
affiliates are outside OCC'’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
Companies further object to this Request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
oppressive, vague, ambiguous and seeks to mmpose an undue expense by, among other things,
requesting all information related to any political or charitable spending dating from the effective
date of the last base rate case to the present.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, the Companies deny that they
included, directly or indirectly, the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending in any rates or charges paid by
ratepayers in Ohio. Further, following a reasonable inquiry, the Companies lack information
sufficient to either admit or deny this Request because funds received from base distribution rates

are not differentiated from funds received by the Companies from other revenues or sources.
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1ergy Utilities (or any FirstEnergy Utilities
money collected from Ohioans under
ars and charges” (see Santino Fanelli affidavit)

in their tariffs for political and charitable spending.

ADMIT/DENY:

The Companies object to this Request on the grounds that it seeks information irrelevant
to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by the
Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were included,
directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio. The
Companies further object to this Request because expenditures made by the Companies and their
affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
Companies further object to this Request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
oppressive, vague, ambiguous and seeks to impose an undue expense by, among other things,
requesting all information related to any political or charitable spending dating from January 1,
2008 to the present.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, the Companies deny that they
included, directly or indirectly, the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending in any rates or charges paid by
ratepayers in Ohio. Further, following a reasonable inquiry, the Companies lack information
sufficient to either admit or deny this Request because funds received from riders and charges are

not differentiated from funds received by the Companies from other revenues or sources.
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1ergy Utilities (or any FirstEnergy Utilities
money collected from Ohio electric customers
;7 distribution rates set in their last base rate case

for House Bill 6 activities.

ADMIT/DENY:

The Companies object to this Request or
to the subject matter involved in the proceedir
discovery of relevant or admissible evidence bec
Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whethe
directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio. The
Companies further object to this Request because expenditures made by the Companies and their
affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
Companies further object to this Request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
oppressive, vague, ambiguous and seeks to impose an undue expense by, among other things,
requesting all information related to any H.B. 6 Spending.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, the Companies deny that they
included, directly or indirectly, the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending in any rates or charges paid by
ratepayers in Ohio. Further, following a reasonable inquiry, the Companies lack information
sufficient to either admit or deny this Request because funds received from base distribution rates

are not differentiated from funds received by the Companies from other revenues or sources.
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1ergy Ultilities (or any FirstEnergy Utilities
money collected from Ohioans under “riders and
santino Fanelli) under FirstEnergy Utilities’

ivities.

ADMILI/DENY:

The Companies object to this Request or
to the subject matter involved in the proceedir
discovery of relevant or admissible evidence bec
Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whethe
directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges pz
Companies further object to this Request becaus:
affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The
Companies further object to this Request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
oppressive, vague, ambiguous and seeks to impose an undue expense by, among other things,
requesting all information related to any H.B. 6 Spending.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, the Companies deny that they
included, directly or indirectly, the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending in any rates or charges paid by
ratepayers in Ohio. Further, following a reasonable inquiry, the Companies lack information
sufficient to either admit or deny this Request because funds received from riders and charges in
the Companies’ tariffs are not differentiated from funds received by the Companies from other

revenues or sources.



ADMILI/DENY:

See Objections and Response to RFA-02-

RFA-02-006. Admit or deny that FirstE1
affiliates) used any of the
charges” (see affidavit of !
Utilities latest electric sect
House Bill 6 activities.

ADMIT/DENY:

The Companies object to this Request or
to the subject matter involved in the proceedir
discovery of relevant or admissible evidence bec
Companies (and their affiliates) instead of whethe

directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges pe
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1ergy Utilities (or any of the FirstEnergy
y of the money collected from Ohioans under
iffidavit of Santino Fanelli) under FirstEnergy

Bill 6 activities.

Companies further object to this Request because expenditures made by the Companies and their

affiliates are outside OCC’s jurisdiction and,

Companies further object to this Request because

thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The

it is overly broad, unduly burdensome, harassing,
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yose an undue expense by, among other things,
spending.

going objections, the Companies deny that they
H.B. 6 Spending in any rates or charges paid by

nable inquiry, the Companies lack information

Fanelli) approved in FirstEnergy’s latest electric security plan (Case No.

14-1297-EL-SSO) for political and charitable spending.

ADMIT/DENY:

The Companies object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information
irrelevant to the subject matter involved in the proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence because it involves the possible expenditures by
the Companies (and therr affiliates) instead of whether the costs of any H.B. 6 Spending were
included, directly or indirectly, in any rates or charges paid by the Companies’ ratepayers in Ohio.
The Companies further object to this Interrogatory because expenditures made by the Companies
and their affiliates are outside OCC'’s jurisdiction and, thus, unlawful for OCC to investigate. The

Companies further object to this Interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
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ks to impose an undue expense by, among other
political or charitable spending associated with
!SP4 proceeding.

going objections, the Companies deny that they

H.B. 6 Spending in any rates or charges paid by

TE O amnrdla M dnaen Chamond

Attc
Ele
Edi:

4816-5157-4479, v_ 1

1 Answers to interrogatories were prepared by Santino Fan
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