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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND POSITION. 3 

A1. My name is Wilson Gonzalez.  My business address is 10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800, 4 

Columbus, Ohio, 43215-3485.  I am employed by the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ 5 

Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Energy Policy Advisor. 6 

 7 

Q2. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 8 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 9 

A2. I have a Bachelor of Arts degree in Economics from Yale University, and a Master of 10 

Arts degree in Economics from the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.  I have also 11 

completed coursework and passed my comprehensive exams towards a Ph.D. in 12 

Economics at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. 13 

 14 

Previous to my employment with OCC, I worked in the energy industry from 1986-2002, 15 

first with the Connecticut Energy Office (Senior Economist, 1986-1992), then with 16 

Columbia Gas Distribution (“Columbia Gas”) (Integrated Resource Planning 17 

Coordinator, 1992-1996), and finally with American Electric Power (“AEP”) (Marketing 18 

Profitability Coordinator and Market Research Consultant, 1996-2002).  I have been 19 

managing the Resource Planning activities within OCC since 2004, and have been 20 

involved in numerous electric industry cases before the Public Utilities Commission of 21 

Ohio (“PUCO” or “Commission”). 22 

23 
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Q3. WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR EXPERIENCE DIRECTLY RELATED TO RENEWABLE 1 

ENERGY PROCEEDINGS IN OHIO? 2 

A3. I have been directly involved in negotiations leading to settlements reached and approved 3 

by the PUCO in the Green Pricing and Residential REC Purchase Programs of 4 

FirstEnergy (Cases No 06-1112-EL-UNC and 09-551-EL-UNC), Duke Energy of Ohio 5 

(Cases No. 06-1398-EL-UNC and 09-834-EL-UNC), and American Electric Power 6 

(Cases 06-1153-EL-UNC and 09-1872-EL-ACP).  In addition, I have filed testimony 7 

concerning renewable energy in the AEP and FirstEnergy Electric Security Plan Cases 8 

No. 08-917-EL-SSO and 10-388-EL-SSO.  I have also been the lead analyst on the OCC 9 

case team for the Commission’s “Green” Rulemaking (08-888-EL-ORD) and for all of 10 

Ohio’s electric utilities’ alternative energy compliance filings since such proceedings 11 

commenced in 2009. 12 

 13 

Q4. WHAT IS YOUR EXPERIENCE IN OTHER REGULATORY PROCEEDINGS? 14 

A4. I have been immersed in many aspects of electric utility regulation since 1986, including, 15 

but not limited to rate design and integrated resource planning.  While at the Connecticut 16 

Energy Office, I was a participant in one of the first demand-side management (“DSM”) 17 

collaborative processes in the country (Connecticut Department of the Public Utilities 18 

Commission (“DPUC”) Docket No. 87-07-01).  I analyzed the performance and cost-19 

effectiveness of many efficiency programs for Connecticut’s electric and gas utilities that 20 

led to demonstration projects, policy recommendations, DSM programs (including rate 21 

design recommendations) and energy efficiency standards.  I also performed all of the 22 
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analytical modeling for United Illuminating’s first integrated resource plan filed before the 1 

DPUC in 1990. 2 

 3 

At Columbia Gas, I was responsible for coordinating its Integrated Resource Plan within the 4 

corporate planning department and DSM program development activities in the marketing 5 

department.  I designed and managed residential DSM programs in Maryland and Virginia. 6 

 7 

While at AEP, I conducted numerous cost-benefit analyses of programs sponsored by AEP’s 8 

corporate marketing department, including its residential load control water heater program. 9 

 10 

For the past 8 years at OCC, I have (among other matters): 11 

 12 

• Been a principal participant in DSM negotiations resulting in 13 

energy efficiency programs with Ohio’s investor-owned utilities 14 

which were designed to save, and have saved, Ohio consumers 15 

millions of dollars in energy costs; 16 

• Prepared and presented DSM-related testimony in many 17 

Commission cases; 18 

• Testified before the Ohio House Alternative Energy Committee and 19 

Senate Energy and Public Utilities Committee in support of energy 20 

efficiency, demand response and resource planning; 21 
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• Assisted in the preparation of energy efficiency and renewable 1 

energy testimony and amendments with respect to S.B. 221, H.B. 2 

357, and S.B. 315; 3 

• Testified before the PUCO on rate design issues;  4 

• Been a member of the Ohio Wind Working Group; and 5 

• Worked extensively on a range of topics regarding FirstEnergy’s 6 

Standard Service Offer (“SSO”) proposals. 7 

 8 

Q5. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY OR TESTIFIED BEFORE 9 

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO? 10 

A5. Yes.  A list of the testimony I have previously submitted or presented to the PUCO is 11 

attached as Exhibit WG-1. 12 

 13 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 14 

 15 

Q6. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 16 

A6. The purpose of my testimony is to: 1) present my assessment of the Alternative Energy 17 

Resource Rider (“Rider AER”) that FirstEnergy has used to charge customers for their 18 

renewable compliance, from 2009 through 2011, in light of the findings set forth in the 19 

Commission-ordered audit reports: (2) recommend to the PUCO the appropriate 20 

ratemaking treatment to use for FirstEnergy’s charges to customers for its Renewable 21 
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Energy Credits (“REC”)1 purchases in light of my assessment of FirstEnergy’s 1 

mismanagement of its REC purchasing program in regard to In-State All Renewable 2 

RECs; 3) make recommendations to the PUCO regarding the handling of carrying costs 3 

that may impact customers; and 4) recommend that if the PUCO finds that FirstEnergy 4 

acted inappropriately and that it must reimburse consumers for its excessive charges—5 

then the PUCO should impose a penalty to be paid by FirstEnergy.  6 

 7 

Q7. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS. 8 

A7. In light of FirstEnergy’s extreme mismanagement of its REC purchasing program (for In-9 

State All Renewable RECS), and for the reasons discussed more extensively below,2 I 10 

recommend the following: 11 

 12 

1. The Commission should disallow $157.7 million from Rider AER, 13 

to protect customers from paying for costs resulting from 14 

FirstEnergy’s imprudent decision to purchase grossly over-priced 15 

In-State All-Renewable RECs exclusively from its affiliate, FES. 16 

2. The Commission should require FirstEnergy to pay interest to 17 

customers, in the amount of $31.2 million, on FirstEnergy’s 18 

imprudent purchases of In-State All-Renewable RECs, so as to 19 

 
1 4901:1-40-01(BB), “Renewable energy credit” means the environmental attributes associated with one megawatt-
hour of electricity generated by a renewable energy resource, except for electricity generated by facilities as 
described in paragraph (E) of rule 4901:1-40-04 of the Administrative Code. 

2 See R.C. 4928.02:  “It is the policy of the state to do the following throughout the state: (A) Ensure the availability 
to consumers of adequate, reliable, safe, efficient, non-discriminatory, and reasonably priced retail electric service.” 
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protect the time value of customers’ money that FirstEnergy 1 

collected. 2 

3. The Commission should--after a ruling that FirstEnergy acted 3 

inappropriately and that it must reimburse consumers for its 4 

excessive charges--promptly open a second phase of this docket to 5 

determine an appropriate penalty. 6 

 7 

III. RESULTS OF THE EXETER MANAGEMENT AUDIT 8 

 9 

Q8. WHAT IS THE EXETER MANAGEMENT AUDIT AND WHAT PERIOD DOES IT 10 

COVER? 11 

A8. The Exeter Management/Performance Audit was commissioned by the PUCO Staff to 12 

review FirstEnergy’s REC purchasing program for the time period of October 2009 13 

through December 31, 2011.3 14 

 15 

Q9. WHAT DOES THE EXETER MANAGEMENT AUDIT CONCLUDE REGARDING 16 

FIRSTENERGY’S DECISION TO PURCHASE RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS? 17 

A9. The audit is very critical of FirstEnergy’s purchase of In-State All-Renewable RECs 18 

during the audit period.  In particular, the Exeter Auditor makes the following critical 19 

findings: 20 

 
3 Final Report (REDACTED) Management/Performance Audit of the Alternative Energy Resource Rider (RIDER 
AER) of the FirstEnergy Ohio Utility Companies for October 2009 through December 31, 2011, prepared by Exeter 
Associates, Inc., filed on August 15, 2012 in PUCO Case No. 11-5201-EL-RDR at page i  (“Exeter Audit Report”). 
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Finding 5.  “The FirstEnergy Ohio utilities paid unreasonably high prices 1 

for In-State All Renewables RECs purchased from their competitive 2 

affiliate, FirstEnergy Solutions.”4 3 

 4 

Finding 6.  “Prices for In-State All Renewable RECs in the range of $300 5 

to $700 exceeded the reported prices paid for non-solar compliance RECs 6 

anywhere in the country between July 2008 and December 2011 by at 7 

least $250 to $650.”5 8 

 9 

Finding 7.  “The FirstEnergy Ohio utilities had several alternatives 10 

available to the purchase of high-priced In-State All Renewables RECs, 11 

none of which were considered or acted upon.”6 12 

 13 

Finding 8.  “The FirstEnergy Ohio utilities should have been aware that 14 

the prices bid by FirstEnergy Solutions reflected significant economic 15 

rents and were excessive by any reasonable measure.”7 16 

17 

 
4 Id. at iv. 

5 Id. 

6 Id. 

7 Final Report (REDACTED) Management/Performance Audit of the Alternative Energy Resource Rider (RIDER 
AER) of the FirstEnergy Ohio Utility Companies for October 2009 through December 31, 2011, prepared by Exeter 
Associates, Inc., filed on August 15, 2012 in PUCO Case No. 11-5201-EL-RDR at page iv  (“Audit Report”). 
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The Exeter Audit Report concluded that “Based on the findings presented above, we 1 

recommend that the Commission examine the disallowance of excessive costs associated 2 

with purchasing RECs to meet the FirstEnergy Ohio utilities' In-State All Renewables 3 

obligations.”8 4 

  5 

Q10. DO YOU AGREE WITH FINDINGS (FIVE THROUGH EIGHT LISTED ABOVE) 6 

CONTAINED IN EXETER AUDIT REPORT? 7 

A10. Yes, I agree with those findings.  8 

 9 

Q11. HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE THE PRICES PAID BY FIRSTENERGY 10 

FOR IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS? 11 

A11. The prices paid by FirstEnergy – from $300 to $700 per REC – for In-State all 12 

Renewable Energy Credits were grossly excessive. 13 

 14 

Q12. WHAT IS THE BASIS OF YOUR OPINION THAT SOME OF THE PRICES PAID 15 

BY FIRSTENERGY FOR IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS 16 

DURING THE AUDIT PERIOD WERE GROSSLY EXCESSIVE? 17 

A12. First, one simply has to look at the REC information in Figure 3 --Compliance Markets 18 

for RECs -- on page 26 of the Exeter Audit Report, reproduced below, and compare those 19 

to the excessive prices paid by FirstEnergy to reach this conclusion. 20 

 
8 Id. 
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 1 

 2 

As shown in Figure 3 from the Exeter Audit Report, the prices paid for RECs in 3 

compliance markets of 12 states and over a comparable time period, January 2008 4 

through October 2011, were never more than $52 per REC.  For most years, prices were 5 

below 40 dollars per REC. 6 

7 
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Second, and more importantly, a review of the REC prices paid by Dayton Power &Light 1 

Company (“DP&L”), Duke Energy Ohio (“Duke”), and AEP-Ohio in Ohio as revealed in 2 

their quarterly AER Tariff filings demonstrate that FirstEnergy, in comparison, paid 3 

significantly more for RECs than any other utility in the state.  The table below shows for 4 

each quarter since the last quarter of 2009 to the end of 2011, the factor by which 5 

FirstEnergy’s AER rate was higher than the other Ohio utilities.9  For example, 6 

FirstEnergy paid from 5.3 to 43.3 times what DP&L paid for renewable compliance from 7 

2009-2011.  FirstEnergy paid from 3.0 to 9.6 times what AEP-Ohio paid.  And 8 

FirstEnergy paid from 0.4 to 18.1 times what Duke paid for renewable compliance.10 9 

 10 

FE Companies AER Rate Index Relative to other Ohio Companies  (FE=1) 

 2009 2010 2011 

 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

DPL          

CEI 5.3 31.4 28.0 27.8 41.1 22.0 43.2 38.7 39.8 

OE 5.6 30.1 25.3 30.7 26.3 20.8 22.5 26.1 23.9 

TE 6.1 26.9 28.6 31.2 43.3 27.7 34.3 33.0 33.1 

DE-O          

CEI 0.4 18.1 11.5 14.3 9.0 10.2 12.3 13.0 13.0 

OE 0.5 17.3 10.4 15.8 5.8 9.6 6.4 8.8 7.8 

TE 0.5 15.5 11.7 16.1 9.5 12.8 9.8 11.1 10.8 

CSP          

CEI 7.9 4.9 4.3 7.8 5.3 3.8 5.7 na na 

OE 8.4 4.7 3.9 8.6 3.4 3.6 3.0 na na 

TE 9.0 4.2 4.4 8.8 5.6 4.8 4.5 na na 

OP          

CEI 7.7 5.8 5.9 8.6 5.5 5.0 7.5 na na 

OE 8.2 5.5 5.4 9.5 3.6 4.7 3.9 na na 

 
9 See Exhibit WG-2. These numbers have been controlled for customer shopping volumes. 

10 The fourth quarter of 2009 Duke AER rate appears to be an outlier probably due to the timing cost were recorded 
and may include start-up costs. 
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TE 8.8 5.0 6.1 9.6 5.8 6.3 6.0 na na 

 1 

While the numbers above reflect what FirstEnergy overpaid relative to the other Ohio 2 

utilities for their overall renewable compliance, since the Exeter Audit Report found that 3 

FirstEnergy’s purchases for the three other renewable products (In-State Solar, Out of 4 

State Solar, Out of State All Renewables) were not unreasonable, it is likely that the 5 

major discrepancy with the other Ohio utilities is in the In-State All Renewables 6 

product.11  Also, in Attachment WG-2, it would appear that lower priced In-State All 7 

Renewable RECs were available to meet the 2010 vintage years.   Therefore, the numbers 8 

above are a good proxy for how much FirstEnergy overpaid for the In-State All 9 

Renewable RECs, and undercuts many of the REC market arguments made by 10 

FirstEnergy witnesses to rationalize the excessive REC prices paid. 11 

 12 

In summary, it defies reason for FirstEnergy to have paid up to $700 for a single In-State 13 

All Renewable REC.  That amount is more than 15 times the alternative compliance 14 

payment (“ACP”) provided under Ohio law.  FirstEnergy’s approach was imprudent.  15 

FirstEnergy’s approach was grossly detrimental to consumers.12  16 

 
11 Note that some of Ohio Companies asked for and received a “force majeure” order from the Commission for the 
2009 In-State Solar requirement.  For example, see FirstEnergy Case No. 11-2479-EL-ACP and  DP&L Case No. 
lO-489-EL-ACP. Also, while the In-State Solar requirement should yield higher prices then the out of state solar 
RECs, their prices do not appear to be a multiple of the Ohio ACP and generally vary by a factor less than two.  See 
Attachment WG-1.  Similarly, REC prices for In-State All Renewables within the latter part of 2010-2011 
compliance periods appear to be below the ACP.  See Attachment WG-2. 

12 The Redacted Exeter Audit Report states on page 28, “…we believe that the management decisions made by the 
FirstEnergy Ohio utilities to purchase non-solar RECs at prices in some cases more than 15 times the price of the 
applicable forty-five-dollar Alternative Compliance Payment to have been seriously flawed.” 
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Q13. DID FIRSTENERGY DEFEND ITS PURCHASES OF HIGH-PRICED 1 

RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS THAT WERE CRITICIZED IN THE EXETER 2 

AUDIT REPORT? 3 

A13. Yes. 4 

 5 

Q14. DO YOU AGREE WITH FIRSTENERGY’S DEFENSE OF ITS PURCHASES OF 6 

HIGH-PRICED RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS CRITICIZED IN THE EXETER 7 

AUDIT REPORT? 8 

A14. No. 9 

 10 

Q15. WHY DO YOU DISAGREE WITH FIRSTENERGY’S DEFENSE OF ITS HIGH-11 

PRICED RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDIT PURCHASES CRITICIZED IN THE 12 

EXETER AUDIT REPORT? 13 

A15. FirstEnergy’s management failed to avail themselves of the “force majeure” and 14 

Alternative Compliance Payment provisions of Ohio law which I discuss later in my 15 

Testimony.   Moreover, FirstEnergy’s assessment of other state REC information 16 

(contained in Figure 3 of the Exeter Audit Report) is misleading in the following areas: 17 

 18 

• FirstEnergy claims that prices were high because of the nascent 19 

Ohio market when compared with other states.13  While this is true 20 

to a point, it does not explain the extreme prices paid by 21 

 
13 FirstEnergy witnesses Earle and Bradley testimony at 15-24 and 58-62 respectively. 



(UNREDACTED VERSION) 

Direct Testimony of Wilson Gonzalez 

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 11-5201-EL-RDR. 

 

13 

FirstEnergy.  The table below shows the REC prices in eight states 1 

listed by the Exeter Audit Report during their nascent renewable 2 

market period and the prices are a fraction of what FirstEnergy 3 

paid. 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

• FirstEnergy’s consultant, Navigant, indicates that it had seen solar 8 

REC prices up to $700/SREC in New Jersey in 2009.14  But the 9 

fallacy of this observation is that prices for solar RECs have been 10 

consistently higher than prices for non-solar RECs because of the 11 

higher development cost for solar facilities.  Indeed, because of 12 

this, it is evident that the Ohio Legislature established an 13 

 
14Testimony of Daniel Bradley at 36. 
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alternative compliance payment for solar RECs that is initially 10x 1 

the magnitude of the Ohio ACP for non-solar RECs ($450 solar 2 

compared to $45 non-solar in 2009), however the ACP for SRECs 3 

decline to the level of non-solar RECs over 8-years under Ohio law  4 

Although, (consistent with Navigant’s testimony), I too have seen 5 

solar REC prices up to $700/SREC, nowhere that I am aware of 6 

has anyone paid as much as $700 for a non-solar REC.  In fact, 7 

Will Leggett, an associate from GT Environmental Finance LLC 8 

mentioned that in Ohio, “in-state generated RECs are running near 9 

$35/MWh, the highest in the country.”15  It is misleading for 10 

Navigant witness Bradley to make an “Apples to Oranges” 11 

comparison between prices for solar RECs and prices for non-solar 12 

RECs.  The two products face very different supply curves and that 13 

was recognized by the Ohio Legislature by establishing a separate 14 

compliance payment schedule for solar and non-solar RECs. 15 

• FirstEnergy asserted that the in-state geographical requirement in 16 

Ohio is similar to New Jersey and therefore explains the great 17 

discrepancy in price.16  While the geography requirement is an 18 

important consideration, New England states had a similar 19 

restriction masked as a stringent delivery into the state 20 

 
15 See WG-Attachment 3 - SNL article, “Switch to biomass at Burger plant could ‘flip’ Ohio REC market,” 
September 30, 2010.  (SOURCE: SNL FINANCIAL LC. CONTAINS COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL 
DISTRIBUTED UNDER LICENSE FROM SNL.) 

16 Testimony of Dr. Earle at 7-8. 
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requirement. They required strict out-of-state delivery 1 

requirements (had to match transmission on an hourly basis) but 2 

did not experience the economic rents paid by FirstEnergy. 3 

 4 

While I generally agree with the FirstEnergy witnesses that the Ohio In-State All 5 

Renewables REC market was constrained and that In-State All Renewables RECs were 6 

not reasonably available in the marketplace during the audit period, FirstEnergy was 7 

imprudent in paying grossly excessive prices for In-State All Renewable RECs for 8 

reasons explained later in my testimony. 9 

 10 

Q16. WHAT IS YOUR ASSESSMENT OF FIRSTENERGY WITNESS EARLE’S 11 

TESTIMONY? 12 

A16. It is a useful testimony for analyzing the world wide sugar market and the impact of an 13 

imposed quota.17  However, the REC market in Ohio differs in important respects from 14 

the sugar market.  The sugar market does not have a “force majeure” or “ACP” safety 15 

valve like the Ohio REC market.  As I demonstrate later in my testimony, these two 16 

aspects of Ohio law obviate the need to pay excessive prices for RECs because of 17 

significant economic rents and/or market disequilibrium.  Because Ohio law provides for 18 

alternatives to purchasing excessively priced RECs, witness Earle’s testimony is rendered 19 

unusable for the purposes of this proceeding. 20 

 
17Testimony of Dr. Earle at 7, 16. 
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Q17. WHAT IS THE RESULT OF FIRSTENERGY’S DECISIONS TO PURCHASE IN-1 

STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS AT PRICES THAT YOU HAVE 2 

DESCRIBED AS “GROSSLY EXCESSIVE”? 3 

A17. The unfortunate result is that FirstEnergy customers have been burdened with millions of 4 

dollars in renewable compliance payments that are many times those paid by other Ohio 5 

customers to their electric utilities. 6 

 7 

Q18. WHAT WAS THE RESULT OF FIRSTENERGY’S DECISION TO PURCHASE 8 

RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS, NOT ONLY FOR THE YEAR IN WHICH 9 

SUCH PURCHASES WERE MADE, BUT FOR ADDITIONAL YEARS INTO THE 10 

FUTURE? 11 

A18. Customers have been financially harmed by the imprudent business decisions by 12 

FirstEnergy to purchase excessively priced RECs.  And that financial harm is 13 

compounded because FirstEnergy not only decided to pay excessive prices for In-State 14 

All Renewable RECs in 2009 to comply with the 2009 requirement, but it also locked in 15 

excessive prices in 2009 and 2010 to meet the renewable requirements for 2010 and 16 

2011.18  These costs were not prudently incurred and FirstEnergy’s customers should not 17 

have to pay for FirstEnergy’s flawed management decisions. 18 

19 

 
18 See Exhibit WG-3. 
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Q19. WAS THERE ANY REASONABLE JUSTIFICATION FOR FIRSTENERGY TO 1 

PURCHASE THE EXCESSIVELY PRICED RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS 2 

BEYOND THE INITIAL PERIOD (2009)? 3 

A19. No.  There was no reasonable justification for FirstEnergy to buy In-State All Renewable 4 

RECs for any period at the prices paid by it.  And it was particularly imprudent for 5 

FirstEnergy to continue to make such purchases for periods beyond the initial period.  If 6 

FirstEnergy believed that the In-State All Renewables RECs were going to be 7 

permanently short and constrained, it should have made a “force majeure” filing as 8 

permitted by law and/or should have made the ACP in lieu of purchasing such 9 

outrageously priced RECs.  When FirstEnergy “doubled down” (locked in excessive 10 

prices in 2009 and 2010 to meet the renewable requirements for 2010 and 2011for In-11 

State All Renewable RECs), it resulted in an even larger losing bet for consumers, 12 

especially given the increased volumes of RECs purchased in later years. 13 

 14 

Q20. DO YOU CONCUR WITH EXETER AUDITOR’S FINDING 8 THAT “THE 15 

FIRSTENERGY OHIO UTILITIES SHOULD HAVE BEEN AWARE THAT THE 16 

PRICES BID BY FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS REFLECTED SIGNIFICANT 17 

ECONOMIC RENTS AND WERE EXCESSIVE BY ANY REASONABLE 18 

MEASURE?”19 19 

A20. Yes. 20 

 
19 Exeter Audit Report (Redacted) at iv. 
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Q21. WHY SHOULD HAVE “THE FIRSTENERGY OHIO UTILITIES *** BEEN 1 

AWARE THAT THE PRICES BID BY FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS REFLECTED 2 

SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC RENTS AND WERE EXCESSIVE BY ANY 3 

REASONABLE MEASURE?”20 4 

A21. The fact that the excessive prices paid for In-State Renewable RECs were unprecedented 5 

anywhere or anytime in the country for non-solar RECs, and the fact that FirstEnergy was 6 

paying many times what other utilities, both in Ohio and elsewhere, were paying for their 7 

renewable compliance was evident from available data.  Although other REC market data 8 

may not have been readily available for the nascent market in Ohio, to assume that Ohio 9 

was such an outlier from every other state is mind-boggling. 10 

 11 

Q22. HOW MANY SUPPLIERS QUALIFIED TO BID ON THE IN-STATE ALL 12 

RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS IN 2009? 13 

A22. One. FirstEnergy Solutions (“FES”). 14 

 15 

Q23. SHOULD FIRSTENERGY HAVE MADE AN ADDITIONAL LEVEL OF REVIEW 16 

WHEN THERE WAS ONLY ONE QUALIFIED BIDDER (FIRSTENERGY’S 17 

AFFILIATE, FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS) FOR IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE 18 

ENERGY CREDITS? 19 

A23. Yes.  FirstEnergy should have acted to protect its customers.  FirstEnergy’s purchase of 20 

excessively priced RECs, especially when they were purchased from an affiliate in a 21 

 
20 Id. 
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nascent market, should have been carefully vetted.   Certainly, the prospect of paying 1 

over 15 times the ACP and similar multiples of prices paid in other states for comparable 2 

products, in a related party transaction, should have set off some internal alarms. 3 

 4 

Given that on two occasions -- RFP 1 and RFP 2 -- FES was the only qualified bidder for 5 

In-State All Renewables, that should have raised a red flag not only in terms of 6 

evaluating the reasonableness of the offer but also in terms of evaluating whether the 7 

Code of Conduct applicable to affiliate transactions was being drawn into question.21  8 

Indeed, Ohio law requires that at least 4 suppliers bid into an SSO auction to protect 9 

consumers from market power.22  If this had been a purchase of power, FirstEnergy’s 10 

transaction with its affiliate would almost certainly have been investigated by FERC and 11 

the Federal Trade Commission.23  Buying these excessively priced RECs from FES, and 12 

over multiple years, was egregious. 13 

 14 

Q24. SHOULD THE COMMISSION TAKE MEASURES TO FURTHER ASSESS 15 

WHETHER IMPROPER COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN FIRSTENERGY AND 16 

FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS OCCURRED? 17 

A24. Yes.  Exeter did not conduct an investigation of whether any improper communications 18 

occurred between FirstEnergy and FES. as the auditor acknowledged during an interview 19 

on December 19, 2012.  That circumstance must be kept in mind when reading Exeter’s 20 

 
21 Exeter Audit Report at 4. 

22 R.C. 4928.142(C)(2). 

23 FES realizes competitive benefits as a CRES provider if the incumbent’s renewable compliance costs are 
excessive as the AER rider is bypassable, and everything else being equal, can incent more customer shopping. 
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statement that “we have found no evidence that FES received any special treatment by 1 

the FirstEnergy Ohio utilities in the context of the In-State All Renewables solicitations 2 

and we found no evidence of any improper conveyance of information to FES by the 3 

FirstEnergy Ohio utilities.”24  Given the significance of the issues involving the 4 

FirstEnergy affiliates and the negative impact on customers, the Commission should 5 

require an investigation of whether there were any inappropriate communications 6 

between the utilities and their affiliated retail supplier (FES), as well as any inappropriate 7 

communications involving any other FirstEnergy entity or others). 8 

 9 

Since the auditors did not conduct an investigation of these communications, it is critical 10 

to investigate any communications that occurred to ensure that FirstEnergy is strictly 11 

adhering to the PUCO’s Code of Conduct in its purchasing of RECs.  Consequently, I 12 

recommend that the Commission undertake a full review of FirstEnergy’s adherence to 13 

its corporate separation plan and also determine whether amendments to FirstEnergy’s 14 

corporate separation plan are warranted. 15 

16 

 
24 Exeter Audit Report at 31. 
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Q25. WERE THE EXCESSIVE PRICES FIRSTENERGY PAID FOR IN-STATE ALL 1 

RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS BENEFICIAL IN FURTHERING THE 2 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY MARKET? 3 

A25. No.  The excessive prices paid by FirstEnergy to its affiliate, FES, likely distorted, rather 4 

than helped to develop, the nascent Ohio renewable energy market, to the detriment of its 5 

customers.  By artificially signaling higher prices to other buyers and sellers, Ohio 6 

consumers will be left paying higher prices to comply with the state’s alternative energy 7 

standard (if the Commission were to allow FirstEnergy to collect those imprudent costs 8 

from consumers). 9 

 10 

Q26.  DID FIRSTENERGY HAVE ANY ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE IN LIEU OF 11 

PURCHASING THE HIGH-PRICED IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLES ENERGY 12 

CREDITS? 13 

A26. Yes. 14 

 15 

Q27. WHAT OTHER ALTERNATIVES WERE AVAILABLE TO FIRSTENERGY IN 16 

LIEU OF PURCHASING HIGH-PRICED IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLES 17 

ENERGY CREDITS? 18 

A27. Once FirstEnergy received the excessively priced In-State All Renewable bids from its 19 

RFPs, it should have explored either of two contingencies available to it before 20 

determining whether to proceed.  First, FirstEnergy should have filed a “force majeure” 21 

request with the Commission.  Based on my understanding of the law and on advice of 22 

counsel, an electric distribution utility may request a force majeure determination from 23 
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the Commission under R.C. 4928.64(C)(4)(a).  The conditions under which a force 1 

majeure can be granted are contained in R.C. 4928.64(C)(4)(b). 2 

 3 

“(b) Within ninety days after the filing of a request by an electric 4 

distribution utility or electric services company under division (C)(4)(a) of 5 

this section, the commission shall determine if renewable energy 6 

resources are reasonably available in the marketplace in sufficient 7 

quantities for the utility or company to comply with the subject minimum 8 

benchmark during the review period.  In making this determination, the 9 

commission shall consider whether the electric distribution utility or 10 

electric services company has made a good faith effort to acquire 11 

sufficient renewable energy or, as applicable, solar energy resources to so 12 

comply, including, but not limited to, by banking or seeking renewable 13 

energy resource credits or by seeking the resources through long-term 14 

contracts. Additionally, the commission shall consider the availability of 15 

renewable energy or solar energy resources in this state and other 16 

jurisdictions in the PJM interconnection regional transmission 17 

organization or its successor and the midwest system operator or its 18 

successor.” (Emphasis added) 19 

 20 
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FirstEnergy has acknowledged through discovery that the REC market was constrained.25  1 

Moreover, given the excessive In-State All Renewable REC prices relative to the ACP 2 

(described below) and prices paid nationwide in compliance markets, FirstEnergy could 3 

have filed a case before the Commission for force majeure by demonstrating that In-State 4 

All Renewable RECs were not reasonably available in the marketplace in sufficient 5 

quantities.  The fact is that when a market is constrained and supply is limited, prices will 6 

tend to be high.26  Therefore, a filing of force majeure would have been a prudent 7 

alternative for FirstEnergy to pursue, an alternative that would have prevented 8 

FirstEnergy from charging Ohio consumers millions of dollars. 9 

 10 

If the PUCO had denied FirstEnergy’s force majeure request, FirstEnergy should have 11 

then made the alternative compliance payment in lieu of any purchase of the In-State All 12 

Renewable Energy Credits at such excessive prices, saving its customers millions of 13 

dollars.27 14 

 15 

 
 25See First Energy’ response to EA Set 3-INT-7, where they state “[t]he FirstEnergy Ohio Utilities (“FEOU”) did 
not consider establishing a limit price ahead of any of its solicitations due to the constrained market and minimal 
market information being available.” 

26 One only needs to see the results of the 2015/2016 PJM Base Residual Auction for the ATSI zone 
($357/MW/Day) to confirm this.  See http://www.pjm.com/~/media/markets-ops/rpm/rpm-auction-info/20120518-
2015-16-base-residual-auction-report.ashx. 

27 While not defined in Ohio’s law (R.C. 4928.64), the term “alternative compliance payment” is part of the lexicon 
in the renewable compliance literature and is frequently used in Staff Reports and Commission Orders concerning 
renewable compliance.  For example see page 2 or the following Staff Report, 
http://dis.puc.state.oh.us/TiffToPDf/A1001001A12G09B15407C59759.pdf. See also Commission Orders in Case 
Nos. 10-469-EL-ACP, 11-2399-EL-ACP, and 12-1486-EL-ACP, In the matter of the Annual Adjustment of the Non-

Solar Alternative Compliance Payment pursuant to Section 4928.64(C)(2)(b), Revised Code. (Emphasis added) 
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Q28. DID FIRSTENERGY HAVE A CONTINGENCY PLAN TO HANDLE A NASCENT 1 

AND CONSTRAINED REC MARKET? 2 

A28. No.  According to the Exeter Audit Report, “[n]o formal contingency plan was in place to 3 

guide the follow-up actions of the FirstEnergy Ohio utilities in the event insufficient bids 4 

were received or if bid prices were excessive based on pre-established criteria.”28 5 

 6 

Q29. HAS FIRSTENERGY EVER MADE A FORCE MAJEURE FILING WITH THE 7 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO? 8 

A29. Yes, in cases 10-499-EL-ACP and 11-2479-EL-ACP, FirstEnergy filed for force majeure 9 

due to the continued limited availability of In-State Solar RECs (“SRECs”).  For 10 

example, due to the limited availability of Solar RECs in 2009, FirstEnergy requested 11 

that the Commission make a force majeure determination regarding its 2009 solar 12 

benchmark and to reduce FirstEnergy’s aggregate 2009 solar benchmark to the level of 13 

SRECs acquired through FirstEnergy’s 2009 RFP REC Procurement Process.29  In the 14 

Finding and Order related to that case, the Commission approved FirstEnergy’s request 15 

and indicated that approval of FirstEnergy’s application is contingent upon FirstEnergy 16 

meeting revised 2010 benchmarks increased by the 2009 shortfall.30 17 

18 

 
28 Exeter Audit Report at 9. 

29 Case No. 11-2479-EL-ACP filed on 12/7/2009. 

30 Finding and Order in Case No. 09-1922-EL-ACP, 3/10/2010. 
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Q30. ARE YOU AWARE OF FIRSTENERGY’S POSITION ON ALTERNATIVE 1 

COMPLIANCE PAYMENTS? 2 

A30. I am aware that FirstEnergy has expressed a belief that if FirstEnergy were to pay the 3 

ACP, then it still would be required to procure the RECs related to the ACP.  My 4 

understanding of FirstEnergy’s position is consistent with the Exeter Report that states: 5 

 6 

“The issue of reliance on the ACP as an alternative to the procurement of 7 

the high-priced RECs was raised during the April 20, 2012 interview with 8 

FirstEnergy Ohio utilities and Navigant Consulting personnel.  During the 9 

interview, the personnel from the Companies expressed the perspective 10 

that the Alternative Compliance Payment is not an alternative to procuring 11 

RECs.  In a separate request for information, the Companies were 12 

unwilling to provide a legal opinion on this issue, but noted that there is no 13 

language in the legislation to suggest that the Alternative Compliance 14 

Payment is an alternative to compliance through the procurement of 15 

RECs.” (First Energy’s Response to Exeter Associates' Request for 16 

Information, Set 5, Item 3.) 17 

 18 

Q31. DO YOU AGREE WITH FIRSTENERGY’S INTERPRETATION OF THE 19 

OPERATION OF THE ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE PAYMENT? 20 

A31. No. 21 

Q32. DID FIRSTENERGY ENDEAVOR TO OBTAIN PUCO GUIDANCE WITH 22 

RESPECT TO INTERPRETATION OF THE ALTERNATIVE 23 
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COMPLIANCE PAYMENT AND THE EXCESSIVE BID PRICES IT 1 

RECEIVED FOR IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS? 2 

A32. No, although, in the absence of bids for In-State Solar RECs, FirstEnergy had no 3 

difficulty seeing the wisdom of a force majeure request.  But the same utility, 4 

FirstEnergy, lacked this wisdom when it came to purchasing In-State All Renewable 5 

RECs at excessive prices from its affiliate.  In an attempt to determine the basis for 6 

FirstEnergy’s short-sightedness with respect to In-State All Renewable RECs, the Exeter 7 

Auditor asked FirstEnergy in discovery to provide language from any Commission Order, 8 

Ohio regulations, or Ohio legislation that supports FirstEnergy’s view.  FirstEnergy 9 

replied, “[t]he Companies do not believe it is appropriate to render a legal opinion on this 10 

matter.”31 11 

 12 

FirstEnergy’s answer is problematic.  Its decision-making was apparently driven by its 13 

interpretation of the law.  But it refused to provide the auditor with the basis for that 14 

interpretation. 15 

16 

 
31 See Exhibit WG-4. 
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Q33. WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE OPERATION OF THE 1 

ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE PAYMENT? 2 

A33. My experience in the renewable energy field and my participation in the development of 3 

the Ohio “Green Rules” in Case No. 08-888-EL-ORD (and advice of counsel) inform me 4 

that FirstEnergy’s position on the ACP is not supported by R.C. 4928.64(C)(2) or Ohio 5 

Adm. Chapter 4901:1-40-08.  Specifically, R.C. 4928.64(C)(2) states: 6 

 7 

“(2) Subject to the cost cap provisions of division (C)(3) of this section, if 8 

the commission determines, after notice and opportunity for hearing, and 9 

based upon its findings in that review regarding avoidable under 10 

compliance or noncompliance, but subject to division (C)(4) of this 11 

section, that the utility or company has failed to comply with any such 12 

benchmark, the commission shall impose a renewable energy compliance 13 

payment on the utility or company.” 14 

 15 

Ohio Admin Code 4901:1-40-08(A)(3) further provides: 16 

 17 

(3) At least annually, the staff shall conduct a review of the renewable 18 

energy resource market, including solar, both within this state and within 19 

the regional transmission systems active in the state. The results of this 20 

review shall be used to determine if changes to the solar- or renewable-21 

energy compliance payments are warranted, as follows: 22 

 23 
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(a) The commission may increase compliance payments if 1 

needed to ensure that electric utilities and electric services 2 

are not using the payments in lieu of acquiring or producing 3 

energy or RECs from qualified renewable resources, 4 

including solar. (Emphasis added.) 5 

 6 

Q34. YOU NOTED ABOVE FIRSTENERGY WITNESSES’ TESTIMONY THAT OHIO 7 

LAW DOES NOT PROVIDE FOR ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE PAYMENTS, 8 

AND YOUR DISAGREEMENT WITH THAT POSITION.  FIRSTENERGY 9 

WITNESSES ALSO TESTIFIED THAT PROVISIONS OF THE LAW PROVIDE 10 

THAT IF COMPLIANCE PAYMENTS ARE MADE THE COMMISSION WILL 11 

REQUIRE THAT COMPLIANCE OBLIGATIONS ARE TO BE CARRIED OVER 12 

TO THE FOLLOWING YEAR.  DO OHIO LAW OR REGULATIONS PROVIDE 13 

SUCH A RESULT? 14 

A34. No.  While the law and regulations provide that if the Commission finds that Ohio 15 

electric utilities or electric services companies are using compliance payments in lieu of 16 

acquiring renewables or RECs that the Commission “may increase compliance 17 

payments” or carry over obligations from one year to the next in cases of “force 18 

majeure,” such determinations are to be based on the evidence and there is no mandate 19 

that the PUCO take such actions.  While the Commission may, and has, carried over 20 

REC obligations from one year to the next because RECs were not reasonably available, 21 

such a determination must be made on a case-by-case basis and it is evident that the 22 

PUCO is required to, and has considered, the circumstances in each instance. 23 
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 1 

Q35. HAVE OTHER ELECTRICITY PROVIDERS UTILIZED THE ALTERNATIVE 2 

COMPLIANCE PAYMENT TO MEET RENEWABLE COMPLIANCE IN LIEU OF 3 

ACQUIRING THE RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS? 4 

A35. Yes.  This is a common practice in Ohio and in other compliance states with an ACP 5 

provision.  Two CRES examples suffice as demonstration of the ACP in Ohio.  In Case 6 

Nos. 11-2457-EL-ACP and 11-2650-EL-ACP, both Glacial Energy of Ohio and Smart 7 

Papers Holdings, LLC paid the ACP.  In the Commission’s Finding and Order in the 8 

former case, it stated:  9 

 10 

“the Commission finds that Glacial is in compliance with its 2010 overall 11 

renewable energy resources benchmark, in-state renewable energy 12 

resources benchmark, and overall SER benchmark, but did not meet its in-13 

state SER benchmark of 25 in-state solar RECs. Consequently, the 14 

Commission finds that Glacial's alternative energy portfolio status report 15 

for 2010 should be accepted and that Glacial's proposal to submit a 16 

compliance payment is reasonable and should be adopted. Glacial should 17 

remit a compliance payment of $10,000 to the Commission, in accordance 18 

with Staff's recommendations and the requirements of Rule 4901:1- 40-08, 19 

O.A.C, to be deposited to the credit of the advanced energy fund created 20 

under Section 4928.61, Revised Code.  Glacial is also directed to file in 21 

this docket the attestation required by Rule 4901:l-40-08(D), O.A.C, 22 
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indicating that Glacial will not seek to recover the compliance payment 1 

from consumers.”32 2 

 3 

And in Case No. 11-2650-EL-ACP the Commission found: 4 

 5 

“SMART Papers should remit a renewable energy compliance payment of 6 

$2,250 to the Commission, in accordance with Staff’s recommendations 7 

and the requirements of Rule 4901:1-40-08, O.A.C, to be deposited to the 8 

credit of the advanced energy fund created under Section 4928.61,Revised 9 

Code. SMART Papers is also directed to file in this docket the attestation 10 

required by Rule 4901:l-40-08(D), O.A.C, indicating that SMART Papers 11 

will not seek to recover the renewable energy compliance payment from 12 

consumers.”33 13 

 14 

In both cases, the Commission approved the individual compliance filings and accepted 15 

the compliance payment in lieu of purchased RECs.  Although a number of Ohio utilities 16 

have been required in Commission Orders concerning “force majeure” to increase their 17 

REC purchase obligations in the following years, this would not necessarily have been 18 

required, nor should the possibility of having to purchase additional RECs in future years 19 

have deterred FirstEnergy from making the alternative compliance payment where prices 20 

 
32 Finding and Order in Case No. 11-2457-EL-ACP, page 4, August 29, 2012. 

33 Second Finding and Order in Case No. 11-2650-EL-ACP, page 4, October 3, 2012. 
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were so grossly excessive.  Therefore, paying the ACP was a viable alternative for 1 

FirstEnergy, one that could have saved consumers millions of dollars. 2 

 3 

Q36. HOW CAN PAYING THE ALTERNATIVE COMPLIANCE PAYMENT HELP THE 4 

NASCENT RENEWABLE ENERGY MARKET? 5 

A36. Ohio Adm. Rule 4901:1-40-08 requires compliance payments be deposited to the credit 6 

of the advanced energy fund created under Section 4928.61, Revised Code.  The 7 

advanced energy fund is used “for the exclusive purposes of funding the advanced energy 8 

program created under section 4928.62 of the Revised Code and paying the program’s 9 

administrative costs.” 10 

 11 

Therefore, any compliance payments that FirstEnergy would have made to the advanced 12 

energy fund would have gone into promoting advanced energy, including incentives to 13 

renewable developers.  Those developers in turn would have developed more renewable 14 

energy projects in Ohio, increasing the supply of In-State All Renewable RECs.  The 15 

increased RECs would have placed downward pressure on the price of In-State All 16 

Renewable RECs. 17 

18 



(UNREDACTED VERSION) 

Direct Testimony of Wilson Gonzalez 

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 11-5201-EL-RDR. 

 

32 

Q37. DOES OHIO LAW ALSO PROVIDE FIRSTENERGY WITH RENWABLE 1 

COMPLIANCE RELIEF IF THE COST OF COMPLIANCE IS THREE PERCENT 2 

OR MORE OF THE OTHERWISE REQUISITE COST OF GENERATION? 3 

A37. Yes.  Ohio Revised Code 4928.64(C)(3).  However, primarily because of the limited 4 

REC purchase requirements in the early years of the mandate, FirstEnergy did not meet 5 

or exceed the 3% provision of Ohio law even while purchasing In-State All Renewable 6 

RECs at prohibitive prices.34   7 

 8 

Q38. WHAT IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT FIRSTENERGY’S DECISION TO PAY 9 

EXCESSIVE AMOUNTS FOR IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY CREDITS? 10 

A38. Those excessive costs were imprudently and unreasonably incurred and, pursuant to the 11 

terms of the Stipulation authorizing Rider AER,35 customers should not have to pay those 12 

imprudent costs. 13 

14 

 
34 GS set-2 INT-4. 
35 February,19, 2009 Stipulation in Case 08-935_EL-SSO, paragraph 9 states, “Renewable energy resource 

requirements for the period January 1, 2009 through May 31, 2011 will be met using a separate RFP process to 
obtain Renewable Energy Credits, A generation rider will be established to recover, on a quarterly basis, the 
prudently incurred cost of such credits pursuant to R.C. § 4928.64 including the cost of administering the RFP and 
carrying charges on any un-recovered balances including accumulated deferred interest.”   
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Q39. WHY DO YOU AGREE WITH THE EXETER AUDIT REPORT FINDING 8 — 1 

THAT “THE FIRSTENERGY OHIO UTILITIES SHOULD HAVE BEEN AWARE 2 

THAT THE PRICES BID BY FIRSTENERGY SOLUTIONS REFLECTED 3 

SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC RENTS AND WERE EXCESSIVE BY ANY 4 

REASONABLE MEASURE”36—IS SUPPORTED BY MARKET DATA THAT WAS 5 

AVAILABLE AT THE TIME THE DECISIONS TO PURCHASE THESE RECS 6 

WERE MADE? 7 

A39. Yes, I agree.  FirstEnergy’s payments contained significant economic rents.  The basic 8 

evidence of this was discussed earlier and shown in Table 5 (Exeter Audit Report) and, 9 

more importantly, in the significantly lower compliance costs paid by other Ohio utilities.  10 

Historical Market data from other states and other data available at the time of purchase 11 

was more than adequate to have guided FirstEnergy to reject the purchase of these RECs 12 

in light of the other alternatives available to it.  “Economic rents” are “excess returns” 13 

above “normal levels” that take place in competitive markets.  The PUCO should protect 14 

customers from paying these economic rents. 15 

16 

 
36 Exeter Audit Report (Redacted) at iv. 
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Q40. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE EXETER AUDIT REPORT’S RECOMMENDATION 1 

THAT “THE COMMISSION EXAMINE THE DISALLOWANCE OF EXCESSIVE 2 

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH PURCHASING RECS TO MEET THE 3 

FIRSTENERGY OHIO UTILITIES’ IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLES 4 

OBLIGATIONS?”37 5 

A40. Yes.  For the reasons I have more fully explained in my testimony above, I agree.  And 6 

the PUCO should not just examine such a disallowance.  It should, indeed, disallow 7 

FirstEnergy’s collection, from customers, of the excessively priced In-State All 8 

Renewable RECs that it unreasonably and imprudently purchased. 9 

 10 

Q41. HOW MUCH OF A DISALLOWANCE ARE YOU RECOMMENDING? 11 

A41. I recommend a disallowance of $157.7 million. My calculation of that disallowance is set 12 

forth on Exhibit WG-3.  The calculation disallows all In-State All Renewable REC 13 

purchases made during the audit period by FirstEnergy above the ACP. 14 

 15 

Q42. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING 16 

FIRSTENERGY’S PROCUREMENT OF IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY 17 

CREDITS? 18 

A42. Yes, I do. 19 

 
37 Id. 
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Q43. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING 1 

FIRSTENERGY’S PROCUREMENT OF IN-STATE ALL RENEWABLE ENERGY 2 

CREDITS. 3 

A43. An interest payment is warranted for the time consumers extended FirstEnergy the 4 

imprudent AER charges.  In total, I have calculated $31.2 million in carrying costs, which 5 

should be credited to the benefit of consumers’ bills for the delay in reimbursing them.38 6 

 7 

I also recommend that if the PUCO finds that FirstEnergy acted inappropriately and that 8 

it must reimburse consumers for its excessive charges—then the PUCO should impose a   9 

penalty to be paid by FirstEnergy.  Merely requiring FirstEnergy to return the excessive 10 

charges to consumers is not an adequate disincentive or deterrent to FirstEnergy against 11 

its repeating this inappropriate purchasing of RECs.  The mere return of the excessive 12 

charges does not cost FirstEnergy its own money—it just means FirstEnergy would 13 

return to consumers the money that is owed to consumers.  Accordingly, I recommend 14 

that, after a Commission ruling in this proceeding that FirstEnergy acted inappropriately 15 

and must reimburse consumers for the excessive charges, the Commission should 16 

promptly open a second phase of this docket to determine the appropriateness and 17 

amount of such penalty. 18 

19 

 
38 Based on a monthly carrying cost rate of 0.7066% per month.  See Goldenberg Report at 15. 
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Q44. HOW SHOULD ANY COMMISSION-ORDERED DISALLOWANCE BE 1 

REIMBURSED TO CONSUMERS?” 2 

A44. I am recommending that a total of $173.6 million be credited to consumers over one year 3 

starting with the next quarterly AER filing following the Order in this case.  I am also 4 

recommending that $15.3 million (that represents an ACP equivalent payment for 5 

FirstEnergy’s In-State All Renewable REC requirements) be deposited to the credit of the 6 

Advanced Energy Fund created under Section 4928.61, Revised Code for the funding of 7 

renewable projects. 8 

 9 

Q45. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS. 10 

A45. To support consumers’ interest in just and reasonable rates,39 I recommend that: 11 

 12 

1. The Commission should disallow $157.7 million from the AER 13 

Rider from the over-priced RECs that FirstEnergy purchased from 14 

its affiliate FES. 15 

2. The Commission should reimburse consumers for carrying costs 16 

paid and assess additional interest pending full reimbursement to 17 

customers, of $31.2 million with respect to disallowed funds 18 

credited to consumers.  19 

3. The Commission should--after a ruling that FirstEnergy acted 20 

inappropriately and that it must reimburse consumers for its 21 

 
39 See R.C. 4928.02:  “It is the policy of the state to do the following throughout the state: (A) Ensure the availability 
to consumers of adequate, reliable, safe, efficient, non-discriminatory, and reasonably priced retail electric service.” 
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excessive charges--promptly open a second phase of this docket to 1 

determine an appropriate penalty.   2 

 3 

IV. CONCLUSION 4 

 5 

Q46. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 6 

A46. Yes.  However, I reserve the right to supplement my testimony to incorporate new 7 

information and/or discovery responses that may subsequently become available.  I also 8 

reserve the right to supplement my testimony in response to positions taken by 9 

FirstEnergy, the PUCO Staff or other parties. 10 
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Exhlblt WG-l

Mr. Gonzalez has submitted testimony in the following cases before the

Public UtilityCommission of Ohio:

o Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Case No. 04-571-GA-AIR

o Dominion East Ohio, Case No. 05474-GA-ATA

o Dominion East Ohio, Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR

r Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Case No. 05-L4M-GA-UNC

o Columbus Southern Company/Ohio Power Company, Case No.

06-222-EL-SLF

e Duke Energy of Ohio, Case No. 07-589-GA-AIR

o FirstEnergy Companies, Case Nos.07-551-EL-AIR, et al.

o Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Case No.07-1080-CA-AIR

o FirstEnergy Companies, Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO

o FirstEnergy Companies, Case No. 08-936-EL-SSO

o Duke Energy of Ohio, Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO

¡ AEP, Case No. 08-917-EL-SSO

o DPL, Case No. 08-1094-EL-SSO

o FirstEnergy Companies, Case No. 09-906-EL-SSO

r Duke Energy of Ohio, Case No. 10-1999-EL-POR

o FirstEnergy Companies, Case No. l0-388-EL-SSO



Exhibit WG-I

a

a

. AEP, Case No. 11.35{-E[¡AIR,

o FirstE- ne¡gy Companies, Case.,Ng. 12.1230-EL-SSO

FirstEnergy Companies, Cæe No. I2-2190-EL-POR



FÊ AER Rlder Comparisons w¡th Other Ohlo EDUS Exh¡b¡t WG-2

Ohlo Electrlc D¡str¡but¡on Companies AÊR Rates (cents per kWhli
2009 2010 20tL
Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3

cEl 0,0611 0.3486 0.3313 0.3017 0.4384 0.4612 0.4699 0.4699
oE 0.0547 0.3288 0.3317 0.2844 0.3097 0.2927 0.2776 0.2776
TE 0.0696 0.3363 0.3211 0.325s 0.4232 0.4031 0.369s 0.3595
DP&L 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115 0.0115
DE-o 0.1378 0.0209 0.0274 0.0264 0.042 0.0358 0.0339 0.035
CSP 0.0077 0.0709 0.0593 0.038 0.0763 0.0802 O.0773 na na

OP 0.0079 0,0582 0.048 0.0338 0.0628 0.0603 0.0589 na na

Q4
0.4699
o.2776

0.369s
0.0115

0.0341

cEt

OE

TE

DP&L

DE.O

csP

OP

DPt

cEl

OE

TE

DE.O

cEt

OE

ÏE
csP

cËt

OE

TE

OP

cEt

OE

TË

5.3

5.6

6.1

31.4
30.1

26.9

18.1

t7.3
15.5

27.8
30.7

3L.2

43.2

22.5

34.3

AER Rates after Adiustlng for lmpact of Shopplng (cents per kWh)rr
2009 2010 2011

Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
0.0611 0.340529 0,2766t4 0.305997 0.355527 0.29447 0.431816 0.453434 0.405358
0.0647 0.326221 0.249886 0.337839 0.227558 0.278836 0.225055 0.30588 0.244005
0.0696 0.291983 0.28271 0.344149 0.374186 0.370919 0.3431s9 0,38651 0,336917
0.0115 0.010845 0.009893 0.011022 0.008651 0.013412 0.009995 0.011709 0,010192
0.1378 0.018846 0.02414 0.021334 0.039381 0.02893 0.03501 0.034856 0,031243
0.0077 0.068831 0.063638 0.039179 0.066762 0.O77t04 0.076134 na na

0.0079 0.058879 0.f)46516 0.035699 0.064091 0.059016 0.057464 na na

FÊ Companies AER Rate lndex Relative to other Ohio EDUs {FE Companles = 1){r'r*
2009 2010 207t
Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

28.0

25.3

28.6

57703t
748857

284010

4t.r
26.3

43,3

4746t7

653628

265504

22,0

20.8

27.7

t0.2
9.6

12.8

3.8

3.6

4.8

5.0

4.7

6.3

303037
622668

244308

5.7 na

3.0 na

4.5 na

7.5 na

3.9 na

6.0 na

38.7

26.7

33.0

268719

556234

237337

39.8
23.9

33.1

11.5

10.4

11.7

14.3

15.8

t6.t

9.0
5.8

9.5

12.3

6.4

9.8

13,0

7.8

10.8

13.0

8.8

11.1

0.4

0.5

0.5

7.9

8.4

9.0

7.7

8.2

8,8

4.9
4,7

4.2

4.3

3.9

4.4

5.9

5.4

6.1

7.8

8.6

8.8

na

na

na

na

na

na

5.3

3.4

5.6

5.5

3.6

5.8

5.8

5.5

5.0

8.6
9.5

9.6

Ohio EDU

Non-Shopping {MWh¡****
cEl 707488 691108

oE 1001896 994038
TE 371535 322576

585250

889568

300282

278477

504807

226892

231810

488918

215408



DPL 1006564 949222 816541 782592 588724. 586608 596747 607605 538493
DE-O 1125486 X014893 894153 722554 677497 547489 s65420 563096 515921
csP 1655216 1606907 L72462 fln962 1555700 1495649 1473089 t5t2887 1366761
oP 2L18637 2L43348 2077æL 2Lg37g1, 2238888 2191208 2137770 2195895 2027229
* Table Reproduced from Page g ofGoldenberg Schneider, LPA Financial Audit.
*f Goldenberg Schneider Table controlled for EDU Shopplng Sales Volumes
t*' Compares adjusted quarterly AER rates of the FirstEnergy Companies with other Ohio EDUs.
t*** From PUCO Reports of Switch Rates from EDUs to CRES Providers in Terms of Sales
http://www.puco.ohiagov/puco/índex.cfmlindustry-information/stetisticãl.reports/etectric.customer-cholce-



Summary of Switch R¡tes:ftom EDUs,to GRES Provlders in Term¡,of Sales
Forthe llohth Endlng December 31,2000

(Mtvh)

PþYlder ltemo

Cleveland Eleddc llluminat¡ng Company
CRES Provlde¡s
Totel Salos
EOU Shar€
Ëlec{flc Cholco S¡les Swltch R¡tos

Provldor Namo

Duke Ene¡gy Ohio
CRES Prov¡ders
Total Sales
EDU Shaæ
Eloc$c Cholce Sålæ Switch Rstos

Provldor llame

Columbls Souhgm Porwr Company
CRES Provide¡s
Tolal Sales
EDU Shsre
Elscülc Cholco S¡slss Swltch Rrtog

PrcYldgr Î{åmå

The Dayton Porerand Llght Company
CRES Providers
Totål Sales
EDU Share
Ëlec&lc Cholcå Sålos Swttch R¡ter

EOU
3oillcs
Alt¡
cEt
cEt
cEl
cEl
CE¡

EDU:
Servloe

Arsa
DUKË
OUKE
DUKE
OUKE
DUKÊ

EDU..
Sorvlca

Are6
csP
csP
csP
csP
csP

EOU
Sorvloo

Afoa
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL

Ouôrtor
Endlr¡g

31-&c
31-Dec
31-Dec
31-Doc
3tÐec

Ouailor
Endlng

31-DÊc
31-Dec
31-Dec
31.DÉrb
3lÐec

Ouattår
Endlng

31-Dec
31.Dec
31-Dec
31-Dec
31Ðoc

Ou¡rtor
Endlng

31-Oec
31-Dec
31-Dec
31-Dec
3lÐoc

R6sldondrl
S¡hs

22i0sa8
26.23s9

483385
45.7$r'
5¡f¿S,6

Cômmorcl¡l
g¡tsB

153983
327138
4A1121
32.01%
67.99%

lndustrlel
S¡ls¡

33't679
1A724s
498020
68.4896
33.5216

lnduslrlal
$alas

139153
439848
579001
24.43%
7E.97%

lndustrlal
Sels
3n361

0
3rfs61

100.000%
0.000%

lndugtlal
gales

189r',O2
neaT

287089
70.94%
æ.06%

Total Salss

707488
TtlgJ'g
147U37
47,82Vo
52.r8%

Toþl Sales

1125486
79S558
1925't44
58.¿18%
¡11.5{%

Total Srloa

18552't6
13075

1660291
99.216%
O.lUVo

Totål Sales

1008564
125038

1131802
88.950Á
It.05%

2009
2000
2009
2009
2009

Yær

Y68t

2009
2oos
2009
2009
2000

Yesr

200e
2009
200s
2009
2009

Yer

2009
2009
2009
2æ9
20{t9

R€rldor¡tlrl
Salee

585972
uu2
a2o81l
ø1.'l7Uõ'

8.8:t%

Rooldonüal
Salog'

587595
0

58759s
100.000%
0.000iå

Commerclal
S¡lss

346789
263¡0A2

599871
57.81%
4L19fL

Colnnarclel
Salo!

086681
13075

698758
98.129%
1,871cfr

ReÊlderidel' 
Sâtos

¡150883

0
460883
100.00%
0.00%

Commôrclal
Sal€ô

283925
13580

257485
95.¡14%
¿L6616

Source: PUCO, D¡vþlon of Market Monltoring & Ass€ssmenl.
Notel: Total sales ¡ndudes resident¡â|, commordal, ¡ndustrial and olher sålss.
Nole2: The s$tch rate câlculåfon is lntended to pre6enl lhe bmad€rt possible pidure of lhe sùtte of retBll elBcùlc competilion ln Ohlo.

App¡opriåte calculat¡ons madê br other purpos$ may bs båB€d on dlñ6rent dåta, ând may yieþ d¡ñerent resulls.



Summary of $wttch,Rates¡from EDUs to CRES:Providersrin Terms of Sales

Forthe Honth Ending December'3í' 2009
(ùfwh)

PrÞvldor t{amo

Ohlo Edlson Company
CRES Provldars
Tolel Salês
EDU Shao
Eloctrlc Cholco Salêa Silv¡tch Ratoa

PrÛldor l{åm€

Ohlo PotrtorCompany
CRES Provlde¡s
Totsl sales
EDU Shãrê
Elactrlc Cholco Stlo! Sifl¡tch Rat3s

Provlder l{ame

Tolðdo EdiEon Compåny
CRES Prorridors
Totel Sâleg
EDU Shar€
Elãcùle Chofco grl€û Stltch R¡tsB

'Updated Aprll 20{0

EDU
Sonlco

Ar€r
oEC'
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc

EDU
Sefïlca
Ar'a
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EDU
t¡orrlce

Ano¡
TE
TE
TE
TE
TE

QuaÉer
Endlng

31-Dêc
31.D€c
31-Dec
31-Dec
3lÐóc

Quar{or
Endlng

31.D€c
31-Dec
sr.Dei
31Ð€c
3t.Doc

Quarlor
Endlng

sr-Dù
31.D€c
31-Oec
31-Dec
3lÐoc

ResldoÍüal
. Srl€g

533357
25A271
79182A
67.3796

32.6396

Commgltlal
Salcs

247311
351953
599264
41.27%
68;73%

Commorclal
g8lo8

484089
0

4840€9
't00.00%

0.q¡96.

lndsrtrlâl
Salse

208185
251 13:l
459318
45.32%
64.68¡/6

lndu¡t¡l¡l
Salos

'1004028

0
10fx028
1ü).0d}å
0.00i6

Total Sshs

100189€
ßt251
1869147 ,

53.6096
ß,e%

Túl Sale8

2118637
0

21't.8637
1{x).0096

0.009å

Total salô¡

371530
456294
827A30
44.888o
56.12r!/o

Y6¡r

2m9
2009
2009
2009
2000

Year

2009
2009
200€
2009
2009

Year

Roslderüal
Salo¡

atz¿zi
o'

ø22424
100.00%
o.oûß

2009,
2009
200Í,
2úg
2@9

Roôldonürl
Sa¡ts

109/,s2
109866
219358
49.91%
60.09!6

Colnmgr€lsl
Salee

81 010
155413
23U23
U.26Vo
66.7¡l%

lndustrlsl
Salea

178333
183887
3820æ
45.2A%
60,74o/.

Source: PUCO, Division of MarÌet Mofiltoring E Agsessmont
Notâ't: Tolal r€les lndtd€8 rè3lder¡l¡al, commetciâ|, lndustrld and other sålðs.

Noto2: The srvibh ratc calc|llat¡on þ ¡ntenOe¿ to p¡ssont the broarlesi posglbl€ pidure of the state of r€tâ¡l oledric comP€t¡lion ln Ohio.

AppfoFÞle calculatþn8 mad€ þr other purposes may be bas€d on difrer€ît dâtâ, and may y¡eH dlfieüil r€sulls.



Summary of,Svùitch Rates¡from EDUe'to'GRE8,Providerc;in Term¡'of Saleç , ,

For the tonth iEnding'Harch, 3l .,2014'
(HVYh) '- i ¡::

EDU
seniib

Anta
CEI'
cEt
cEt
CEl,r:
cEt

Quartst
Endlng'

31-Msr
31-Mar
31.l/lar
31-Mar
3{ilar

OuaÉer
Endlng

31-lvlar
31-1'rar
3t-Mår

Quarter
Endlng

3't-t'rar
31-Mar
31-îr8r
31-ìrar
3l4lar

Quartâr
Endlng

31-ltar
31-Mar
31-Mar
31-lvlar
3l{ar

Srlrs..

235680r
æ7657
473237
49.80%
50.201ß

RosldoÍüal
SÊlot

585800
51.49VÞ
8.5t'å

Ro8¡dênüal
Salgs

597875
o

597875
l00.oo0%
0.00099

RoBldonüÊl
S¡þ¡

502S88
55

503023
99.9S%
0.04%

Commorìrl¡l
9alog

144E'25
367æ2
502::67
28;781¿
71.21*

Commorcl¡l
Sal¡¡

288683
382056
85073S
44,?A%
55.84%

lndt¡tûlal
S¡lås

299589
201182
5A077'l
59.&r%
$.17%

lndu!ûlsl
Salo!

128862
533731
6€0593
15.20%
80.80%

Totr¡ Srlo!

691108
807't81
1498æ9
¡16.13%

63.8796

loial Salo¡

10't4893
100€04e
2020s39
û.22V'
49.74|6

To¿¡l Salos

1608907
13448

1620353

Rêoldônüal
Prorldef ¡{sma

Cleveland Elecfüc ¡llum¡nating Oompany
CRES Provlders
Totel Sgles
EDU ShaÞ
Electrlc Cholce s¡ha Swltch Rrt¡¡

Pþvldor l{8mo

Duke En€rgy Ohio .

CRES Provlders
Total Sâles
EDU Shâr€
Eloctrlc Cholcs Selos Swlbh R¡tss

Provlder I'lame

Columbus Southem fuvæ¡ Company
CRES Provlders
Totsl Sales
EDU ShaÉ
Electrlc Cholco SEIo3 Swltch Rste3

P¡uvlder ìlane

The Dayton Poilerand Lighl Comptny
CRES Pmvld€rs
Total Sales
EDU Shar€
Eloctrlc Cholcê Salâs Swttch Råtos

EDU
Ssrvlce

Aror
DUKE
DUKE
DUKÊ
DUKE
our(E

EDU
Sorvlco

AÞa
csP
csP
csP
csP
csP

EDU
Sorrlco
Af€r,
DPI-
DPL
DPt
DPL
DPL

Ye¡r

2010i
2010
2010
2010
2010

Y¿åT

2Aß
2010
2A10
2010
2010

Year

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

Yoar

2010
æ10
æ10
2010
2ù10

535s21
45875

3l-Âilar
3ttl¡r

Comm6ælsl
Sale¡

852519
1tóß

6e5S65
97.981%
2.019%

Commerclrl
saled

259453
61570
321423
80.8296
r9.18%

lndu¡t¡lal
g¡los

351810
0

351810
100.0m%
0.00096 '

9e.17ù9to

0.E3096

lndustlal
Srhs

1332X2
1230't0
258242
5't.99%
/l8.0t96

Total selos

94922'2
tuSu

1 183544
80.20%
r0.80%

Sou¡ce: PUCO, Divlslon of Market Monitoring & Assessmsnt.
Notel: Tolsl sal€s indud€s reskþnliå|, commêflral, lnduslfialand olher 3å1e3.

Note2: Thê $¡/itch rale calculaüon is intended to present the broadsst possible pk*ure of lhe statê of rela¡l elecflc compelilion ¡n Ohio.

Appropfiâte calculstons made br otñer purposes may bE btged on d¡fierent data, ând may y¡eE dlñerÞnt results.



Summary of Switch,Ratee from EDU3 to CRES ProVide¡r¡,in.Term¡ of Sales
Forthe ilonth Ending tlarch 31,2010'

(nwh)

ProYldor l{arno

Ohio Edlson Company
CRES Provlders
Total Sal€s
EDU Sharê
Elsctrlc cholco Sslos Swltch R¡tor

Plþvldor l{ame

Ohio Pq êr Conpany
CRES Pmvlders
Totâl sdee
EDU Shers
Eloc{rlc CtlolcÐ S€los Swltch R¡tjo!

Pþvldor Ntmo

Tol€do Edlson Company
CRES Prov¡der3
Tolal Såles
EDU Sharê
Electrlc Cholce S¡loo Swltch R¡þs

ÊDU
Setv¡ca
Artt
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc

EDTJ

SorYlce
Af€r'.
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EDU
Sorvlcr

Aror
TE
TE
TE
TE
TE. 

,

Qusrtor
Endng

31-llilsr
31-Mat
31-Mar
31.Mâr
3l.tar

Ouåttot
Endlng

31-Mar
31.Mar
31-Mar
3'l{rer
3l{gr

Qua¡ter
Endlng

31 -it8r
3l-láai
31-Mar
31-Mar
3l.Uår

Ye¡r

n1a
æ10
2010.
2010
2010

Year .

æ10
2010
2010
2010
20to

Ya¡r

20lo
2010
2010
2010
2010

ResldoÍüsl
Sahs

5Ss882
0

595882
't00.00%
0.009l

cômmerclðl
Salea

45734.2
0

4573/.2
100.00%

0.0096

lndustrlrl
Sales

't03528
272508
¿166038

41.53%
s8.1na

lndustrlal
Salog

1083405
0

1083465
100.00%
0.00%

To{¡l Saþâ

904038
s45469.
1939507
51.25%
48,78?ß.

lotal sålos

2'1433/,8
0

2143348
'r00.00%

0.0095

Totrl Sale¡

922676
4915S5
au171
s9.62%
s0.38%

nc¡ru¡liÊ¡l commorclal
Salþ- Sales

574015 213æ3
2As871 401358
839886 614999
68.3596 U.74to
31.6,f9¡ 66.26't6

RotldsnSa¡
Sslea

I 15755
10¡.1Tl
215e32
52.e3%
47.32oio

Commoralel
gal6s

63807
181053
244æ0
28.06%
ß.li4elio

lndurtrl¡l
Sales

138706
17A20fJ

318912
43.77%
56.2396

Source: PUCO, Divlelon of Market Mon¡brlng & Ass€8sment.
Notol: ToÞl salos ¡ndudes r€sidential,.commerdå|, lndßrlål 8nd other 8ales.
Note2: fhe sì¡iti:h râtÊ calculal¡on is inhnd€d lo prBssr{ the br€dest po-aslble pidure of h€ statê ot ñttall eledric compellton ¡n Ohio.

Appropriate calanhl¡onê made br olher purpose¡ may be bå8€d on diñer€nt datâ, and may feld difrront r€su[s'



Summary of $witch Rate¡ from,EDua to CRES Provldep in Terms of Sales
Forthe tonlh Endlng June 30, 2010

(f¡tuuhl

Provldor llsmo

Clev€land Electic llluminating Cdnpany
CRES Poviderg
Total Sales
EDU Shsr€
Electrlc cholce Sales Swltch R¡toú.

Prcvlder Nåme

Duke Enefgy Ohlo
CRES Provldere
fotal Salog
EDU Share
Êlocülc Cholco Sslor Swltch Rstos

PrÐYld€r I'lame

Columbus Souüem Porer Company
CRES Prþv¡derg
Total S6les
EDU Share
Elocdc Cholce Sãlæ Swltch Rstor

P¡ovlder llame

The Dayton Po*e¡ and Lighl Compåny
CRES Providers
Totål Sales
EDU Sherr
Electrlc Cholcs Salss Swlbh Rsto!

EDU
Sarulca
Aßt
cEl
cËt
cEt
cEr
cEl

EDU
Servlee

Araa
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE

Êot
Soralca

Area
csP
csP
csP
csP
GSP

Qu¡rtËt
Erdlng

30.Jun
g).Jun
3O-Jun
30-Jun
30*run

QuartÐt
Endlng

30-Jun
30-Jun
3O.Jun
3}Jun
3{lJun

OuåÉal
Ërdlng

30-Jun
3G.Jun
3O-Jun
3GJun
30Jun

Qu¡ñ¡r
Erdlng

SGJun
3SJun
30-Jun
3O.Jun
30.fun

Ro¡ldonü.1
Salct

1€1995
260458
422453
38.35%
6{.e516

Commorclal
Srlos

144444
44A412
55ort58
18.97%
8{.03%

lndûfi¡l
Sal€s

29AO32
23/.730
â3n42
55.94%
,f¡l.0dß

Toürl S¡lo¡

577031
960874

15A7SO5

37.52oiÞ

62.¡18%

ToûÊl sslea

894't53
s23U3
181745A
4S.2O9tD

60.8096

Total Srlaâ

'17244A2

4876e
1773231
97.250%
21û%

Total Salor

816541
418415
1234956
66.12%
33.88%

Ysãt

2010
2o10
2410
2010
2t10

Yo¡t

20't0
2010
2010
2010
z010

Yoar

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

Yoar

2010
20"t0
20'lo
2010
2010

ResldrndBl
Salôs

ua210
80043
428253
8722Vþ
12J8%

:

Rosldonüd
Saleg

551603
0

551603
100.000%

0.000oi6

Rosldr¡flâl
Sales

4ÆU
57

422751
99.99%
o.ot%

Commorclal
Salea

233€88
450"194
492882
33.73%
Gta.XÍ*

Commerclal
fl¡lãB

748370
47900
s18278

94.13296
ô.868%

Commrrclâl
Salea

241352
138't34
379528
63.60%
38.¡O%

lndustrl¡l
Sales

65't33
34æ55
405788
1e.0596
83.3596

lndústdal
9dss

3998n
868

400746
99.783%
o.2t7%

lndustfla¡
S¡le¡

979Sr
2'11298
309231
31.ø7%
68.33iå

EDU
Sorvlco
Arrt
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL

Sourcsr PUCO, Division of Ma¡ket Moflitoring & A$€$ment.
Nolol: Total sales indude€ r€s¡dsnü€|, commêrc¡al, induôtrial and olher ssles.
Nole2: Thê switch rate calculalion is lntended to prÊsonl the broad$t posslblê pidure ot the slåle of relåll eleciric comp€ütlon in Oh¡o.

Approp¡iate calcülåtlons mÊdê tur other purpores may be basod on difieÊnt data. and may yield diñerent r€sults.



Summary of Swltoh Rate¡ ftom EDU3 to CRES Proüideæ in Tenns of "Salet
Forthe tonfh,Endlng June 30;2010

(¡luvh)

PrcYlrlorltbmo

Ohlo Edlson Compsny
CRES Proìrillers
Total Salês
EDU Share
Eloclrlc Cholco Sslas Surtbh Rd¡s

Prcvldcr l{ame

Ohlo PoÆrcompany
CRES ProvidÊn
Total Salê6
EDU Shar€
Electlc Cholco Sa¡s¡ Swltch R8þr

Pþvlder llamo

lol€do Edlson Company
CRES Proúde¡s
Tolal Sales
EDU Shaæ
El€ctrlc Cholco Ssle¡ Srvltch Ratee.

Ouüúr
Endlng

SGJun
3&Jun
3o.lun '

30-Jun
30.run'",

Commorçlrl
Ssha

172¿æ
4S8038
668304
25-7ago
74.2fr

Commcrclal
Salor

493€(E
708

49/.312
99.89%
0.1496

CoÍrm.rcltl
Srles

66086
213710
2857ú
20.79%
îs,2tol'

lndudrlel
Srl3â

17¡088
3ri3981
5310¡.7
33.35%
68:65i6

lndustlsl
Sålsâ

1093178
0

10s3178
100.0æó

0.009å

lndultrlal
gal63

132590
^?16gs
355276
37.3?Vt
82,86%

Tdl Sslôâ

7484t7
1174488
1s23325
38.S4%
8t.08!6

Toûal Salos

2077091
708

20ms7
æ.97Vo
0.039å

Tolal Saloa

284010
6741n'
858187
33.09%
66.01%

Fgu
Sorrlcg

Âmå
Yc¡r *It*q"'

oEC
oEc
oEc
oÊc'
oEc

EDU
t¡orulco

A¡os
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EDU
Senlce

Aroa'
TE
TE
TE
TE
TE

2010
2010
2010
2010
zt)to'

Yoar

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

Ye¡r

2010
-2010

2010
20'10
ãr0

387876
307280
€94950
s5.7896,. u.2:¿%'

Quañsr
Endlng

30ìrun
3tÞJun.'
3ÈJun
30-iJun
30Jm

Omrlot
Endlng

SGJun
30-Jun
30.Jun
3ûJun
30tJun

Reqldolrdal
gslos

485194
0

485194
100.00%
0.00%

Ro.ldotütl
S¡le8

s10s5
10$35
1s7430
48.14o/i

53.8896

Sou¡ce: PUCO, Divlslon ot Msrtel Monitorlng & A3cessmênt
l,lolö1: Totiâl sales lncludes re8¡tþntþ|, commercial. industrial and othsr sales.

Not€2: The switch rate catculalþn ls lnterded to pr€sent the broqdest posslbþ plciure of the state of t€ttll electric compel¡tþn in Ohio.

Approprlat€ catorlalþns made 6r oth€r purposes may æ'¡aseO on Orcænt data, and may yÞld dlñet€nt rBsulß.



Summary of Switch Ratee from EDUstó CRES Frovide¡¡ in Terms of Salos
Forthe Moñth Endlng September 30, 2010

{itwh)

Provldor llam€

Glevaland Electric l[u]¡lnating Compsny
CRES Provlder8
Total Sâles
EDU Share
Elocülc Cholco S¡les Swltch Rst€3

Pmrrlder Namâ

Duke Energy Ohio
CRES Provldors
Totål Salse
EDU Share
Electrlc Cholco Salo¡ Swltch Råtog

Prþvldor Nåmo

Columbus Soulhem. Porer Company
CRES Provid6rs
Total SaÞg
EDU Sharê
Eloctrlc cholce Sale¡ Srvltch Ratæ

P.þYlder lkÍe

The Dayton Pæßrand Ught ComPany
CRES Provders
Toial salgs
EDU Share
Electrlc Cholce Ssles Swt0ch Ratê8

EDU
Sorvlcð.

Alre
cEl
cEl
cEl
cEt
cEt

EDU .

Sorvlco
Aree
DUKË
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE

EDT'
SorYlc€.

Are¡
csP
csP
csP
csP
c3P

ËDU
Sarvlcê

Arca
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL

Qu6ñor
Endlng

3O"S€p
30-Sep
3GS€p
3eSêp
30€sp

Qusrtet
Endlng

3&Sep
3&.Sep
30"Sep
SeSep
30€ep

Qu¡rter
Endlng

30-sep
30-S6p
3O-Sep
3ÞSep
3O€€p

Ch¡årûc¡
Erdlng

30-Sep
SGSep
3{ÞSep
3GSep
30€sp

2010
2010
2010
2010
ær0

Yoår

2010
2010
2010
20't0
ær0

Y6et

2010
æ10
2010
2010
æ10

year Reeldgnüal

2010
2010
2010
2010
ãr0

Y€¡r

1 89058
341803
530S49
35.6196
G4.3Er

Rêrldonüal
3al¡¡

475091
139716
814807
77.n%o
22.Ílit

Commerclal
S¡los

88944
472352
559298
15.55%
8á,¡15%

Commerclal
S¡les

17sS39
302178
482117
2e389to
73.6,fß

To{al s8l€8

585250
1078884
1684134
35.179S
84.8|¡'6.,,

ÎoÊsl Salei

7225il
1046860
1769214
40.84%
5t 16ï6

Toial Sales

1Tngsz
5313:t

1831005
97.O981o
2.xfu

Totil sahs

782592
4S0926
1273518
61.45%
38.5õ%

Roald3nü¡l
S¡los

651709
0

851709
100.000j6
0.0m96

Roaldenüal
SehB

463245
71

403320
99.S8%
0.02%

CommerclEl
Sales

733387
512â9

78/¡ø88
$.4e2%
8.5:tSß

Commerclsl
Salea

212555
f43865
350260
59.67%
$.t3%

lndürtrlal
Salos

297e?2
237320
535242
55.6€%
41.9%

lndutblãl
Selss

53654
33U22
390078
't3.75VÈ

86.25%

lndultrlal
Salos

389828
't834

391680
99.532%
û.¡168%

lndustrlal
salàs

81795
25e822
318617
'19.39%

80.6196

Source: PUCO, D¡vision of Markel Monitoring &Assæsmenl.
Noto1: Tobl sales inc¡ude8 tBsid€nltal, commsrdal, industrisl ånd other såles.
Note2: The switch rate calcrdatbn is lntsnd€d to prÊsent the broåd€st pos6ible prdure of lhe state of rslsll el€cülc compelltlon ¡n Ohio.

Appropdate calculations madê br othsf purposes may be based on dlÍerent datra, and may yl€ld d¡ñerent rêsulls.

'Reyls€d from corr€cÍad CRES Prcyldor lrformaüon



Summary of Switch Rates,f¡om,EDU¡ to CRES.FrovidoP,ln Terms of Sales
For the ltonllr Ending Sepûe¡nber 30' 20f0' '

([ttluh]

Provldå¡ iltmc

Ohlo EdFon Compsny
CRES Provldârs
Total Sale3
EÐU Share
Elãciñc Cftoloo 8alo3 swlùch Rtt¡c

PrcYlder l{¡ms ,

Ohio Povter Company
CRES Provlderg
Toùal s€le8
EDU Shars
Eloc{dc cholco salss sw¡tch R8ùe3

Prcvldor Name

Tol€do Edl8on Company
CRES Pfoviders
Total Saþs
EDU Shar€
Elâc{flc Chotco gllos Ssltch Rste3

EDU
S.fvlç9
Alls
oEo
oEc
oEc
oEc
oÊc

EDU
ggil¡ce

Ares
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EDU
Sglvlce

Af€a
TE
TE
TE
TE
TE

Qürrtor
ËnOtng

Or¡¡Éor
Ëndlng

3essp
3&sep
3O-Sep

3eSep
SO.sop

3O-S€p
3&S€p
3GSep
3GSep
3GSep

Qurrtßr
Endlng

30€êp
30Sep
30€êp

.3GS€p
308sp

Resldenü.1
Saþa

509205
357313
8885.t8
58.78%
11.240L'

Commorcl¡l
Ssla!

179789
51S506
a99n5
25.71qa
74.29ß

lndu3trlrl
Salor

188549
392185
580734
32.47Ut
6?.&r%

lndu¡trlal
Sâleâ

1071A18
0

1071618
100.00%

0.0096

lnduâilrlål
Salls

'1u424
236589
371013
æ.23%
8.nYc

Total 8¡ls8

889568
128't899
2171487
40.97Yr

,59.031å.

Total SâloB

2193751
60

2193851
100.00%
0.00%

Tot¡l Sal€3

3æ282
832539
s32t21
32.19%
e7.819f

Yetf

2010
201o
2010
2ñ0
2010

Ysrr

2010
2010
2010
2010
ær0

Yêa'

Roûldênüal
Saþs

5S8330
0

598330
100.00%
0.0{yt3

RÉldenü81
Salo¡.

110147
132411
242568
45.4196

64.5996

Comngr3ld
Salco

518054
60

518114
s9.99%
0.01%

Comm€rcl¡l
Sales

51462
22gi¿49
280u51
18.33%
87.67%

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

Source: PUCo. Division ot Markel Møtitodng & Assesement.

Notel: Totál 3alæ inc¡udês t€6ldqnlial. commêrclal, lnduEtrtål 8nd olh€r 8al€!.

Note2: Th6 sìrrllch rsb calcrjaàon b ¡ntend€d to pre¡ent the bpadest po$bþ picturô d thê 8tåte of r€tãll el€cüic compslitiofl h Ohto.

Apprcpriât€ calurlallorÉ mâdê for ottr,or puposes may be based on dfferent datâ. and may yield dlfi6fent r€sults'

'R¡yt3ôd fmm con¡ct¡d CRE8 PrcYlder ¡ntonuüon



Summary of Switch Rato¡ from EDUe,to CRES Prcvidep ln Terms of ,Saleo

For the f,lonth, Endlñg December 3l; 20,l 0 , '

(t$wh) ,

Provldor Nrme

Clêvêlend Elecùic lllumlnåUng Company
CRES Prcviders
Total Sales
EDU Shar€
Eloc'trlc Cholco Sdle¡ Swltch Rsts¡

Provldâr Nemo

Duke Energy Ohio
CRES Provlders
Total Sales
EDU Shar€
Elrcûlc Cholco Sal.s g[}tch Råt€s

Prûvlrþr l{¡mo

Columbug Soulhem Pcn,ver Compåny
CRES Providers
Totel Selês
EDU Shap
Êlectrlc Cholce Sàles S¡rltch Ratee

Ppvlder l{¡me

The Dsyton Po*er ånd Ught Cdnpany
CRES Providers
Total Salæ
EDU ShaÞ
Eloctfc Cholco 9åle8 Srtr¡tch Rãtos

EDU
Sorvlco
Are¡
cEt
cEl
cEr
cEl
cEt

Ezu
86wlco
Ar¡å
DUKÊ
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
OUKE

:EDU
Ssnrlco

Ar€B
csP
csP
csP
csP
c3P

EDU
8ofllco

Arsa
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL

Qsañot
Endl¡g

31-Dec
31-D€c
31-D€c
31.Dec
3lÐec

QuaÉer
Ëndlng

31-D€c
31-Dec
31-D€c
31-Deo
3tÐoc

Qutñår
Endlng

31-Dec
31-Dêc
31-Dec
31-Dec.
3l{¡oc

Quarlor
Endlng

31.Dec
31-tlac
31-Oec
31-Dec
3lÐec

Rosldonüal
S¡log

13n90
355624
493¡'14
27.93rt0
72.O7rt

Rsoldond¡l
Sals¡ '

4f¡6502
160952
62785É.
74.368i
25.64'6

Rââldânü¡l
Salo!

616431
1

41s,32
100.000%
0.000%

R6Blderüd
Sâlos

331451
65

331516
99.98%
O.O29c

Commorclrl
gslos

76393
453132
525525
14.43%
86.57%

Commorclal
3¿þB

14S952
409367
619319
24.21%
78.7%

Commerclel
Salec

5738,4.3

07595
67't438

85.¿t€5%
14.535%

Commorclal
9Nlos

1588/.7
130504
295351
53.7A%
48.22rß

lndustrlal
SrlsB

2ÆC22
217æ6
¿185688

53.25%
ß.74|å

lnduttrlal
Salor

48433
337550
385992
12.56rL
87.¡159ß

lndusúrlal
Sales

390948
19368

380314
94.908%
5.09zß

lndustrlal
SalGô

il42A
235502
286930
17.52%
82.08%

Total Salæ

474e17
10/.2Æ8
15't7085
31,28VÞ
88.72%'

Total salos

eT|4S7
1012750
1650287
40.08%
59.92%

Total Salâà

1555700
11e9€2
167æ62
93.007%
ß.993%

Total Såles

588724
4485'2
103729A
56.7696
13.24Vo

Yaâr

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

Ysûf

2010
201A
2010
2010
20lo

Year

2010
2010
2010
2010
20lo

Yesf

2010
2010
2010
2010
u10

Sourcê: PUCO, Division ot Market Monltoring & Ass€ssm€nt.
Not€1: Tolål sales lndudes residsnt¡al. comm€rdal, indusÍial and other sales.
Note2: Th€ switch râte calculaton 18 intard€d to pres€nt the broadest pos3ible púcturê od the stiate of retail eledric compeülloî ln Ohlo,

Approprlat€ calq¡lal¡oß made br other purposes may be bas€d on diñerent datå, ånd may yield d¡fsrent r€êults.

'Prollmlnsly Dstå -wll¡ üpdeûe upon ¡scolÉ of aülüonal CRES dåta



Summary of,swltch R¿tee from,EDtls to CRE$rProvidens ln Terms'of' Saleo
For the tlonth. Ending Decembêr,3í, 2010

(ilwh) ,

Prorrldor Namo

Ohio Ed¡son Company
CRES Provldêrs
Total Salee
EDU Shàre
Etoctrlc Cholco Salos Swltch Råtsa

Pþvldor ilâme

Ohio Porì,Þr Company
CRES Prcvlders
Totål sales
EDU Share
Elsc{rtc Cholco 98los Sy¡tch Rstos

PrþvldorNâmo

Toledo Edlson Comp.ny
CRES Provldêrs
Totâl Sales
EDU Shere
Eloctrlc Cholce Ssle! gÍ¡tch Ratos

ÊDU
sorvlco

Aroå
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc

Quartor
Erdlng

31-Dec
31-Dec
31-h
3'l-D€c
3lÐec,:,

Quaftor
Endlng

31-Dec
31-flec
31-D€c
01-D6c
3lÐec

Ouanor
Endlng

31-fþc
31-Dec
31-Dec
31-Dec
3lÐ€c

Rs!ldonürl
Salos'

unæ
4Ttúo
82478/
42.19%
57.849å

ResldoÍütl' S¿lss

6285E5
0

828tr85
100.00%

0.009ó

Comm¡rcl¡l
S¡!€r

115728
4s5207
814035
19.47Vn

80.5:¡%

Commercl.l
galoc

485e98
954

488650
99.80%
o.20%

lndu6trl.l
Srle¡

173749
357e12
531561
32.€09å
87.3196

lndustrl¡l
Sala¡

1118821
0

1118821
100.00%

o.0096

Toû¡l Sats.

853628
134.2375
I S96003
32.75%
67.289É

Tül Sslos

2238888
s54

22398/'2
89.96%
0.04%

Yo¡r

2010
2010
2010
2010,
2010

Ye¡r

2010
2010
2010
2010
20't0

EOU
Sarulco
Aßa
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EDU
Seillcb

Aroa.
TE
TE
TE
TE
IE

Y6sr

æ10
2010
2010
2010
ærg

RÉ'!ldtlrüâl
9.los

102530
11912',1

u1s51
48,26%
33,.7lUn

Comm¡rclsl
Sal6a

43700
203072
248n2
17.718o
82.UnÁ

lndl¡tHal
Sale¡

1 15020
244991
380011
31.95%
e8.05%

Tohl Sålos

2656(X
56S300
8348{X
31.80%
æ.2Oy.

Source: PUCO Dlv¡€åtn of Market Monttoring & Assêssmênt
Notel: Tobl såles ¡ndudg8 r€3l&ntial, commerdal, .lndßtiå! ard olher 8al6s.

l,lote2 Tha sritcfr rate calculaüon lB lntended to pæseìt the'Èroade3l posslble plcture of th€ statê of rE{åll ebdrio comp€üüofi ln Ohio.

Approprials calculatlons made fuf oûttef purposês måy be bas€d on dttrerBnt data, and may yield diñereÍt r€3ulte.

'prrllmlnary m - w¡ll updato upon r€cs¡Pt ot sddlüdlal CRES dâta



Summary of.Swltch Ratæ fipm'EDUstoGRES.Provlders in Terme of Sales
For the llilonth Endlng.llarch,sl, 20ll

(Mwh)

EDU
Provlder NÊme

Cleveland Eleciric llluminatlng Comp8ny
CRES Prov¡d€rs
Total Sales
EDU Sh€le
Elsctrlc Clrolcc Sales gwlûch R¡ts!

PÞvldêr ñhmo

Duke En€rgy Oh¡o
CRËS Prcvlde¡s
ïolâl S€lês
EDU Share
Electrlc Clþlce Sslo¡ Swttch R¡te¡

ProYldor ilame

Columbus Souhem Polar Gompany
CRES Prövlders
Tolal Saleg
EDU Share
Eloc'trlc Cholca Ssl€3 gwttch Rãtes

Provlder l{arne

The Dayton Po¡Brend Llght Company
CRES Provlders
Total Sales
EDU SharB
Eloclrlc Cholco Sal€s Swltch Ratss

Aror
cEr
cEt
cEr
cËt
cË¡

8sÍìrlco

EOU

EDU
S€rvlco

Aret
OUKE.
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
ouxE

Qu¡rtar
Endlng

3'l-Mar
31.Mar
31-Mer
31-Mar
3l.ll¡r' '

Ouarþr
ErÉlrlg

31-Mar
31-M8r
31-Mår
3'l-Mar
3l{a.

Quailor
Endlng

3't-Mar
31-lltar
31-Mar
31-Mar
31-tat

QurÉ€t
Endlng

31-Mar
31-lúar
31-Mar
31-Mãr
3t.ltar

Res¡denürl
S¡lea

125889
380385
5ún4
24.87%
75.t3eÁ

Rêsldonürl
Sale¡,.'

392013
181966
573979
68.3096

31.70%

Commsrclal
S¡lar

96723
495358
592081
16.34%
8:t.€8it

Comnerclal
Sales

123528
400623
524451
23.63%
76.3t96

lndustrlsl
S¡loâ

68028
437298
505314
13.4ô%
86.6{96'

lndustrl¡l
Salss

19728
397502
41723A
4.73olo
s6.n%

lnduttrlal
gålês

399559
57377

456938
47.443%
tL6õ',nÂ

lndustrlal
Saþ¡

50320
2296ö6
27997ø
17.97otll
82.Oto¡io

Totål Ssloo

303037
13't3036
't616073

18.75%
81.26%

Total Saleg

il7485
1 08S024
1637'113
33.448õ
66.88%

Tot¡l sal€g

't495649

271353
17e7002

Tolal Sslrs

686608
482003

106861 ,|

u.25%
36.769Í

Yêqr

2011
2011
2011
2Ar1
eofi'

2011.
2011
2011
2011
2011

Yegr

Yorr

2011
2011
2011
201'l
mll

Yger

2011
2011
2011
2s11
2011

Sowlco
Rosldenüsl

Salea

e20880
53

620939
99.9s1%
0.@9%

Reeldonüal
Salss

4ô8551
€0

468811
99.9995
0.0r%

Commsrclal
Saleg

489¿t86
213300
082786

68.759%
31.U't%

Commercl¡l
Sõles

133111
152287
285390
4õ.6,1Vô

53,38%

Are¡
csP
csP
csP
csP
csP

84.643%
r5.367%

EDU
Sorulce

Arc¿
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPt
OPL

Sourc€: PUCO, D¡v¡sion of Market Møritoring & Assessmenl.
Nolel: Totel seles lncltdes r€sidential. commerc¡al, ¡ndustrial and other ssles.
Note2: The switcù rðtê calculâlion is intsndêd lo present thâ broadesl posslble p¡clur€ of lhe sÞte oÍ r€tåil eledric competitioo ¡n Ohio.

ApproÍr¡ate catfllatioß made ior other purposêg may bo bâsed on difier€nt dåta, and mey feld diferent results.

'Prallrnlnsry Data



Summary:of Switch,Ratss fiom,ED$s to CRES Provide¡s in Terme of Sales

Forthe tllonthlEnding ilarch 31,201,1 ii
(tulWh) 1.'

Plþvldor llsne'

Ohio Edlson Company
CRES Providers
Tolsl sâle8
EDU Share
Elec'blc Cholco 5¡163 Swltch Rrt B

PrcYlderNåme

Oh¡o PoìÂ,er Company
CRES Provlders
Total Sal6s
EDU Share
Elôctrlc Cholcs s¿le! Sultch R¡tsr

Proìrldor Name

Toledo Edbon ComPanY

CRES Provltþrs
Tolal Sales
Etru Shâl€
Eloc{rlc Gholce Salea Sw¡tch R.to¡

EDI'l
Sêrvlco

Ar€â
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc

EOU
36lT¡cè

Ane¡
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

Eou
Solvlco

Aroa
TE
TE
TE
TÉ
TE

Ourrt€r
End¡ng

3l-Mar
31-Mar
31-Mar
31-Mar
3t.f.r

Qualtor
Endlng

31-Mar
31-Mat
31-Mai
31.t âr
3l{rr

QuaÉor
Endlng

3l-Mar
31.Mar
31-Mar
31-Mår
3l'llar

Re.ldottü.1
. Sâlei

324785
482420
807205.
4A.24Yo

53.?õt6

Commorclal
sslss

103952
441e92
545S44
19.{X%
80.96'6

Comm€rclal
Sala¡

4532n
4489

4!;n86
s9.02%
0.98%

GommglEl¡l
Salos

2€874
un32
1721ß
17.3€%
Saß/.oh

lrÉustrlil
Saloû

181014
4833/.7
864:¡81
27.25%
72.'16'fr

lndusùlal
Sålos

1091348
6280

l0s762a
99.43%
0.6ti6

lndultrlal
Salsg

128057
sm457
44flÉ.94.

2A.5â96
71.1!i%

Total Sales

6228ô8
14üt800
2030488
30.67%
69.33%

Totr¡ Salos

21s1208
10799

2202007
99.51%
0.¡[396

lotal S¡los

244308
8003s4
u4702
2A.g29o
71.o8%

Yott

æ11
2011
zofi
z0l1
ñ11,

Yåer

2011
2011
2011
2011
Ã11

Y€'r

201't
2011
m11
m11
mí!

Rosldonü.1
Sal¡¡

640138
30

640108
100.æ%

0.000Á

R.ôldån$tl
Saþs

81873
137482
219595
37.29%
A2.7lolr

Sowcs: PUCO, Olvls¡on ot Markol Monitotfng & Assessment'
Nolêt: Totãl sål€s ¡ndudes rBsidenliat, comm€rclal, lndustriel and othetsal€a'

Not€z: The srvibÌì rate Câlculaüon ¡3 ¡¡ltan¿ø to present tha broâdest possiblo piciure ot lhe stat6 ot fetall eledflc oompåtitlon ln oh'þ'

Appropiate calcu¡ât¡ons made for other purposes rnay b€ bæ€d on dlñsrent dãta, and may yÞld dllþrênt r€6ults.

?rollmlnary &ta'



Summary of Switch Rates f¡om'EDUs tó CRES Provldeæ'in"Têims of ' S¡le¡
Forthe äonth Ending June 30,20ll . :

(f,lWh¡ ''''" '

EDU
PÞYldsr l{smo

Cleveland El€(fric llluminaling Company
CRES Prþvid€.s
Tobl Sales
EÐU Share
Eloctrlc Cholce Sale! Swltch Rrtæ

Prcvlder N¡ms

Duke Enorgy Ohlo
CRES P¡oviders
Tôtâl Sâles
EDU Shar€
Elec{¡lc Cholce S¡læ Srnch R¡trB

Provldor ihm!

Columbus Southem Porìer Company
CRES Pmvlders
Totål Sales
EDU SharÊ
E¡ectrlc CholcÊ SalË gryltch R¡tss

Provldor l{âmo

Th6 Dåyton Poußr8nd L¡ght Company
CRES Providers
Total Sal€s
EDU Share
E¡ectdc Cholcc Sales Swltch R¡tos

Solvlce
Ouâltsr
Enllng

3o-Jun
3O.Jun
3&Jun
3(ÞJun
30.run

Qurrlor
Eridlng

30-Jun
3f¡-Jun
30-Jun
3{ÞJun
3oJun

Quartor
Erullng

30-Jun
30.Jun
30-Jun
30-Jun,
30Jün

RosldoÍü¡l
S.¡€û

92741
323€19
416300
22.27%
Tt.7a9ß

Commorclal
f¡r16
93898
179352
57324A
16.38%
e].8296

lnd¡r8trlal
Soh!
7S540

4Æ72't
526261
15.11%
8¡|.8gl[

Tot¡l Salsc

27Un
124S899
't528176
1e.?2%
8t.78%

Total Salos

Yesr

2o11
æ11
2011
201'l
ãltl

Ycsr

2011
2011
2011
2011
2041

Year

24fi
2011
2011
2011
mll

YeSr

2011
2011
2011
201'l
2011

Atua
cEt
cEr
cEl
cEr
c€t

EOU
Sarulee

AÌeg
OUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE

EOI'
¡þrulce

Araa
csP
csP
csP
csP
csP

Rosldonüal
Salss

4126S0
. 208319

621009
66.45%
3:¡.56tå

Commercl¡l
Sala¡

124385
4UV1
588920
21.12ve
78.88%

lndusülal
Såleg

Roolderdsl
Salão

5S0883
5576

5e625S
99.O6at%
0.93696

Cofimarclsl
8alø¡

Asnil
285893
753fy.7

æ.715%
36.28rj6

17730
4149S9
432725
4.10%
96.0ü6

lnduttrlal
SalêB

390391
67505
4578S8

85.258%
Á.71nß

585420
1208r''25
1773845
31.889å
88.t29È

Total S¡lea

1473089
339282
1812371
81.280%

' lg.7,f'yo

EDU
Sorvlco
Arc¡
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL
OPL

Qu¡rtor
Eñdlng

30-Jun
3GJun
30-Jun
3uun
30-tun

Roeldeûü¡l
S¡le¡

4r65ô8
1076

4178¡.3
99.74%
o.26PlÈ

Commoftl.l
Salso

1227æ
200Á,25
323175
37.98%
82.O8ß

lndtEülal
Sale¡

30499
2720n
302576
10.0896
89.92%

Tot¡l Sslor

s*747
565243

1 165990
51.18%
¿f8.82%

Sourcê: PUCO, Dlvlsion of Marlet Monitoring & Assessm6nt.
Not€1: TotalsalÊs ¡ndud$ r€B¡deflt¡al, commêrdal, industriål snd olh€rseles.
Notez: ThE s\¡vitdr ratg calculâüon ¡s ínlended lo pr€B€nt the broadest po8slble p¡ctur€ of the state ot retåll elecÍic comp€tltion ln Ohlo.

Appropri8te cahülatloß made lor oth€r purpæeo may be ba3sd on diñer€nt data, and may yleld dffigrcnt results.

OPL - Up.tstôd



Summary of'Sùitch Rates i,om;EDtts.to.GRES Providerc ln Tetms of Sales
Forthe tonth Endlng June 30, 201tt' '

(ilwh)

ProYldor l{sme:.

Ohlo Ed¡son Company
CRES Provlder8
Total Sale8
EDU Share
Ehctrlc Cholco Sal6 gwl¡ch Rsttt

PrcY¡rþr ¡lsms

Ohio Pouer Company
CRES Provlders
Totel Sal€s
Eot SharB
Ehctrlc Chólce Salss Swltch R¡te!

Provldor Namo

Toledo Edison Company
CRES Providers
Total Sales
EDU Sharê
El€cûlc Cho¡co galo¡ Swltch Ralas

DPL - Updstod

EDT'
Sorv!ca

Aroa
oEC
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc

EDU
,: , 8gwlc9

Aroâ
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

Êou
Sorvlco

Areâ
TE
TE
TE
TE
TE

Quarter
Endlng

30{un
30-Jun
30.run
3f)-Jun

' 30Jun

¡ Ye¡r

2011
2011
2011
2011
2011

Yoår

20't1
2011
2011
2o1'l
zl¡t1

Ye¡t

2011
2011
2011
?o11
2011

R€¡ldanüd
Ssloo 

,

252S08
456't58
709064
SS.gl{o
8.t.33ií

commsælal
S¡leg

100510
458034
558544
18.00%
82.0e¿

lndustrlrl
S116¡

13s77
563518
7A2f*5
19.84%
80.idt6

Total Salag

504807
ß7n48
1982553
25,4ø0fo
7+U*

Total salos

2ß7nA
41478

2182j¿44
97.96%
2.04t6

lotâl Sa¡os

22A692
828801
853eS3
2e.58%
73Azilfo

Quarter
Endlng

30.lun
3ÈJun
3$Jun
3o,.Jun
30arun

qú8nor
Êntllng

3&Jun
30-Jun
30-Jun
3$Jun
3llJ¿m

R€6ldeÍüsl
Sale¡

548{161
714

ila;r75
s.8796
0.r316

Rosldrnü¡l
Salo¡

6p799
1274'17
l9't216
33.36%
€6.6¡l%

Comrnêrclål
gslrs

¿16ô501

23932
490433
95.12%
4,ú9L

Commorct¡l
Saleg

285€0
149390
175S58
16.10%
84.S096

lndu3trlel
Sâlss

112090€
19540

1140/¡52
s8.20%
1.71%

lnduoûlal
Salos

132173
34SeE0
1A2133
27.41qo
tL699Á

Source: PUCO, Dlvision of Mårtêt Monilotlng & A$ossmgnt.
Notå1: Tobl satea irdu@ es¡dðntat. commêrdd, lndusbial end oü€1 sales'

Notê2: Thê $Nlüì ¡ate calculalion ß ¡nunOø O pråsent the broa&lt po¡sibte pkture of tre st¡te of relall elêdrlc comp8l¡t¡on ¡n Ôhio.

Approçriat€ calarlât¡ons msde br olher purposes may be bas€d on dlffeænt datâ, and may yleld d¡ñefent fBaulþ.



Summary of Switch,Rates fiom EDlls to CRES Provide¡¡ in Te¡nrs of $ales
For the ßlonth Endlng SeBtember'30, 20tl

(MVYh) i '

EOt
Prcvldor l{âne

cleveland El€dric llluminating Compâny
CRES Prcvideæ
Total Sales
EDU Shere
El€ctrlc Cholco Sales Swtbh Rsi6

Pmvldor l&mo

Duke Energy Ohio
CRES Provlders
Total Selas
EDU Share
Eloctrlc Cholco Srlo3 Sstltch Rstos

Pmvlder ñl¡ma

Columbus Soulhem Polüer Company
CRES Provld€rs
Tot8l Sales
EDU Shar€
Elsctric Cholco Sslês gwltch Râtos

Prcvldor l{¡me

Tho thyton Poner and Light Cornpâny
CRES Provlclerg
Totãl Sales
EDIJ Sha¡e
Elocülc Cholco Salos Swltch fl8û08

Se¡vlc¡
Ou.rtgr
Eûllttg

3GSep
30-Sep
3OS€p
3$.Såp
30€sp

Ouar.br
Endlng

3GSop
3().Sep
3O-Sep
3o-sop
3GSep

OuaÉêr
Endlng

3O-Sep
3o-Sep
3GS6p
3O.Såp
30.Sop

Quaftor
Eldlq
3f,-sep
3GS€p
3(Þsep
30-Sep
30€ip

fb.lúrrü¡l' Srh
1 15ô75
402A15
518290
22.329*

']7.88?ß

Resldordrl
Salos

417382
21 8504
635946
85.8396
3¡1.37%

R€slderdsl
Salog

04e498
5034

654532
s9.231%
0.76t9l

Commercl.l
grló6

78170
523983
6001 53
12.S9%
8?.31%

lndu¡trltl
Sål€ô

6áã86
477893
il2475
11.9{%
88.009å,

To,lBl S¡lo¿

2S8719
1404405
1873214
16.ü¡%
83.94%

Total gal€s

5630m
't209315
1772411
31.77%
68.2rt%

fotal Eales

1512Aø7
40155¿l
191'4441
79.025jô
20.s769l

Tot¡] 8al€g

007605
8f10856
1214481
50.03%
¡¡9,9¡'6

Yoâr
Are¡
cEt
cEr
cEr
cEl
cEr

2011
20',t1
201 I
2011
20ll

EDT'
S€ñlce

Aree
OUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE

.EOU

Servlce

Yosr

2011
2011
20'r
2011
2071

Yêår

2011
2011
2011
2011
2011

Year

m11
2011
2011
2011
2011

Commercla¡
gale8

11€2()8
489112
585320
19.8596
80.r5%

lndu¡trl¡l
Srloo

20171
4fX0ô¿1
424235
4.78%
96.269å

Ars
csP

Commerclel
Srlog

469361
32t27'l
78æ32

59.440%
,O.560jf

lnd¡rtl¡l
8.1ã3

3S0685
75S01

4€€588
03.733%
18.28'19ß

csP
csP
CSP
csP

EOU
Senlce
4rc.
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPt
DPL

Rosldonüal
Sa¡o!

406078
26065
432141
93.S6%
6.f¡¡l%

CÆmrnglrlal
Sale¡

109960
2281AA
336446
32.68%
87.t2t9.

lhûrûlal
Salar

27253
294714
321969
a.q%

9r.63%

Sour¡: PUCO, D¡v¡slon ol Markêt Monitoring & Assessrñent.
Not€1: Tobl salês lncludes r€sidenl¡el, commerc¡ðI, lndustdal and other salas.
Note2: The sìÀdtch rate calculalion is inþnded to present the bmadest possiblo pkture of üre state of retail €leciric compeuüon ¡n Ohlo.

Approprtâte cålcl¡lãl¡ons made br olher purpæes mãy h bascd on difrerÊr¡t data, and may yiald d¡fteÍênt rËults.
Note3: 'Tol9l Sales'lndude "Olher Salss" (ð.9, sü€€t llghting).



Summary of Swltch'Rates from EDUo toCRES Provldera ln Terme of''Salee
Forthe tlonth.Endlng September 30, 2011

{ilvuh}

P!þvldsr Nam6

Oh¡o Edlson Company
CRES Pmvlders
TÕtal Sslês
EDU Shãre
Eloc'trlc Cholce Slle¡ Sûltch Rstos

Provldor l¡smo

Ohio Pôu'êr Company
CRES P¡ovlde¡s
Total Sales
EDU Sharc
Etectrlc Cholco Salet Su¡tch R¡t€s

PþYldor Namo

Tolêdo Edbon company
CRES ProvËers
Toùal Ssles
EDU Sharg
Eloctr{c Cholca Se¡o3 aw¡tch Rrtcg

¡¡e¡
oEc

EDU
Seillco

oEc
oEc
oËc
OEG

Ouarlor
Eilllng
3().Sep
3{ÞSêp
3O€ep
30.Sep
30€sp

Ousrþr
Eilllng
3O-Sep
3GSgp
3GS€p
3û\S€p
30€ep

Ou¡rtôr
Endlng

3t €ðp
30€€p
3GSep
3().S€p
30.sâp

R.oldo¡dal
Saleù

3æ071
546€02
64S673
35.ø786
643ií¡6

commetclal
S¡¡oa

97451
503S20
600s71
16.22!h
8:t.78i6

lndu8lrlâl
Srloû

1/Ht7E0
ffi4414
728174
19.74Vo

80.25ß

lotal 3âlô3

55ô2S{
163/572
2190808
25.3S%
74.61% '

Tot l selôr

21S58S6
92800

228809s
95.9596
4.0696

Total Saleo

237337
7æ246
s43583
25.15yo
71.8õV.

Y4r

2011
201'.l
2011
2011
ztt1

YÊer

201 1

2011
2011
ãJ11
mll

Year

2011
æ11
æ11
æ11
ml,l

ÊDu
Servlco

Area
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EN'
Soillcs

Aree
rE
TE
TE
TE
TE

Rosldenüal Commorclsl
Saþs Sale6

8123,4,5 4o8q06
873 44461

6't321€ 512627
99.8696 91.33%
0.r4i3 E.6nô

lndustrlal
S¡los

1110130
47205

115733ã
ù5.92%
4.0896

Rsrldonü¡l
Salas

771æ
199032
24A1t2,
31.34%
68.68%

Comñsrclal
Sales

27768
159518
187294
14.8396
85.1796

lñlustlål
Salo¡

128089
3770€0
505729
25.32Yo
74.8n*

Sourco: PUCO, Divlslon of Mart€t Monitoring & Assa€8ment
Notel: Toù¡l 3åles indudes r€sldential, commarciå|, industrial and oltÞr sale8.

Note2: The Bwitdì råtê,calcula$on is lntêfided to ir€ssnt lhe broa&st poss¡bþ piclur€ ot the staÞ of r€teil elodric conpetltion ln Ohlo.

Appropriat3 cåtcltlâtions made br othef pùrposes may be bas€d ü diær€nt datia, and may yi€ld d¡trerent resuÌtr.

Note3: 'Tolal Sales" lndude'Olhar Salet" (e.9. sttoet llghüng)'

rt



SummaryofSwltch Ratee from EDUsto'GRES'Providen in Tdrmsof Sales
For the ilonth' Endlng Decembe¡,3l ; 201 1

(muvh) ' '

Provldåt l¡amr

clev€land El€cfi c llluminet¡ng Company
CRÊS Provlders
Totâlsales
EDU Share
Elecülc Clrolce S¡lee Swltch Rats

Prcvldor N¡¡i¡e

Oukê En€rgy Ohlo
CRES Pro\ridets
Tolal Ssleg
EDU Shars
Electrlc Cholco S¡k¡i¡ SwÌtch R¡to¿

Pruvlder ìlåmo

Columbus Soulhem Porl€r Company
CRES Prw¡rlôrs
Totalsales
EDU Share
Elecülc Cholco Sal€s SìYltch RsE¡

ProvlderName

The Dayton Po$'Êrand Light Company
CRES Provlder8
Total Salee
EDU Shae
Elecrr{c Cholco Salæ Srnch fl¡te3

EDU
Ssrvlco
Arut
cEt
cËt
cEl
cEl
cEt

úlu¡¡tor
Endlng

31-tlec
31-D€c
3l-D€c
31.Dec

- 3lÐoc

Yerf

2017
2011
201'l
2A11
ã,tl

Yorr

2011 .

Commsßls¡
Sttc.
ø1727
470772
53A499
1.t.6996
88.4t9å

lndultrlal
8al¡c

58828
434653
4s1ns
11.53%
88.47¡6

Total Stlôô

231810
1235103
14€€S13
15.80%
8a¿{t96

lúl Sâlor

515S21
1075725
159184€
32A19Á
87.69e¿

Tól Seler

13€6761
420269

1787030
76.462%
23.5t896

Total Salss

538493
683814
1102?07
48.85%
5t.15%

RosUoñüal
S.lor

EOU
Se¡rlce

A¡oT
DUKE
DUKE
DUKE
DUKË
DUXE

EDU¡.
SÊfllca

Arôå
csP
csP
csP
csP
csP

Qu¡rl¡r
Endlng

3l-Dec
3l-Dec
31-D€c
31-D€c
3lÐoc

Qu¡rter
Erldlng

31-Dec
31-Dec
31-Dec
31-Dec
3lÐoc

qusrt r
Eldlng

31-O€c
31-D€c
31-D,âc
31-fþc
3lÐoc

102202
32ß75
431877
23.669å
76.3¡$6

Resldenüal
S¡le!

391651
æ/5427

. 557478
85.5596' 
3l..f596

Co¡nmerclal
6al9s

99513
3s8251
4977€4
19.s996
80.01tß

lndustrl¡l
S.lsa
.18077

371694
387n1
4.15%
98.85%

2011
2011
2011
2011

Yeår

2011
2011
2011
2011
2011

Resldcnüal Commorclal
S.lo. Sålo!

95.49996
4.û19¡

R€sldonüal

601383
283/.2
829725

Sale¡

381459
52187

¿tft3046

87.e7%
12,O3Uo

378ø22
314138
as275A
il.85l%
¡05.3,1696

Cornm€rclal
Sahs

80065
194'254
292319
3r.1996
s8.8{%

lndustrlel
9alog

383402
T7U4

480946
ASlnVo
16.82396

lndustlsl
Saloo

2?,.os
25r'.718
276925
6.O2%

9r.88%

EDT'

Sorulcê Yo¡r

2011
2011
2A11
2011
2011

Af€¡
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL
DPL

Sou¡c¿: PUCO, D¡vlslon of Markot Monitoring & Assessment.
Nolel: Totial s8lå8 includes ßsidentiã|, comm€rclal, industrial and oth€rsaþs.
Noþz: The süvit(*t råtÊ cálculaüon is intended to pr€sênt lhe bro€llost p6sibl€ piciur€ ot $e dåte of retrall slecÛic comp€ilUon in Ohlo.

Approprialo catcr¡Hioß made br other purposês msy be base<l on <liñetent data. and nay yield dilererìt rerutts.
Note3: 'Totral Sales" lnclude "Othsr Sales" (e.9. slr€et l¡ghting).

-"?rollrnlnary Oat¡



Summary of switch Rates from EDUo to CRES Piovide¡s ln Terms of Saleo :

For the tlonth, Ending'Dccember 31, 201,1
(tuwhl ,'

EDU,
Solvlcå

Ouartor
Endlng

31-Dec
3't-D€c
31.D€c
31-Dec
3l{€c

Ouañår
Endlng

31-O€c
31-Dec
31-Ðec
31-f)Bc
3l.Doc

Quårter
Êndlng

31-Dec
31-Deû
3'l-Dec
31-Dec
3l-flsc

R6sldonürl
Srlês

273325
452AAO
725403
37.689ô !

82.32%

Coñm.rÊ¡a¡
salos

79103
438537
517640
15.28%
æ.721Í

lndr¡strlsl
Sales

124105
642275
666384
18.62%
81.30pÁ

lotal srloa

¿188S18

1438942
1927860
25.38%
?4.ú%

Toi¡l S.hs

20272ø
172158

2190387
92.17Vo

7.8316

Totrl Så¡es

216408
6084'15
824423
28.24%
73.76%

Prcvl.brN.n

Ohlo Edison C.rîpany
CRES Provlders
Tôlãl sales
EEU Shsra
Elcclflc Cholco ll¡lot Swltch Rfet

Provlder ll¡me

Ohio PonEr Compsny
CRÊS Provld€rs
Totâl sales
EDU Shan
Electrlc Cholcr Sålos Swltch Íl¡tos

Provldcr llame

Toledo Edlson Company
CRES Provlderg
Total SåÞs
EDU Share
Eloctdc Cholco Sal.s sw¡tch Ratos

Aroa
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc
oEc

EDU
SerYlce

Arra
OP
OP
OP
OP
OP

EO{,'
Soillco

A¡ea
1Ê
TE
TE
TE
TE

YGsr

2011
2011
2011
2Ð11
2î11

Yr!r

2011
2411
2011
2011
2011

Yô¡r

20tl
2011
2011
2011
2011

Rorldo¡üal commsrclll
. Ssþâ Sale¡

646629
19515

ES03¿14

97.O7%
2.0:¡!g

R€sldorüal
8ålsa

74Tn'
125'l98
1S9975
37.39%
82,61o/c

40215s
68403
470402
85.46%
71.U%

Commorclal
Srlog

24027
13A747
180774
U.94fÞ
85.08%

lndu.trlal
Sale¡

971108
83712

roõ4880
92.03%
7.U%

lndu€fiial
3ale3

1 13332
3É,6/'2s
459761
24.65V.
?6.36PÁ

Source: PUCO, Dlvls¡on of Martet Monlùcrtng & Assessmenl
Notol: Toûal salss indudês rËs¡dðnt¡å|, commêrdal. lndu3ttisl and olh€r sâ1e8.

NotÊ2: The switcfi rato calculaüon le intended to ùêent th€ bfoadest posslbla pidufe ot lhe statg otrdan óleclrlc competitlon in Ohb.
Approplate calculalions made br other purpæes may be bæed on difierer¡t dåb, snd may yleld ditrsrent Þ3ult8.

Nole3: Total Sqles. irdude "Olher SalEs" (e.9. strs€t llghting).

ñPretlmlmryData
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Exhibit Wc-4

Dxeter Assoeiatt's Sct 5

(lase No. 1 l-_s201-EL.-RDR
In The Matter Of 'I'he Review OJ']'he ,Alternative
lineryy Rider.('ontainecl in the Tarill.s Of Ohio

Edison Company. The Cleveland Elcctric
Illuminating Conr¡rany, ancl The'lbleclo Eclison Colrr¡xny

IiÁ Sct 5 *
INT.3

Ilcsponse:

RESPONSES TO RÊOUËS'T

Please provide language from any commission orders, ohio regurarions, or ohio
le.gislation that supportsfirstEnergy's view that were the FirstEñergy utilities to pay the
Alternative Compliance Payment for RECs in lieu of purchasing RE-ós for arn åorirliãnce,
the FirstEnergy utilities w.ould still be required to purchase REðs for compliance in addi¡on
to any Altemative compliance payments made by the FirstEnergy utilities.

The Companies do not believe it is appropriate to render a legal opinion on this matter.
from a more general perspectíve, however, there is no languaf,e in ihe statute to suggestthat a compliance payment is in lieu of meeting thJ re"newable energy resource
requirenrents

@
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Attachment 1

pjmlmå'P l
Mv Accounl

&e
Modh lil Year lfl state lfl

Solar Welghtcd Average Prlce

State OH-- l rrom q1{?0oe:ro ilzzoii; co i

Solar Weighted Average Price
Feport includes all data up to 01/25f2013 00;25

ActivÊ

Oec

Nov

Ocl

sep

Aug

Jrd

Jun

May

Apr

Mar

Foþ

Jan

Dec

Nov

Oct

sep

Aug

Jd

Jtn

May

Apr

Mar

Feb

Jan

Dec

Nov

Oct

sep

AUg

Jd

Jür

2011

2011

2011

2411

2011

2011

2011

20r 1

2011

2011

201f

201.|

2010

2010

2010

2010

2010

2010

2010

2014

2010

2010

2010

2010

2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

38,949

37,636

27,677

28,948

26,517

25,370

24,255

23,904

21 ,513

21,039

20,331

19898

ls257

f 8,373

15,907

15,508

r5117

15,276

15,223

13,5n

13,831

13,686

s86

472

458

274

88

60

o

0

0

2085

2,260

2,738

4;335

4,982

3,186

2,793

r 999

2þ78

1302

1,O88

1,152

1,537

2,380

2,028

2,359

2,054

2,24e

1821

660

98

r56

96

72

291

4

11

55

0

0

0

pef
¡rt

$4s0.00

$4s0,00

$¡150.00

$450.00

$430.00

$38s,(Ð

$430.00

$450.00

$500:00

$420,00

w0.00

$417.00

$417.00

$417.00

$450.00

$383.00

$395.([)

$390.00

$450.00

$350.00

$500.00

$4s0.00

$4s0.00

$450.00

$35500

$3ss.00

$35s.00

$ooo

$o.oo

$0.00

$0.00

KW DCtrl
bsued In

Monh lll
Traded ln

Modh Ir|

2,956

4,536

6,361

3.565

2,544

2,&4

1811

2,508

2n

2,248

I,Ol9

2,708

2,110

1,651

2,086

1,101

1,902

1,5æ

379

14

33

21

52

124

3

5

41

0

0

0

0

Rôürod ln
Monür lll

0

I
0

31

4

3

0

0

125

1,965

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

245

18

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

o

Low (Prlce p€r
Certlllcate) lfl

s200.00

$200.00

$200.00

$200.00

$200.00

$100.00

$210.00

$210.00

$1@,æ

$210.00

$210.00

$210.00

s225.'t7

$226.17

$225.17

$215,56

$202.65

$202,6s

$202.65

$335.00

$325.00

$360.00

$350.00

$450.00

$55.æ

$sss.00

$3ss.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0'00

$o.oo

Hlgh (Pdco
csrtlÍcate)

W6lghled Alerago
Prlce oer

cerrfrcarä ËlI
$298.28

$309.55

$313.22

$257.40

$267.09

$æ2.25

$276.60

$246.18

$æ9.39

$332,18

$276.71

$304.97

$261.09

t234.44

s239.42

$222.82

$221.06

$206.12

$223.39

$341.43

î471 21

$41s.48

$399.04

$450.O0

$355,00

$3ss.00

$355.00

$0.00

s0.00

$0.00

$0.00

OH

OH

or.r

OH

OH

OH

or-l

OH

OH

OH

or{

OH

OH

OH

OH

ot"l

OH

or-l

otl

OH

OH

OH

OH

or.r

ol-l

OH

OH

OH

OH

OH

ol.r
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Apr

Mat

Feb

Jan

lbùãl

200s

200s

3009

2009

2009

,o
0

0

o

0

2,402

s0.00

$0.(x)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$000

$0.00

$0.00

$o.oo

$0,00

$0.o0

$0;00

$0.00

lrrps ://gats.pj rneis.corry'myModule/rpt/myrprasp?r502

0

0.,

0

o

0

44;4{¡8

1 - 36:36rIIIT
Infotmatlon on th¡s rcWû ß þased on the state ¡n whtch the solar sysæm ts located, and t'lil month and year tn whlch the solar REC was ¡ssucd, tnded,

or rcttÌcd, tftespecttve of the êpoft¡ng year 
" 

*'"Hài;,i:,::lirtrtri;iï:!{;iiå!!:n * 
" 

reporttv vcar bas¡, see Pubttc Repoús on

OH

OH

OH

OH

oH

0

0

0

0

o

45,844
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I Attachmerjt 2

SOURCE: SNL FINANCTAL LC.
CONTAINS COPYRICHTED
MATERIAL DISTRIBUTED

TJNDER LICENSE FROM SNL.

¡

Ohio ln-State All Renewable RECs Attachrnent WG-xx

As Of Product Term Price

t/74l21n OH ¡-ocated REC 2011 37.00

t/2L/2011oH Located REC z0t1- 34.75

t/28/20tt OH Located REC z0tl 34.75

2/4/2OL1OH Located REC 2071 34.75

zlLlzÙtt OH Located REC 2011 34.00

2/t8/2OLt OH Located REC z0t1- 33.75

2/25/20tt OH Located REC z0tt 33.75

314/21tt OH Located REC 2Ot7 30.00

3/tl/z1tt OH Located REC z0tl 30.00

3/t8/20t1 OH Located REC 20tl 30.00

3/2512011OH Located REC z0tl 30.00

4/t/2011OH Located REC z0tt 30.00

4l8l\01,t OH Located REC 2017 30.00

4/t5l20tl OH Located REC z0tl 30.00

4/21/2OI1OH Located REC z0¡tt 28.75

4/29/29tl OH Located REC 20tt 24.38

Sl6l20tl OH Located REC 20tl 24.38

íilt3/z}tt OH located REC 20tl 25.00

5/20/2OLt OH Located REC z9tl 25.00

5127/201t OH Located REC z9tl 25.00

6/3l2}tt OH Located REC 2OL7 25.00

6/t0/20tt OH Located REC 20tl 24.38

6/t7l20tl OH Located REC zDtl 18.75

6/24/29tt OH Located REC zCIt]. t8.75
7/t/z}tt OH Located REC 2AtI 18.75

718/ZOtt OH Located REC 2O!l 78.75

7lt5/2}t! OH Located REC z0t]- 18.75

7122/20t1OH Located REC z}tl t8.75
7/29120t1OH Located REC z1tl 18.75

8/5/20tt OH Located REC z9tl 16.00

8lnlzafl oH Located REC z9tt 16.00

8/79/20tL OH Located REC z0tl 16.00

8/26/Z0tL OH Located REC 2071 17,00

9/2l20tl OH Located REC z0tl 16.00

919/20tt oH Locared REC aCItt 16.00

9/t6/20tl OH Located REC 2011 16.00

9/B/2A1f OH Located REC 20Ll 16.00

9/30/20tL OH Located REC 2071 12.00

ß/7/20t1OH Located REC 20tI 13.63

1CI/t4/20l1OH Located REC 2}t1- 13,88

tO/zI/zA]1 OH Located REC 20t2 15.75

70/28/2A1l OH Located REC 2071 13.88

tLl4lz9lt OH Located REC z0tl 13.88

tuttl2}tL oH Located REC 20t]- 13.88

1t/25/20t1 OH Located REC 20tl 13.88



¡

t2/2l20tt OH Located REC

t2/9l20tt OH Located BEC
L2/t6l2}tt OH Located REC

t2/23/20tt OH Located REC

u6/2AL2 OH Located REC

tl73l20L2 OH l-ocated REC

t/t3/20t2 OH Located REC

UzA/20!2 OH Located REC

L/27/20t2 OH Located REC

2/3/20t2 OH Located REc

2h0/2012 OH Located HEC

2/I7/20!2 OH Located REC

2/2412072 OH Located REC

31212012 OH Located REC

SOURCE: SNL FINANCIAL LC
CONTATNS COPYRIGHTED
MATERIAL DISTRIBUTED

IjNDER LICENSE FROM SNL.

201 1

2011

zALl
20Lt
201 1

2010

20tt
2o't1
2017
20tL
2011

20tt
20tt
20Lt

13.88

10.38

10.38

10.38
't1.75

NA

6.75

6.75

7.38
7.50

7.50

6.75

6.75

6.75

Data is compiled from a range of market ¡ndicatlves and do not neoêssarily repr€sonl compleled trades.

Dala for SNL RECs index províded by:

Evolul¡on Markôls: htlp://new.evomar&ets.coÍd

Tradltion Financial Servlces: htlp//www.lfsbrokers.com/

Clear Energy Brokerage and Consulting: hllp://www.clearenergybrokerage,com/

Karbone:
hltp://www.karb
one,com/

SREC Trade: http:l/wwwsrectrade.com

Please contact data providers for more detalled or spec¡l¡c lransacllon data or REC markets not co\rered by SNL index.

SourcE: SNL Eneryy

SNL RECg lndex
Week ending0?lù2l12



SNL Swiæh to bionsss at Burger plant could 'flip' Ohio REC nnrket I SNL lrry://www.snl.cony'interactive:darticle.aspx?id=l1777045&KPLI=6...

Attachment 3
SOURCE: SNL FINANCIAL LC.

CONTAINS COPYRIGHTED
MATERIAL DISTRIBUTED

IJNDER LICENSE FROM SNL.

Thursday, September 30, 2010 4:02 FM ET :l Ercluslve

Switch to biomass at Burger plant could 'flip' Ohio REC
market

By Amanda Luhavalja

-Altlrcugh r€neuraH€ energy credlb in he Ohio markel arE the rmst ópsrFh,e lh h6 tfiltod Sht€s du€ lo a llrTll€d supply ol ln-sble r€nguâUe
proj€cts and dslng d€mand, üle tide could be tuming, accordlng to mrkstsources

ln AugilJsl, FlrslEnergy Corp. $pn rsneu€UE gnergy designaüon l¡om Ofio fo¡ tuo genøaüng unlts at ll8 RE Burger dant hat lt dans to conwrt
from õoal u Uomass..The Publlc Ulilites Corffrlsdon ol Otfo on Aug. 11 corüii€d Burggr unlb 4 and 5 as an dgido Ohio renou,abþ €nêrgy

povrer facllltles ln he nalion.

Olce tho prq€ct ls comf,eted, ûre Burger unils could be capade ol prodrcing up to curr€nt capacity lelds of 3f 2 ÀíW, he conpany has preüously

sqid.

However, he r€lrolit lo blornass coukl prow to be E cabh-2z dnce due lo lts large slze, the FECs generated at Ure Burger phnl coub orr€rsupply lhe
Ohlo market. Thls, ln turn, codd Ë€nd pricag lurnbllng, market sources Bâid

"Curr€nüy, ì,!Þ are se€lng decenl demand' for REGs in O{o, Wlll Liggott, ån âssoclate lrom GT Environm€nrâl Flnanca LLC said in a phone

lntorviÊw Sept 28, addlng that prlcgs lor lñ-sù¡lê gsnsrated RECs are runñlng n6ar $Ss/MWlx h0 highost in lho€8unty.

Flow€!€r, the suJlch to bumlng blornass at he Burgsr plsnt'couH corpþlely fllp he Ohio rnarket,' Ugg€tl add€d.

Whlle lt 16 unclear encüy how man¡¡ RECS hE Burg6r blormss dant !üll generate, Uggelt sald, once he dant ls onÍng, FIEcs in O{o could lall hto
the elngl€ digib - to about $s/tvfwh by 2014 - particuhrly ln light ol an €)ç€ct6d groudr ln hE statos wind lrdustry.

Ohlo has only aboul 9.72 lvfw ol efstng lnstalecl capaclty as of July 20, accordlng to he Arflerlcan Wlnd Ënergy Assoclaüon w€bslte.

l-bu¡€\rar, phns lo bulkt newvÍind proJects arê nþúng ahead in lhg shte. Thâ Lake Eris oll6horo vì¡ind €n€rgy pro¡ect, for 6,€nìpl€, il corplet€d, t¡.ill

gh€ a slgnillcant boost b Ohlo's supply d renevrnble €nergy. ftE irtüal proJect wlll b€ a flì,st rblne, 2o-lvfw pilol vind larmliw to 10 ßülE6 otfshore
of Cþ!61ârd.

'l/rrro srE a$are ol he polon$alovBrsupply ¡ssue it lBurgsrl coukl cr€al€ under oerbln clrcuÍEtancesi'Jusün Barnes, poicy analysl at thE tlorllt
Carollna Sohr Cenl6r oald ln a Sop[ 29 e-mall,

"l'\ê heard soms lolks {€.g,, AWEA) sLggôst ülat he €nüre shndard or close b it cqJld bo met $¡lth Burger RECs and bonus RECs, but I don't know

about h6 assumpüons h€y are maklng,' Bårnês sald.

Und€r thô slate's anomallle energy porüol¡o sbndard, at leasl2SoÁ of Chlo's €lecfloity mrst be gsneratsd by slternaü!€ energy sourcas, and at
leâEt hall of lhâ angmaüvB sources rusl 60rB lrom reneuablês, lncludlng soþr, udnd, blornaçs and hydropo^rer. l'hlf d he r€notvable €norgy
faclllüEs must bs locatEd ln Ohio.

Ohio law elÊo croat€d a prolislon tlEt alloì¡,B por¡\,Er plânts to 6arn €)dra RECô It hey conwrl gsneraüon b "pr¡ncipally biomass enorgy" by Jun€ 30,

2013. ln order lo qualify, h€ capaclly Íust elso b€ at least 75 tvlw.

ln Decerùer 2009, FlrstEnergy fll€d iF orlginatapplicaüon l^dh tl€ Chlo PI.JC s€oklng certlf¡caüon a9 a r€ner,lable energy faciflty. l-loì/'/âiËr, he Ñn
drew llr€ from ênlironmenlal groups and others, such as AWEA,

Armng oh€r thlngs, lhe group ass€ned hat he smrgy gon6ral6d kom Burger will h elgible for a higher FIEC unll retô - a "super-RE0 -
ûEklng sþctric¡ty produced at ttre dEnt npre \aluable üun allotrer reneraable generaüon, Ûe elechlcity producsd in one year abne could saüsly a
maþrity ol he conpany's r€nêlvablg b€r€hnark obllgalions hrough 2û25 arÉ a slgnilicant porlion of th€ ren6!ìåbþ sngrgy generatgd ¡n Ohio.

ln lls connBnE, AWEA said hls proposed REC calculation couH result in he heaviþ vreighled Burgsr RECS lloodlng he Ohlo reneu¡abl€ €n€rgy
markeþlåcs and alowlng FlrslEnergy to saüsÍy lb obllgaüons und€r Ohio'e ren€ì^abl€ porüollo sbndârd lor he en$re duration of ür RPS.

'AWEA rainblns that tre REC ñErkot in Ohlo rould be devasbted by he ¡rpact ol he REC rru[ipler torm.¡la, as he hrgo rurÙsr d RÉCs
cfealed by thB Burgsr faolnry uoub llood ho market ard dopress prlc€s,n he group lMolê to he Puc.

The lorm¡la r¡ouH take a Burger FEC, reprssnnng I ¡lwh d decülclly produced by burning biornss luel, and ßulüÉy lt by he RPS conp[arce
penally ol $45, wh¡oh is þr,ed for þach tvfwh of sl€cüiclv üat he uüllty ls short of ib RPS benchmarl(s, dh¡ded by tha curr€nt HEC rfi¡rkel pric€.

"For erenple, ll tre PUCO eshUlshecl the arerago RËC ÍErket pricE at $22.50, or hall ol he an¡unl ol he $45 conpf,arrce payrnont, he Burger
plant uðuld r€c€ll8 tl¡¡o FEC8 tor ewry rnegEuat hour.' accordlr€ tlr å research nole f rorn athrneys al Brlcklor & Eckl€r LLC.

"l"ly guess is that hose IAWEAI asE¡Ípüone are pr€üy far.lotctred, inrnhdrg a conblnaüon ol low FEC pricss (wf{ch irrcreasss h€ Íutüpü€r) and
taollty arralhbilly (capactty lacbr ol cþse to 1007o, us€ of 8G1tr % blomass at dl dÍÞs)J Eamos sdd.

ln lts Augusl rufing, PUCO sald he Burger faciÍty nny be ellgible fo¡ he increased REC valu€ u/h€n lt ls opsrating wih no np¡e tlun 2flo bwsulur
Weslorn coal and lu€l oll, co-llred wiür t¡iomass lueb;

;::"Sf,lf SNLFina¡cial

I ofZ tl24t20t3 5:05 PM



St¡¡-'* Swiæh to biornss at Burger plant could 'ftip' Ohio REC nnrket JSNL hry://www.snl.cony'interactivex/article.aspx?id=l l777Ot5&KPtit=6...

Floní€r€r, rocogrddng he dltbuny ¡n s€üng he a\€rage mÊrkst lalue ol a REC, the PI.JCO in
for lnþresed på.üesþ 6ubril coflÍEnts reggrdng ttæ mefrodolcþ b dat€nrine he 6d6ilng

A¡rgu$ oponed Ê gGday conrnent and repv perlod
marl€t lâl¡e.ot:RÊCs for ho lncroassd RECS lormia

"Íhe blg que€üoo t hare ls;t¡rtreie f¡p laciüty ìrúil gEl €nough biomass b run a 300+ iJW porrer phnl ustng ai teaáf eOZo blomass for a slgrülicant
perlod d üm€,' Bames said.

Sl.¡L Financlal LC, One Slü Phza, PO Box2124, CfErþtl€$lle, Mrginla 22902 USA, (¡134) 977-1600

SOURCE: SNL FINANCI,AL LC.
- 

CoNTAINSCOPYRIGHI{ì
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UNDER LICËNSE FROM SNL.
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