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I. OVERVIEW 1 

 2 

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

A1. My name is Michael P. Haugh. I am the Director of Analytical Services for 4 

Markets and Competitive Services at the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 5 

(“OCC”). My business address at OCC is 65 East State Street, Suite 700, 6 

Columbus, Ohio 43215. 7 

 8 

Q2. PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND 9 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 10 

A2.  I have a Bachelor of Science in Business Administration from the Ohio State 11 

University with a major in Finance. I have also attended the Institute of Public 12 

Utilities Advanced Regulatory Studies at Michigan State University. I have over 13 

20 years working in the energy industry with experience in wholesale and retail 14 

energy trading, risk management, natural gas purchasing and scheduling, and 15 

regulatory affairs. I started with Enron Energy Services in 1995 as an Energy 16 

Trader and then moved on to American Electric Power Energy Services in 1998 17 

where I worked in Risk Management and Wholesale Energy Trading. In January 18 

2004 I went to work for MidAmerican Energy Services as a Senior Product 19 

Manager. In October of 2004 I began work as a Senior Regulatory Analyst with 20 

the OCC. I left the OCC in September 2007 and joined Integrys Energy Services 21 

as a Regulatory Affairs Analyst. I joined Just Energy in 2009 and held the 22 

position of Manager of Regulatory Affairs before becoming Manager of Market 23 
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Relations in 2011. I was re-hired at the OCC in June 2014 as the Assistant 1 

Director of Analytical Services where I worked until May 2018. I then worked for 2 

Genie Energy as the Director of Energy Affairs until December of 2018. I was an 3 

independent consultant from January 2019 until I took my current position in July 4 

2021. 5 

 6 

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY IN UTILITY CASES 7 

BEFORE REGULATORY COMMISSIONS? 8 

A3. Yes, I have testified before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) 9 

and the Michigan Public Service Commission. The complete list of cases in which 10 

I have testified is attached as Attachment MPH-1. 11 

 12 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 13 

 14 

Q4. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 15 

PROCEEDING? 16 

A4. The purpose of my testimony is to make recommendations to the PUCO for 17 

resolving this case in a manner that includes reasonable protections for residential 18 

consumers. My recommendations are consistent with prior PUCO orders and I 19 

understand they are consistent with Ohio law. These protections will provide a 20 

balance for FirstEnergy (Toledo Edison) consumers considering they could be 21 

asked to subsidize another reasonable arrangement – this time for—Campbell 22 

Soup Supply Company L.L.C. (“Campbell” or “Applicant”).  23 
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At this time, the  PUCO should deny this Application.  The PUCO Staff should 1 

conduct a full review, as earlier anticipated, before any further reasonable 2 

arrangements are approved that involve the FirstEnergy utilities’ Non-Market 3 

Based Services Rider (“Rider NMB”) opt-out pilot program. This is consistent 4 

with the PUCO’s direction to FirstEnergy in its last electric security plan 5 

proceeding (Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, et al.).  Once the full review has been 6 

completed and the Staff’s findings published, the PUCO can revisit the 7 

Applicant’s request to expand the pilot program.  Similarly,  the PUCO should not 8 

consider any other Applications from non-residential customers wishing to join 9 

the Rider NMB opt-out pilot program without the benefit of the PUCO Staff’s full 10 

review of the Rider NMB pilot.   11 

 12 

Q5. WOULD YOU PLEASE PROVIDE SOME BACKGROUND REGARDING 13 

FIRSTENERGY’S RIDER NMB OPT-OUT PILOT PROGRAM? 14 

A5. The Rider NMB opt-out pilot program was approved by the PUCO in 15 

FirstEnergy’s most recent electric security plan (“ESP”) case.1 This pilot program 16 

allowed for certain large non-residential customers2 to avoid paying Rider NMB3. 17 

FirstEnergy requested that the PUCO  approve the pilot program “where the 18 

 
1 See In re Application of [FirstEnergy] for Authority to Provide for a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to 

R.C. 4928.143 in the Form of an Elec. Sec. Plan, Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, Opinion & Order (Mar. 31, 

2016). 

2 Material Science Corporation, Nucor Steel Marion, Inc., and members of Industrial Energy Users-Ohio 

and Ohio Energy Group.   

3 See In re Application of [FirstEnergy] for Authority to Provide for a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to 

R.C. 4928.143 in the Form of an Elec. Sec. Plan, Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, Opinion & Order (Mar. 31, 

2016) at 19. 
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Companies will seek to study the administrative burden and costs of allowing 1 

customers the option to have their marketer providers pay Rider NMB charges, as 2 

well as whether such a program would result in benefits to both participating and 3 

non-participating customers.”4 The PUCO approved the pilot, stating that the pilot 4 

program would determine if avoiding the NMB would provide savings for 5 

industrial customers “without imposing significant costs on other customers.”5    6 

 7 

Q6. WHAT IS YOUR DEFINITION OF A PILOT PROGRAM? 8 

A6. A pilot program is a small-scale, short-term program that offers an opportunity to 9 

analyze and study its impacts to help learn if a larger scale project might work. 10 

The PUCO got it right in the Opinion and Order in FirstEnergy’s current ESP by 11 

declaring that the opt-out pilot program should be “continuously reviewed” and 12 

that the PUCO Staff should “periodically report finding to the PUCO.6   13 

 14 

 Q7. WHAT IS YOUR OPINION OF THE FIRSTENERGY RIDER NMB OPT-15 

OUT PILOT PROGRAM? 16 

A7. Ratemaking is a complex process of allocating certain costs between and among  17 

different customer classes while considering things such as equity, fairness and 18 

non-discrimination for all customers. Residential customers have been required to 19 

 
4 Id. at 73. 

5 Id. at 94. 

6 In re Application of [FirstEnergy] for Authority to Provide for a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. 

4928.143 in the Form of an Elec. Sec. Plan, Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, Fifth Entry on Rehearing ¶ 310 

(Oct. 12, 2016). 
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pay economic development subsidy charges while large energy users often avoid 1 

such charges.                           2 

 3 

The Rider NMB opt-out pilot was created as a way to study the impacts of certain 4 

high-usage customers arranging their own transmission service and opting out of 5 

paying Rider NMB.  The PUCO expressed its interest in determining whether the 6 

pilot could avoid significant costs being shifted to other FirstEnergy customers. I 7 

appreciate the PUCO for considering possible consumer concerns about this 8 

program and choosing to do a pilot program before making it a permanent 9 

program. The PUCO’s proposed process was to evaluate the results of the pilot 10 

before moving forward with a more permanent option.  11 

 12 

Unfortunately, there appears to have been no follow through by the PUCO Staff 13 

to require the study be performed to determine whether FirstEnergy residential 14 

consumers are being harmed by this pilot program. For consumer protection, he 15 

PUCO should first complete the study of the FirstEnergy Rider NMB pilot 16 

program (that has been in place for five years) prior to allowing any additional 17 

customer to enroll.   18 
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Q8. HAS THE PUCO STAFF PROVIDED A REPORT ON ITS REVIEW OF THE 1 

ACTUAL RESULTS OF THE FIRSTENERGY RIDER NMB PILOT 2 

PROGRAM? 3 

A8. Based on my review, I have not found any reports by the PUCO Staff referencing 4 

whether there is an aggregate savings in transmission costs for all customers, 5 

whether and how much transmission costs are being shifted to non-participating 6 

customers (which would include residential consumers, who cannot participate), 7 

whether the benefits of the pilot program outweigh any costs, and whether Rider 8 

NMB results in an overall cost savings to customers. The FirstEnergy Rider NMB 9 

opt-out program has been in effect for five years since the PUCO issued an Order 10 

approving it and no report has been publicly filed. Additionally, PUCO Staff has 11 

not yet taken a position regarding OCC’s objections filed in this case.7   12 

 13 

Q9. HAS THE APPLICANT DETERMINED IF THERE WILL BE ANY DELTA 14 

REVENUE AS A RESULT OF THIS REASONABLE ARRANGEMENT? 15 

A9. The Applicant stated that “The terms of the unique arrangement would not result 16 

in the creation of delta revenue, and there would be no reduction in electric 17 

distribution utility revenue to Toledo Edison or transmission revenue to the 18 

transmission owner.”8 Delta revenue is a reference to the amount the PUCO may 19 

expect other customers to pay to the utility to reimburse it for the reduced utility 20 

charges for the benefiting customer.  Based on the information I have reviewed; it 21 

 
7 OCC Motion to Intervene, Objection and Memorandum in Support filed Oct. 28, 2021 (Attachment MPH-

2). 

8 Application at page 6. 
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remains unproven that there would not be additional costs (delta revenue) shifted 1 

to FirstEnergy’s (Toledo Edison) residential consumers as a result of this 2 

Application.  3 

 4 

Setting aside the issue of the creation of delta revenue, the Commission has 5 

already weighed in that the PUCO Staff must report on the impact of the entire 6 

Rider NMB opt-out program. So regardless of the Applicant’s own opinion 7 

regarding cost-shifting to other consumers, the PUCO Staff should provide the 8 

expected report on the current pilot program prior to allowing any other customers 9 

to join.  10 

 11 

Q10. WHAT ACTIONS BY THE PUCO DO YOU RECOMMEND? 12 

A10. First, the PUCO Staff should follow the Commission’s Order in Case No. 14-13 

1297-EL-SSO and publicly file a report on the impact (including dollar impact on 14 

other consumers) of the FirstEnergy Rider NMB opt-out pilot program. The 15 

review and its results should be filed in the docket in PUCO Case No. 14-1297-16 

EL-SSO. Secondly, the PUCO should deny this Application in the current case.  17 

 18 

Additionally, on November 29, 2021, another large energy user requested to 19 

enroll in this program9.  The PUCO needs to again order the PUCO Staff to 20 

 
9 In the Matter of the Application for Establishment of a Unique Arrangement for Tosi CMC, LLC, Case 

No. 21-1205-EL-AEC at page 7. 
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conduct the study as it was required to “continuously review”10 and “periodically 1 

report to the Commission.”11 The PUCO should not be adding more customers to 2 

this FirstEnergy program until it is aware of the impact (such as increasing 3 

charges) on all consumers.  4 

 5 

 If the PUCO doesn’t deny the Application outright, then at a minimum it should 6 

first require FirstEnergy (Toledo Edison) and the PUCO Staff to calculate any 7 

cost-shifting as a result of adding the Applicant into the Rider NMB opt-out pilot 8 

program. Any potential delta revenue created by this arrangement should be paid 9 

to FirstEnergy by other customers in the Applicant’s customer class to avoid 10 

inter-class cost shifting to residential and other consumers.   11 

  12 

III.  CONCLUSION 13 

 14 

Q11. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 15 

A11. Yes, however I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 16 

subsequently become available.   17 

 
10 In re Application of [FirstEnergy] for Authority to Provide for a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. 

4928.143 in the Form of an Elec. Sec. Plan, Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO, Fifth Entry on Rehearing ¶ 310 

(Oct. 12, 2016). 

11 Id. 
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