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Chairman Schuler, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to present 

an overview of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) today. My name is Alan 

Schriber, and I am the chairman of the Commission.   

As you may know, the PUCO is governed by a chairman and four commissioners, who 

are appointed by the governor to rotating, five-year terms. The governor’s selection is 

made from a list of names submitted by the PUCO Nominating Council, a broad-based 

12-member panel charged with screening candidates for the position of commissioner. As 

chairman, I also act as the agency’s director and chair the Ohio Power Siting Board, 

which reviews all applications for building major utility facilities in Ohio.  

The PUCO employs a staff of about 400 professional accountants, auditors, engineers, 

economists, investigators and attorneys who work diligently to assist us in meeting our 

goals and serving the public. The PUCO is funded through assessments to the utilities, as 

well as through fees generated by motor carrier registrations and federal program 

assistance.  

The PUCO is responsible for overseeing the public utility industries, including electric, 

natural gas, pipelines, telephone, water, railroad, hazardous material carriers, commercial 

transportation carriers, ferryboats, buses, towing companies and household goods 

carriers. The PUCO is the only state agency charged with ensuring that essential utility 

services are safe, reliable and adequate. Our expert staff regularly inspects utility 

facilities around the state to ensure that utility wires, pipes and equipment are safe and 

well-maintained. 

The PUCO also sets service standards to protect customers from such things as poor 

service quality, unfair denial or disconnection of service, or long waits for repair or 

installation of service. The PUCO staff monitors compliance with these standards through 

customer complaints and on-site inspections. When violations are found, the PUCO can 

order corrective action to be taken and can fine utilities for non-compliance. 

When I first served on the Commission in the early 1980s, we began to address the issue 

of competition in the utility industry. At that time, the primary focus on competition in 
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the utility regulatory environment revolved around the transition in the long distance 

telephone industry. However, since that time, utility markets have continued to evolve 

and, today, competition in utility sectors has been initiated in trucking, natural gas, local 

telephone and electricity. Over the last few years, the PUCO has made great strides in the 

development of a number of these markets in Ohio while ensuring that service reliability 

remains a top priority.  

As we look to the future, the PUCO will continue to vigilantly monitor the evolving 

utility markets that have become increasingly more complicated with competition. It is 

essential that the PUCO closely track utility activities to ensure that consumers are 

protected, state laws are enforced and that an atmosphere conducive to furthering Ohio’s 

economic development continues. As competitive utility options have increased, we have 

strengthened our resources, including our call center database, to increase our ability to 

monitor the performance of individual companies and the utility markets in general.  

Even in those utility markets where choice is available, the PUCO sets and enforces 

minimum service standards to ensure that competitive pressures do not degrade the 

quality of utility service and customers will be protected against unfair business practices, 

like slamming which is having your telephone service provider switched without your 

consent. To help protect against “fly-by-night” operations, the PUCO licenses 

competitive telephone, natural gas and electric providers. 

The PUCO serves all customer classes: commercial, industrial and residential. Recently, 

the number of small businesses looking to the PUCO for utility information and 

assistance has grown. The PUCO has the authority and enforcement power to resolve 

complaints directly between the consumer and the utility; our personnel are well-trained 

to carry out this function. It is through our contact with customers and the inspections of 

PUCO investigators and auditors that we have been alerted to and acted upon violations 

of our service standards.  

More than 3,700 cases are filed at the PUCO each year; these cases include formal 

complaint proceedings, certifications for operating authority, rulemakings, tariff filings 

and all other cases. Unlike the Ohio General Assembly, the PUCO does not have a two-
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year cycle for each case that is filed. Therefore, each case is identified by a four element 

coding system. The coding elements include the year in which the case was filed, the 

sequence in the filing, the industry code and the purpose code. Attached to my testimony 

is a flow chart illustrating how a complaint case and a rulemaking proceeding might 

become a finalized Commission order. We often get questions about this process as it 

resembles more of a legal proceeding than the legislative process of a bill becoming law. 

The PUCO oversees the service quality of more than 400 telephone companies in Ohio 

with about 7.5 million telephone lines. Recently, the PUCO adopted new Minimum 

Telephone Service Standards. These standards ensure that, regardless of competitive 

market conditions, the quality of telephone service in Ohio, for both residential and 

business customers, is adequate and reliable. 

The PUCO continues to work closely with each Ohio county to implement wireless 

enhanced 9-1-1 (E9-1-1). The wireless E9-1-1 law became effective in 2005 and gives 

the PUCO the authority to work with stakeholders to implement and fund the provisions 

of wireless E9-1-1, a feature that provides callers with added security in the event of an 

emergency. In the past, only 9-1-1 calls made from landline phones provided a callback 

number and the address or location of the caller. The new law provides E9-1-1 

capabilities and makes the callback number and the location of a wireless caller available 

to emergency responders.  

More than half of the counties in Ohio have applied for E9-1-1 funding and are in the 

process of upgrading their systems. Attached to my testimony is a map of Ohio that 

illustrates the status of E9-1-1 upgrades in each Ohio county.  

The PUCO’s motor carrier program ensures quality and equitable service for public and 

commercial carriers in Ohio. Our comprehensive program of carrier registration and 

insurance filing, data collection through audits and inspections and issuance of civil 

forfeiture fines for safety and rule violations, among other things has been both effective 

and efficient. The PUCO routinely processes more than 20,000 motor carrier registrations 

each year. Hazardous materials inspectors examine and audit motor carriers to ensure 
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safety on Ohio roadways. PUCO inspectors regularly conduct audits, inspections and 

safety reviews to evaluate motor carriers’ safety records, policies and procedures.  

Railroad grade crossing safety is also a high priority at the PUCO. Since 1990, motor 

vehicle/train crashes at grade crossings in Ohio have declined significantly. This 

improvement has been achieved during a period of steady increase in the amount of train 

traffic and in the number of registered motor vehicles and licensed drivers in Ohio. Each 

year, the PUCO authorizes funding for the installation of lights and gates at about 100 

grade crossings across Ohio. The PUCO Web site contains a comprehensive database of 

every highway-rail crossing in Ohio. Our Railroad Information System allows anyone to 

search for a crossing based on county, type of crossing, position of crossing and status. 

The natural gas industry is a complex network of companies that produce, transport and 

distribute natural gas. In Ohio, more than 3 million people use natural gas. The PUCO 

oversees more than 54,000 miles of distribution lines which provide natural gas to 

individual users, as well as more than 6,000 miles of transmission lines. As you know, 

natural gas customers in Ohio can choose the provider of their natural gas. The PUCO’s 

Apples to Apples natural gas rate comparison charts are updated regularly and provide gas 

supplier information in each service territory. The charts are routinely the most sought 

after information on our Web site.  

The electric industry consists of three main components; generation, transmission and 

distribution. As many of you know, Senate Bill 3 (SB 3) was signed into law in 1999 and 

allowed for competition in electric generation. SB 3 also provided a five-year market 

development period lasting from Jan. 1, 2001 to Dec. 31, 2005. During this period, rates 

were frozen in order to allow a competitive wholesale market to take shape. 

Since electric choice began in 2001, the PUCO has been working hard to facilitate a 

competitive electric market in Ohio. However, a fully competitive market has not 

developed as quickly as envisioned. As a result, the PUCO developed plans to secure the 

future of Ohio’s retail electric market. 
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As the end of the market development period neared, the PUCO grew concerned that the 

limited number of competitive electric suppliers and low degree of market activity were 

an indication that an immediate shift to market-based rates in 2006 would not be in the 

best interest of customers. To minimize the effects of rate “sticker shock” and gradually 

transition customers to market-based rates, the PUCO worked with Ohio’s electric 

utilities to develop rate stabilization plans (RSPs). These plans, coupled with other recent 

rate modifications, eliminate market uncertainty and provide customers with stable, 

predictable rates.  

As many of you may recall, the Ohio Legislature supported the establishment of RSPs in 

a report issued in October 2003 encouraging the PUCO to “continue to take the necessary 

steps … to ensure that a healthy competitive market is in place before full electric 

competition begins.” RSPs are in place for American Electric Power, Dayton Power and 

Light, Duke Energy Ohio and FirstEnergy. The RSPs have been challenged at the Ohio 

Supreme Court and while parts of these RSPs have been remanded back to the PUCO, the 

Court preserved the most important elements.  

There is significant evidence demonstrating that the prices customers are paying now 

under the RSPs are less costly than those that would result from market-based prices. 

Recent events in other states including Maryland and Illinois also support this point. I 

have attached recent articles to my testimony today that provide an overview of rising 

electricity prices in other states along with charts that compare Ohio’s electricity rates to 

other states.  

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. We look forward to working 

with you to continually improve our service to the citizens of Ohio. 

Chairman Schuler, if you or members of the committee have questions, I would be happy 

to answer them. 



Rule review 
process is complete 
and rules become 
effective 10 days 
after final filing.

PUCO Administrative Code Rule Review Process

Each Ohio Administrative Code rule must be reviewed every five years and sent to the Joint Committee on Agency Rule Review 
(JCARR). The following chart outlines the process the PUCO uses to review its rules and make any necessary changes.

PUCO staff reviews current rule and 
proposes edits, taking information from 
various sources into consideration.

Rule review triggered 
by Ohio Revised Code.

A request for rehearing 
on the Commission’s order 
must be filed within 30 
days of the order pursuant 
to ORC §4903.10

Commission issues its entry on 
rehearing. If the Commission does 
not grant the rehearing request 
within 30 days after it is filed, it is 
denied by operation of law.

Rules are sent to JCARR for 
review. JCARR has 65 days to 
review the rules (90 days for 
unchanged rules) from the date 
they are filed with JCARR.

Field AuditsInspections

Consumer ContactsLegislative Contacts

Executive Policies

Commission issues an entry asking 
for comments on the proposed changes 
from interested stakeholders.

15-days to submit 
reply comments.

Commission issues an order 
after considering staff’s proposal 
and all comments.

Staff submits proposed changes or 
additions to the current rule to the 
Commission.

30-days to submit  
comments.



A party to the complaint may file an 
appeal of the Commission’s decision 
with the Ohio Supreme Court within 
60 days after the entry on rehearing is 
issued pursuant to O.R.C. §4903.11.

PUCO Formal Complaint Process

The PUCO operates a call center staffed by professionals trained to resolve issues between consumers and utility companies. 
In most cases, the PUCO’s call center staff are able to help the consumer and utility reach an agreement over the concern at 
hand. From time to time, however, the consumer will choose to file a formal complaint if a solution cannot be worked out. 
The following chart outlines the PUCO’s formal complaint process. 

Case is assigned to an 
attorney examiner*. Formal complaint filed.

Evidentiary hearing is 
held at PUCO offices.

Proposed decision drafted 
by attorney examiner  for 
the Commission.

Commission issues 
opinion and order.

Request for rehearing may be 
filed by a party to the case  within 
30 days after the order is issued.

Prehearing conference is 
conducted at PUCO offices. 
Parties discuss possible 
settlement.

Discovery between the 
parties is conducted.

Expert witness  
testimony is filed.

Utility responds to 
complaint within 20 
days of service.

Utility served with copy 
of complaint.

Settlement 
reached.

No settlement 
reached.

Formal complaint  
dismissed.

*	PUCO attorney examiners perform the duties of an administrative law judge.

Commission issues its entry on rehearing. 
If the Commission does not grant the rehear-
ing request within 30 days after it is filed, it 
is denied by operation of law.
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The following counties do not have Land Line 9-1-1 Service:  Columbiana, Harrison, Meigs, Monroe
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The Maryland Energy Debacle—Why Not 
Consider Really Giving Customers a Choice? - By Patti Harper-Slaboszewicz
Daily IssueAlert
6/28/2006

Free
Like most families, we pay more attention to utility rates now that we did just two years ago. Add to this 
the high price for gasoline (at least by U.S. standards), and rising water rates, and we are faced with 
significantly higher utility rates and transportation costs, none of which appear to be headed down in the 
foreseeable future. Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) customers in Maryland, however, are facing a crisis 
because between the legislature and the commission, customers have not seen a rate increase for electricity 
since 1993. The rate freeze is due to expire on July 1, 2006, and the shock of paying market rates for 
energy (a 72 percent increase in prices) has ended with the legislature passing a law to fire the 
governor-appointed commission, the governor vetoing the new law, and the legislature firing back by 
overturning the veto. In the latest round, the chairman of the PUC has filed suit to block the portion of the 
new law that fires the commission, arguing that only the governor can fire the commissioners. In the midst 
of the confusion over rates and who will sit on the commission, BGE is attempting to merge with Florida 
Power and Light (FPL).

Since 1993, prices have changed dramatically for most energy fuels. Chart 1 U.S. Increase in CPI and 
Energy Costs 1993 to 2006 below compares the increases in various energy indexes estimated by the U.S. 
Department of Labor with the overall increase in the Consumer Product Index (CPI) for people in urban 
areas. Natural gas prices have increased the most with an increase of over 250 percent over the period, but 
fuels and power have increased by over 100 percent. Over the same period, the CPI increases appear to be 
fairly mild at 36 percent.

Chart 1 U.S. Increase in CPI and Energy Costs 1993 to 2006
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What's behind the crisis in Maryland? Maryland restructuring legislation had frozen the default retail rates 
for electricity since 1999 (at the 1993 level) for residential customers as part of the restructuring plan to 
introduce competition. Few residential customers took advantage of this opportunity to change suppliers, 
however, since the default rates were lower than what competitive providers could offer and still make a 
profit. Over the past seven years, and particularly since 2002, wholesale costs for energy have risen 
dramatically. Jumping from the low, frozen rate level to the real cost could have led to price increases of 
over 70 percent. Customers have been paying less than otherwise for the past seven years, but it is unlikely 
that customers have put the savings aside to ease into rates based on the current cost of producing energy. 
One might expect customers and their advocates to react with dismay at the prospect of yet another drain 
on their budget. The new law passed by the legislature reflects this angst, although it is not clear who to 
blame.

Neither state legislators nor the Maryland commission can control world energy prices, but depending on 
wholesale energy prices to not increase over a period of seven years is akin to relying on investments to 
increase in value because you need the money to pay for college expenses. One could see, however, why in 
1999 the Maryland legislature and regulators charged with implementing the restructuring law may have 
felt comfortable since energy prices were relatively flat from 1993 to 1999. (See Chart 2 below where the 
green line represents energy prices based on the Fuels and Related Products and Power index estimated by 
the Department of Labor). It was only in 2002 that energy prices began their steep climb, increasing 81 
percent from 2002 to 2006. UtiliPoint forecasted the price index out until 2008, as shown, using the price 
trend from 2002 to 2006.

Chart 2 Energy prices climb 81 percent from 2002 to 2006
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What plan did the (soon-to-be-replaced?) Maryland regulators decide to do in the face of significantly 
higher prices, and the expectation of prices increasing even more in the coming years? In the case of BGE, 
the state's largest utility, the proposal is that customers who choose to stay with the default provider will 
have a choice: pay the market rate beginning in June 2006 (the blue line in the above chart), or face 
increases of 15 percent in June 2006, another 15.7 percent increase in March 2007, and pay market rates 
beginning in June 2007 (the orange line in the above chart). However, if customers pick the smaller 
increases now, they will face market rates in June 2007 and recovery of deferred charges incurred from 
June 2006 through May 2007.

For the customer opting to pay market rates beginning in June 2006, the customer will see the large 
percentage increase beginning in June, with another 13 percent increase expected in 2007 and another 10 
percent in 2008 (based on our forecast). By the end of 2008, these customers can expect their rates to more 
double the rate paid in May 2006.

Customers who defer will pay even higher rates beginning in June 2007 to make up for the deferred charges 
from June 2006 to June 2007. This is illustrated in the above chart, where the deferred retail plan is in 
orange, and the market retail option plan is shown in blue. Customers choosing the deferred plan will pay 
less from June 2006 to June 2007, but will then pay higher rates than those choosing the market rate option 
now.

The regulators were between the proverbial rock and a hard place, but if the necessary metering were in 
place Maryland regulators could have offered customers other options, such as critical peak rebate or 
hourly pricing. In the chart below, the day-ahead locational marginal prices are shown for one day to 
illustrate the variance in wholesale energy prices across the 24 hour period. The day-ahead prices for this 
particular day climb steadily from 8 am until 5 pm, and then decline until 9 pm, with the lowest price 
occurring in the wee hours of the morning, and the high price at 9 pm, with a price spread of $55 per MWh, 
or 5.5 cents per kWh. On most days, the LMP prices vary, with some days with greater variance and on 
other days with less. This day was chosen at random from among recent weekdays posted by PJM.

Chart 3 Pepco Maryland PJM Day Ahead LMP prices for May 4 2006
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Price spreads such as these provide opportunities for customers to mitigate the move from the artificially 
low retail rates still in effect in May 2006 in Maryland to market based rates beginning in June of 2006 or 
2007. Residential customers who have agreed to participate in time-based rate pilots or ongoing time-based 
rate programs in other jurisdictions have liked the time-based rates not only for the potential or realized 
savings but for the feeling of control. Another option would be prepay rates, which help customers 
understand where and when the energy costs add up based on what appliances are in use. Most customers 
on prepayment plans prefer prepayment to the more common monthly bill because they can match the 
timing of their payments to their payroll dates and budget more effectively.

Giving customers the feeling of control when prices appear to be spiraling out-of-control is a good option. 
Yes, the metering costs more, but the time may be right to consider something besides long term average 
pricing, which offers little choice to customers but to pay higher prices, regardless of which particular rate 
plan is ultimately put in place. UtiliPoint urges those involved in the ongoing controversy in Maryland to 
consider offering time-based rate options and prepayment plans. No one should blame Maryland regulators 
and legislators for world energy price trends, disruptions in the oil supply, or hurricanes. Instead, we should 
encourage everyone to explore thoroughly tested alternatives to give customers tools to rise to the 
challenge of sustained high energy prices. Customers in all 50 states will face higher prices, not just those 
in Maryland.

And perhaps freezing rates for long periods of time should be avoided because it leads to price shocks 
further down the road, which as the Maryland commissioners and legislators are learning, is quite a bumpy 
road indeed.

IssueAlert Archive
Click here to receive UtiliPoint's daily IssueAlert via e-mail.

UtiliPoint's IssueAlerts are compiled based on the independent analysis of UtiliPoint consultants. The 
opinions expressed in UtiliPoint's IssueAlerts are not intended to predict financial performance of 
companies discussed, or to be the basis for investment decisions of any kind. UtiliPoint's sole purpose in 
publishing its IssueAlerts is to offer an independent perspective regarding the key events occurring in the 
energy industry, based on its long-standing reputation as an expert on energy issues. Copyright 2006.
UtiliPoint International, Inc. All rights reserved.
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State Comparison - Residential Electric Rates
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State Comparison - Commercial Electric Rates
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State Comparison - Industrial Electric Rates
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