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On July 17, 2019, the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) invited interested parties to file comments and reply comments regarding proposed rule changes concerning the minimum service and safety standards that Ohio’s electric utilities are required to provide to Ohio’s electric utility customers.  The rules in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10 serve a critical purpose in safeguarding that consumers have adequate, reliable, safe, and efficient electric service.
  The rules are all about customers and the utilities’ obligations to customers.  

The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) filed initial comments to better protect consumers, improve reliability of electric service and promote disclosure of publicly available information. Initial Comments were also filed by Ohio Power Company (“AEP Ohio”), The Dayton Power and Light Company (“DP&L”), Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, and The Toledo Edison Company (collectively, “FirstEnergy”), Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (“Duke”), FirstEnergy Solutions Corp. (“FES”), Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (“IGS”), and Retail Energy Supply Association and Direct Energy Business, LLC/Direct Energy Services, LLC (“RESA/Direct”) on August 16, 2019.

 Many of the recommendations made by the utilities and marketers in their comments would harm customers or service reliability. The PUCO should decline to change its rules in a way that would diminish protections for customers that exist in the current rules. Instead, the PUCO should adopt the recommendations of OCC in its Initial Comments and these Reply Comments to improve the quality, safety, and reliability of electric service to customers in Ohio.

I.
OCC PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO better PROTECT CONSUMERS 
A. The PUCO should adopt the PUCO Staff’s proposal to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-01 so that transmission outages are no longer excluded from the definition of a major event. 
The PUCO Staff proposed to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-01(T) so that transmission outages are no longer excluded from the definition of a major event:

4901:1-10-01 Definitions
(T)
"Major event" encompasses any calendar day when an electric utility's system average interruption duration index (SAIDI) exceeds the major event day threshold using the methodology outlined in section 3.5 of standard 1366-2012 adopted by the institute of electrical and electronics engineers (IEEE) in "IEEE Guide for Electric Power Distribution Reliability Indices." The threshold will be calculated by determining the SAIDI associated with adding 2.5 standard deviations to the average of the natural logarithms of the electric utility's daily SAIDI performance during the most recent five-year period. The computation for a major event requires the exclusion of transmission outages. For purposes of this definition, the SAIDI shall be determined in accordance with paragraph (C)(3)(e)(iii) of rule 4901:1-10-11 of the Administrative Code.
The PUCO should adopt the PUCO Staff’s proposal. Amending Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-01(T) would provide better reporting on the reliability of service received by customers. When consumers lose power because of a major event, it does not matter to consumers whether the outage occurred because of a distribution or transmission event. 

However, AEP Ohio, FirstEnergy, and DP&L oppose the PUCO’s Staff’s proposal and recommend the PUCO deny the proposed amendment.
 They argue that the focus of major event reporting is the reliability and performance of the distribution system, so transmission outages should be excluded. Further, DP&L argues that excluding transmission outages deviates from PUCO precedent.
 But these arguments are unpersuasive. First, major event reporting is not just for measuring distribution system performance – it is about customers and customer expectations. Second, the very purpose of this case is for the PUCO to consider whether to amend its rules. 
While AEP Ohio, FirstEnergy, and DP&L oppose the PUCO Staff’s proposal, Duke does not. Duke takes a more nuanced position that the PUCO should consider all the impacts of the PUCO Staff’s proposal.
 OCC agrees. While there may be some short-term adjustment to major event reporting that includes transmission outages, such reporting provides stakeholders the best information for analyzing outage impacts on consumers. The PUCO would encourage more reliable electric utility service for customers by adopting the PUCO Staff’s proposal.
B.
The PUCO should reject DP&L’s proposed amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-01, 4901:1-10-12, 4901:1-10-24, and 4901:1-10-29 to eliminate consumer protections when a customer chooses a marketer over the electric utility’s standard service offer.
DP&L proposes to amend Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-01, 4901:1-10-12(F)(1), 4901:1-10-24(E)(1), and 4901:1-10-29(F)(1) to eliminate the requirement that disclosure of a customer account number requires written consent, electronic authorization, or court or PUCO order.
 DP&L proposes that the PUCO adopt a definition for “seamless move” and then additional provisions regarding seamless move. But DP&L goes too far and proposes to eliminate the consumer protections and provisions adopted by the PUCO in Case No. 14-2074-EL-EDI. The PUCO noted in that case that “unlike contract portability, seamless move requires that the customer affirmatively choose that opportunity when calling the EDU to transfer service.”
 But DP&L’s proposal would eliminate the very consumer protection adopted by the PUCO – requiring that consumers “affirmatively choose” to transfer service. The PUCO should reject DP&L’s proposed amendments regarding seamless moves.                 
C.
The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposed amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05.
The PUCO should deny all of AEP Ohio’s proposed amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05. First, AEP Ohio proposes to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05(A) so that electric utilities can independently determine which customers are impractical to be metered.
 The only reason provided by AEP Ohio in its proposal is that it is “for clarity.”
 AEP Ohio’s proposal should be denied – the rule functions just fine without giving the electric utilities unfettered discretion to determine when it is impractical to meter a customer’s energy usage. The rule currently requires electric energy delivered to customers to be metered, except in instances where it is impractical such as street lighting and temporary or special installations. AEP Ohio’s proposal is unnecessary, and the unforeseen consequences of adopting AEP Ohio’s proposed amendment can only work to harm consumers by giving utilities unlimited discretion to determine which customers are impractical to meter. 
AEP Ohio then proposes to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05(G) to include a new provision regarding net metering so that net metering customers are required to install additional metering equipment.
 This proposal should be denied because it is not a subject for this rulemaking and would drive up the costs to net metering customers. Net metering is addressed in the PUCO’s rules at Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-28. But the PUCO did not issue that rule for comment. AEP Ohio’s proposal can be raised and addressed in the proper forum at the proper time, which is when the PUCO decides to address amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-28. Until that time, AEP Ohio’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05 regarding net metering should be denied. More importantly, AEP Ohio’s proposal to require net metering customers to pay for a second meter would violate R.C. 4928.67(B)(1). According to R.C. 4928.67(B)(1), net metering shall be accomplished with a single meter capable of registering the flow of electricity in two directions. And both the mechanical and advanced meters deployed in Ohio are capable of measuring the flow of electricity in two directions.
AEP Ohio also proposes to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(1) to prohibit utilities from being required to install meters or allow metering equipment to remain in service that is not currently manufactured for the U.S. market.
 Regardless of where or for what market a meter is manufactured, all meters must comply with appropriate ANSI standards, so AEP Ohio’s proposal is unnecessary. Moreover, the language proposed by AEP Ohio is subject to interpretation that could lead to very expensive early retirement and replacement of properly functioning meters. For example, if a model of currently installed meters is discontinued (that is, the model is no longer produced by the manufacturer at all), does the electric utility have to replace all installed meters of that model because it is not currently being manufactured for the U.S. market? That would result in thousands, even millions, of properly functioning meters being replaced. AEP Ohio’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(1) could lead to unjust and unreasonable charges for the imprudent removal of properly functioning meters. 
Finally, AEP Ohio proposes to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-05(J)(4) to give electric utilities the right to refuse advanced meter opt-out service to code-red customers and net-metering customers.
 But, as noted above, net metering rules are contained in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-28 and should not be addressed in this case. If the PUCO decides that net metering customers should be required to use an advanced meter, then it should make that determination in a separate docket regarding the net metering rules. Further, R.C. 4928.67(B)(1) requires that net metering “shall be accomplished using a single meter capable of registering the flow of electricity in each direction.” Mechanical meters are technically capable of registering the flow of electricity in each direction and have been used by net metering customers in this state. But AEP Ohio’s proposal would prohibit net metering customers from refusing or opting-out of an advanced meter. The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal. Further, regarding code-red customers, AEP Ohio can file a waiver of the rule for customers who pose a safety hazard to utility employees, personnel, contractors, or representatives. By continuing to require utilities to file an application for waiver, both the PUCO Staff and stakeholders (such as OCC) will be provided an opportunity to review the reasons the utility alleges for denying this consumer protection from those customers.    
D.
To effectively monitor reliability and outages experienced by customers, the PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(4)(C) and (B)(8).
AEP Ohio proposes that the PUCO amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-10 so that planned outages are excluded from outage reports.
 The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal. From a customer perspective, a planned outage is still an outage and should remain in outage reports. Outage reports should indicate the number of outages and duration of outages that customers experience, including outages that are fully under the utility’s control. Further, AEP Ohio’s proposal refers to outages caused by public acts, but once again those are actual outages experienced by customers. Outages scheduled for distribution work and caused by public acts should not be excluded from outage reporting or the calculation of indices and performance standards.
Additionally, AEP Ohio proposes that if the PUCO fails to act upon an electric utility’s request to revise its performance standards within 45 days, the waiver request will be automatically granted.
 AEP Ohio provides no support, argument, or precedent for this proposal. Accordingly, the PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal. An electric utility’s performance standards should not change until the PUCO affirmatively grants an electric utility’s application to revise its standards.
E.
In order to reasonably evaluate the reliability of customer service, the PUCO should adopt Duke’s proposal to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-10 to adopt a SAIDI standard but deny Duke’s proposal to eliminate CAIDI. 
Duke recommends the PUCO eliminate the Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”) from the PUCO’s utility reliability reporting requirements.
 Historically, the PUCO has required electric distribution utilities to annually report CAIDI and the System Average Interruption Frequency Index (“SAIFI”). 

· CAIDI: the measure of how long an average interruption lasts

· SAIFI: the measure of the frequency of interruptions on the utility’s system
· SAIDI: the measure of how many interruption minutes an average customer will experience over the course of a year

Duke asserts that CAIDI is a poor measure of distribution system reliability and can be manipulated, so it should be replaced with SAIDI. According to Duke, when reliability is improving, both SAIDI and SAIFI will go down, but CAIDI can instead go up. According to Duke, SAIFI and SAIDI are far better standards for evaluating distribution system reliability.

The PUCO should deny Duke’s proposal to eliminate CAIDI, but OCC agrees with Duke that SAIDI could provide additional information regarding distribution system performance. The more information provided to the PUCO Staff and stakeholders such as OCC, the easier it is to evaluate whether the system is performing reliably for customers.  Further, with additional data and reporting, the PUCO and PUCO Staff can determine if grid modernization initiatives are improving reliability for customers as projected. It is for these reasons that OCC proposed momentary outage standards in its Initial Comments. But the PUCO does not need to eliminate CAIDI in order to adopt and implement SAIDI. 
Further, SAIDI is already used in determining the worst performing circuits. Accordingly, the PUCO should deny Duke’s proposal to eliminate CAIDI, and consider whether additional reliability indices such as SAIDI should be considered when evaluating distribution system performance and reliability. Consumers pay a lot for reliable service, especially considering the additional distribution infrastructure modernization riders, tree trimming riders, and grid modernization riders, so consumers should know how the electric utilities’ distribution systems are performing.
F.
To safeguard reliable electric service and protect consumers from poor performing circuits, the PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-11.
The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal to reduce the percentage of worst performing circuits that electric utilities must report to the PUCO and improve.
 Under the PUCO’s current rules, electric utilities are currently required to identify the 8 percent worst performing circuits so that they can be improved. AEP Ohio proposes that electric utilities only be required to identify the 5 percent worst performing circuits.
 AEP asserts that identifying just the 5 percent worst performing circuits will improve reliability because electric utilities can focus more narrowly on just those circuits that need improved. 

To promote reliable electric service for consumers, the PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal. Consumers pay for reliable electric service, so utilities should continue to be required to identify and improve their 8 percent worst performing circuits. The PUCO should not be persuaded by AEP Ohio’s argument that identifying just the 5 percent worst performing circuits would improve reliability.  AEP Ohio’s proposal would result in fewer underperforming circuits being improved by electric utilities. Currently, electric utilities are required to identify and improve their 8 percent worst performing circuits. Decreasing the number of circuits that utilities must identify and improve will not result in better reliability.  Improving the performance of the worst performing circuits improves reliability for consumers served by those circuits. The PUCO should not amend its rules that can potentially worsen reliability for customers. 
G.
The PUCO should deny DP&L’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-12(F)(3) and (I) regarding electronic authorization for customers to choose a Marketer for retail electric service.
DP&L proposes that the PUCO amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-12(F)(3) and (I) so that customers can electronically change their supplier of retail electric service.
 The rule currently requires customers to provide written consent, as it should, for adequate protection for consumers. But DP&L proposes that the rule be amended so that customers can select a Marketer by electronic authorization or cancel their supplier via link to the electric utility’s website. 
As noted previously, the PUCO found in Case No. 14-2074-EL-EDI that “unlike contract portability, seamless move requires that the customer affirmatively choose that opportunity when calling the EDU to transfer service.”
 But DP&L’s proposal would eliminate the very consumer protection adopted by the PUCO – requiring that consumers “affirmatively choose” to transfer service. Further, written consent protects both customers and the electric utilities from future assertions that a customer did not know what it was doing or was slammed by a Marketer. DP&L notes that it has proposed electronic authorization in its grid modernization program.
 If an electric utility proposes electronic authorization in a grid modernization program, then the electric utility can also file a motion for waiver of the rule explaining how consumers will be protected. This gives stakeholders, such as OCC, an opportunity to evaluate the utility’s proposal and ensure that customers are in a position to make informed decisions. To protect customers, the PUCO should deny DP&L’s proposed amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-12.
H.
To protect consumers from improper or unexpected disconnection, the PUCO should deny the proposals by AEP Ohio and DP&L to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-19(D).   
The PUCO should deny the proposals by AEP Ohio and DP&L to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-19(D) because it would allow utilities to disconnect residential customers for non-payment of non-regulated charges.
 This would violate R.C. 4928.10(D). The PUCO has held that according to R.C. 4928.10(D), customers cannot be disconnected for non-payment of non-regulated charges: 
“We note that R.C. 4928.10(D)(3) requires the Commission to adopt rules regarding a number of specific consumer protections, including, with respect to disconnection and service termination, a prohibition against blocking, or authorizing the blocking of, customer access to a non-competitive retail electric service when a customer is delinquent in payments to the electric utility or electric services company for a competitive retail electric service. No party has persuaded the Commission that we can waive Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-18-10(D) in light of this statutory provision. We, therefore, find that AEP Ohio’s request for a waiver of Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-18-10(D) should be rejected, as it is counter to the statute’s prohibition on disconnection for non-payment of CRES-related charges. The Commission cannot grant a rule waiver that is inconsistent with the statute.” In re Ohio Power Co., Case No. 13-2385-EL-SSO, et al., Opinion and Order (Feb. 25, 2015) at 82. 
But under the utilities’ proposal, customers could be disconnected for not paying a Marketer. The PUCO should deny the utilities’ proposed amendment of Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-19(D) to protect customers.  
I. To protect consumers from slamming, the PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-21.

AEP Ohio proposes that with respect to customer slamming complaints, the PUCO Staff should contact the Marketer.
 Accordingly, AEP Ohio proposes amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-21(H)(3) and (H)(4). But the requirements for a Marketer to operate on the electric utility’s distribution system are governed by the supplier tariff with the utility. Therefore, the electric utility cannot escape being involved in the resolution of any slamming complaints. AEP Ohio’s proposal would needlessly complicate the investigation of slamming complaints and delay resolution for consumers. That’s bad for customers.  The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal. The PUCO Staff should both investigate the Marketer and work with the utility when it receives a slamming complaint by a consumer.
J. The PUCO should deny the PUCO Staff’s proposed amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22(C) and 4901:1-10-33(F) regarding pre-paid electric utility service.
The PUCO should deny the PUCO Staff’s proposed amendments to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22 and 4901:1-10-33 regarding prepaid electric service.
 As noted by OCC in its initial comments, the PUCO Staff’s proposal regarding prepaid electric service would violate Ohio law by eliminating the rights and protections afforded to consumers.
 DP&L and RESA/Direct also object to the PUCO Staff’s proposal to adopt prepaid service rules, but for different reasons than OCC.
 
On the other hand, AEP Ohio supports the PUCO Staff’s proposal for prepaid service rules.
 However, AEP Ohio proposes to amend the PUCO Staff’s proposed rule so that it does not apply to customers with medical certificates, customers enrolled in PIPP, customers who select a third party or guarantor, customers on a demand-based or net metering tariff, and customers being billed by a marketer (consolidated billing).
 But AEP Ohio’s comments demonstrate the problems with the PUCO Staff’s proposal for prepaid service rules – they have not been fully developed or the implications fully considered. The PUCO Staff’s proposal for prepaid service would not have exempted customers with medical certificates, potentially resulting in serious threats to life and property for certain customers.
 The exceptions proposed by AEP Ohio to the PUCO Staff’s proposed rules for prepaid service demonstrate that the impacts of prepaid service have not yet been fully considered. The PUCO Staff has not fully vetted its recommendation.  Therefore, before further considering the PUCO Staff’s proposal, Staff should be required to conduct a more thorough evaluation of the impacts of prepaid service on consumers before it adopts new prepaid service rules.  To protect consumers, the PUCO should reject the PUCO Staff’s proposal for new prepaid service rules.
K. To protect consumers and ensure they are properly informed of their rights, the PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal to amend Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22(B)(5).

The PUCO should deny the proposal by AEP Ohio to eliminate the customer notice on consumer bills regarding customer complaints.
 AEP Ohio proposes that the PUCO delete the language in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22(B)(5) and replace it with a reference to “OAC 4901:1-18-06(A)(5)(d).” But the language in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-18-06(A)(5)(d) only applies to disconnection notices. AEP Ohio notes that the notices in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22 and 4901:1-18-06 are different, but that is by design. The customer notice in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22(B)(5) informs customers, on each bill, of their right to file complaints or obtain general utility information from the PUCO. The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio’s proposal to eliminate the customer notice in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22(B)(5).
L. The PUCO should adopt the PUCO Staff’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-22(K) prohibiting non-commodity goods and services from being charged on customer bills.
The PUCO should adopt the PUCO Staff’s proposal that electric utilities and Marketers be prohibited from charging for non-commodity goods and services on customer bills:
 
4901:1-10-22 Electric utility customer billing and payments
(K)
No bill format shall contain charges for non-commodity goods or services from a third-party supplier or the EDU.

Before the PUCO considers expanding electric bills to include non-commodity goods and services, the PUCO should require all electric bills to show the riders and charges already paid by consumers.  Ohio law requires that customers be provided, to the extent possible, a separate listing of each service component on the bill so that customers can recalculate their bill for accuracy. Before customers are sold non-commodity goods and services and billed for them on their electric bill, customers should be informed of all the riders and charges they are already paying.

However, AEP Ohio, Duke and DP&L object to the PUCO Staff’s proposal to prohibit non-commodity goods or services from being charged on customers’ electric bills. AEP Ohio notes that it opposes the PUCO Staff’s proposal, but requests that the current non-commodity charges on its customers’ bills be grandfathered in and allowed to remain.
 The PUCO should reject AEP Ohio’s proposal and instead address its issue as a waiver request in a separate case. 

DP&L notes that on April 19, 2019, it filed an application to implement non-commodity billing (See Case No. 19-860-EL-UNC).
 But so far, no filings have been made in that case and no parties have intervened. This is not an active case and settlement negotiations are not ongoing. Further, DP&L argues that the PUCO Staff’s proposed rule would make its filing moot. While that may be the case, and may be best for consumers, DP&L still has the opportunity to file for a waiver of any PUCO rule not required by statute. DP&L’s argument is disingenuous.


Duke then argues that prohibiting utilities from charging for non-commodity goods and services on customer bills would eliminate the flexibility for utilities to provide customers with innovative products offered by the utility or a third-party.
 But to date, the utilities have demonstrated no benefit to consumers of these so-called innovative products and services. Consumers’ electric bills should only contain the rates, riders, and charges for regulated electricity. Utilities and third parties can bill customers separately for non-commodity goods and services – that is, if consumers actually buy those goods and services at the inflated prices offered by utilities. 
But there is one area where OCC agrees with Duke – utility bills should be “fully transparent regarding which charges are associated with each service.”
 It is for this very reason that OCC recommends the PUCO require all electric utility bills to show riders and charges separate from base rates on a  separate line-item basis. Customers deserve to know what riders and charges they are paying which have been proposed by their electric utility and approved by the PUCO. Consumer bills for electric service should show all riders and charges by separate line-item and nothing more.
M. The PUCO should adopt the PUCO Staff’s proposed amendment to Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-24 giving customers the right to request a block on their account so that their service is not switched to a Marketer.
The PUCO should adopt the PUCO Staff’s proposed new rule in Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-10-24(H) to allow electric utility customers to place a block on their account to prevent switching to or from a Marketer:

4901:1-10-24 Customer safeguards and information.
(H)
Each electric utility shall allow any customer to request a competitive retail electric service provider block be placed on their account. The block shall prevent the customer generation service provider from being switched without the customer’s authorization to the electric utility in the form of a customer provided code or other customer identifiable manner. The release shall be provided to the electric utility from the customer or other authorized persons on the account. The code shall be considered confidential customer information.
OCC supports the PUCO Staff’s proposed rule because it gives consumers control over their electric service provider. AEP Ohio also supports the rule allowing a block on a customer’s account.
 However, AEP Ohio recommends that the block also apply to the utility’s standard service offer.
 This should be rejected. The standard service offer is required by Ohio law,
 so there should be no restrictions or block in place that would prevent a customer from returning to the standard service offer. 
FirstEnergy, RESA/Direct, and IGS oppose the PUCO Staff’s proposal for a customer account block from switching.
 FirstEnergy argues that requiring an additional step for the utility to switch the customer would place additional unnecessary burden on the distribution utility. FirstEnergy’s argument lacks merit. The customer block is an opt-in consumer protection, meaning that it gives customers peace-of-mind that they will not be switched without specific authorization. Customers deserve that protection. 

RESA/Direct and IGS also oppose the PUCO Staff’s proposal to allow a customer switching block.
 They argue, without any support, that the PUCO Staff’s proposal is unnecessary and overly burdensome. In actuality, there is no additional burden to customer, electric utilities, or Marketers. The PUCO should adopt the PUCO’s Staff’s proposed rule regarding customer account blocks to prevent customers from being switched without their permission.

II.
CONCLUSION


OCC appreciates the opportunity to provide these reply comments regarding the proposed rule amendments regarding electric service in Ohio Adm.Code Chapter 4901:1-10.  The PUCO’s rules should enhance Ohio law that establishes minimum standards “for the protection of consumers in this state.”  OCC’s recommendations will help promote reliable electric utility service and keep customers better informed of their utility service. 
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