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INITIAL COMMENTS OF OHIO PARTNERS FOR AFFORDABLE ENERGY 
 

 
Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy (“OPAE”) hereby submits to the Public 

Utilities Commission of Ohio (“Commission”) the following comments regarding the Joint 

Motion to Modify the December 2, 2009 Opinion and Order and the September 7, 2011 

Second Opinion and Order in Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM.  The joint motion and an 

accompanying stipulation and recommendation were filed by Columbia Gas of Ohio, 

Inc., (“Columbia”), the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“Staff”), the Ohio 

Gas Marketers Group, the Retail Energy Supply Association, and Dominion Retail, Inc., 

(together,” Marketers”) on October 4, 2012.  These comments are filed pursuant to the 

Attorney Examiner’s Entry of October 18, 2102. 

I. Procedural History 

 The joint motion seeks to modify the orders of the Commission approving the 

October 7, 2009 Stipulation in Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM.  The application in that case 

sought approval of an alternative regulation plan authorized under Sec. 4929.04, O.R.C.  

The plan involved an extension of certain pipeline contracts and a sharing arrangement 

for revenue produced by off system sales (“OSS”) of unused pipeline capacity paid for 

by Columbia customers.  The plan also modified operational and financial aspects of 



Columbia’s Choice program.  Finally, the plan eliminated gas cost recovery (“GCR”) 

service, replacing it with a standard service offer (“SSO”), a wholesale offer determined 

by an auction which set the price for default service at the monthly NYMEX close plus a 

retail price adjustment, the latter of which was established through the declining clock 

auction.  The plan also provided that after two SSO auctions, Columbia would transition 

default service to a standard choice offer (“SCO”), a retail product under which 

customers that had not exercised Choice were assigned to retail marketers at a price 

determined by the monthly NYMEX close plus a retail price adjustment, which was 

again determined through a declining clock auction process.  Columbia was permitted to 

make this change unless any party to the stipulation filed a petition to continue the SSO. 

The plan had additional contingencies as well.  The OSS revenue sharing 

mechanism described in the stipulation terminates on March 31, 2013.  Unless an 

extension is agreed to by Columbia, the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

(“OCC”), and the Staff of the Commission (“Staff”), the revenue sharing of OSS defaults 

to 80% of the revenues to customers and 20% to Columbia.  Any of those three parties 

may petition to change the revenue sharing split caused by the lack of an agreement on 

the extension.  In addition, “[a]ll parties reserve the right to propose changes to the plan 

to become effective after the initial term.”  Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM, Stipulation at 8. 

 The stipulation also includes the following language: 

 Columbia has not expressed a present intent to, nor does this 
Agreement contemplate that Columbia seeks to, exit the merchant 
function.  In succeeding auctions all customers who are not participating in 
the CHOICE program or a governmental aggregation group will be part of 
the next auction.  Any customer who is in CHOICE and whose contract  
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ends must either find a new supplier or be placed back in the then current 
auction program (SSO or SCO service). 
 
Stipulation (October 7, 2009) at 9. 
 

 On April 15, 2011, Columbia filed a Revised Program Outline which modified the 

original plan in order to transition to SCO service pursuant to the previously approved 

stipulation.  The Commission issued an entry on April 27, 2011 requesting parties file 

petitions/objections on the revised plan.  On May 9, 2011, Ohio Partners for Affordable 

Energy (“OPAE”) filed a petition and objections to transitioning to the SCO, and the 

Ohio Consumers’ Counsel filed objections regarding transition to the SCO.  Per the 

terms of the stipulation, a hearing was held to determine whether the transition to an 

SCO should be stayed or denied.  In a Second Opinion and Order issued on September 

7, 2011 the Commission denied OPAE’s petition and affirmed its earlier approval of the 

stipulation permitting the transition from the SSO auction to the SCO auction. 

On October 11, 2012, Columbia, the Marketers, and the Staff filed the joint 

motion in the instant docket to modify the stipulation entered into in Case No. 08-1344-

GA-EXM.  A stipulation was filed in conjunction with the joint motion.  The case caption 

used in the Entry of October 18, 2012 now identifies this docket as an application to 

modify the exemption granted in Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM.  Regardless of the nature 

of this docket, OPAE hereby submits the following comments pursuant to the Attorney 

Examiner’s Entry. 
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II. Comments 

A. The procedural schedule is unreasonable.   

OPAE has previously objected to the extremely compressed litigation schedule 

established for this case.  For a small nonprofit organization with limited resources, 

complying with the schedule will be extremely challenging.  However, given the denial of 

the interlocutory appeal filed jointly by OPAE and OCC, OPAE will comply with the 

Commission’s schedule because the issues are too important to consumers, particularly 

low income consumers not served through the Percentage Income Payment Plan 

(“PIPP”) and the OPAE member anti-poverty agencies OPAE represents.  OPAE does 

note that Columbia’s assertion that OPAE should have been preparing for this case 

during the collaborative process is fundamentally at odds with the purposes of the 

collaborative, which is to seek common ground to resolve regulatory issues.  OPAE held 

out hope until the end of that process that Columbia would come to its senses and that 

the greed inherent in the Marketers’ position would not prevail.  Unfortunately, the 

desire of Columbia and the Marketers to line one another’s pockets prevailed over the 

public interest and the interest of vulnerable customers who are the pawns of the 

financiers of this agreement. 

B. Bill impacts are an important consideration when reviewing the joint 
motion. 
 

The impacts on customer bills should be the primary concern of the Commission 

as it reviews the joint motion.  In testimony filed in Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM, Mr. 

Richard A. Cahaan, testifying on behalf of the Ohio Gas Marketers Group, noted that 

“[t]he public interest responsibility of the PUCO, both analytically and historically, is to 

obtain the lowest supply price.” Testimony of Richard A. Cahaan at Page 7, Line 13-14.  
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The Commission recognized this as well when it noted in its Opinion and Order in the 

same proceeding the substantial price benefits afforded to customers of the local 

distribution public utilities Dominion East Ohio and Vectren Energy Delivery as a result 

of the SCO auctions.  See Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM, Second Opinion and Order at 

12.   

All of Columbia’s customers are served by competitive suppliers with a price set 

by the competitive market.  The most recent monthly report issued by Columbia per the 

terms of the Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM stipulation indicates that only 37% of 

residential customers are served through bilateral contracts with marketers; 49% of 

commercial customers are served through that same option; and (a mere) 25% of 

industrial customers have chosen bilateral contracts.  See Attachment A.  All other 

customers are served via a competitive SCO auction process.  The signatories to the 

stipulation have previously acknowledged the competitive nature of the auction.  See 

the Testimony and Exhibits cited by the Commission in its Second Opinion and Order in 

Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM – Staff Ex. 1 at 3-5 (Testimony of Staff witness Puican), Tr. 

1 at 196-210, 218-220, and OCC Exs. 4-6. 

OPAE has consistently opposed the moves to the SSO and SCO because it was 

well known that the goal of Dominion East Ohio, the northeastern Ohio local distribution 

utility, which initiated this change in the regulatory paradigm, and the marketers was to 

have the utility exit the merchant function of providing natural gas commodity to retail 

customers.  OPAE felt it necessary to ensure the Commission provided adequate 

consideration to the changes it was approving as policy moved closer to an exit.  We 

are now at the edge of the precipice.  The SSO and the SCO auctions have produced 
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prices that are extremely competitive with marketer offers by harnessing competition 

among those same marketers in a manner consistent with Ohio’s energy policy.  See 

R.C. 4929.02(A)(3) – “promote diversity of natural gas supplies and suppliers” -- R.C. 

4929.02(A)(4) – “[e]courage innovation and market access for cost-effective supply-

…side natural gas services and goods” -- R.C. 4929.02(A)(6) – “[r]ecognize the 

continuing emergence of competitive natural gas markets….” – and, R.C. 4929.02(A)(8) 

– “[p]romote effective competition”.  OPAE recognizes that the auction processes which 

underlay the SSO and SCO have been successful in providing just and reasonable 

prices to customers, as required by Sections. 4909.15 and 4929.02(A), O.R.C.  While 

low prices are not the only benefit of this competitive approach, price is very important 

to cash-strapped Ohio families and businesses.  Marketers, by and large, cannot 

compete with the SCO auctions on price, but must attract customers with other offers 

and services.  For some customers price may not matter; for others it is the only thing 

that matters.  The hundreds of thousands of Columbia customers that have chosen 

SSO/SCO service because of its low price should not be ignored. 

The numbers from Columbia’s shadow billing data, already submitted to the 

Commission in the form of the audit performed by Exeter Associates, Inc., docketed in 

Case No. 10-221-GA-GCR and with additional data supplied by Columbia through 

discovery in this docket, make clear that customers served through bilateral contracts 

since Choice began have paid $884,587,332 more for natural gas, and during the 

period of the SSO/SCO those receiving service through bilateral contracts with 

marketers have paid $316,477,450 more than those on the SSO or SCO.  Case No. 12-

2637-GA-EXM, Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., Response to OCC’s First Request for 
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Production of Documents dated October 5, 2012, OCC Request for Production of 

Documents No. 65.Attachment B.  The exit of the merchant function will undermine 

attempts to stimulate Ohio’s economy because it will reduce the dollars available to 

Ohio families to purchase one of the necessities of life, natural gas service.  Price may 

not be the only thing that matters, but it does matter, and it matters a great deal to low-

income consumers.  It also clearly matters to industrial customers as only 25% have 

chosen bilateral contracts with 75% preferring the low prices provided by the SSO/SCO.  

These are the sophisticated customers the marketers refer to; and in their 

sophistication, they are opting for the offer that consistently provides the least expensive 

price.  As Mr. Cahaan noted, as stated above, it is a fundamental public policy to ensure 

customers the lowest possible price. 

C. The instant case is not the appropriate docket for considering an exit 
from the merchant function. 

 
The stipulation approved by the Commission in Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM 

limits modifications to the program outline to amendments that are non-substantive.  

Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM.Joint Exhibit 1 at 8.  Columbia also indicated that it has “not 

expressed a present intent to, nor does this Agreement contemplate that Columbia 

seeks to, exit the merchant function.”  Id. At 9. 

OPAE was a signatory to the October 7, 2009 stipulation.  It agreed to enter into 

the stipulation based on the written commitments of Columbia not to modify the program 

substantively and not to propose to exit the merchant function as a part of the program.  

OPAE’s faith in these commitments was clearly misplaced.  While this is a separate 

docket, the filing is still an attempt to modify the stipulated program approved by the 

Commission in Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM in direct contravention of the commitments 
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made by Columbia and the marketers which signed the stipulation, regardless of how 

the instant matter is captioned. 

Not only is Columbia reneging on its previous commitment, but it is attempting to 

circumvent the requirements of Ohio law.  There are only two ways to achieve the goal 

that Columbia and the Marketers espouse: 1) file a new application under R.C. 4929.04; 

or, 2) file a complaint under R.C. 4929.08.  The statutes are clear.  Moreover, the 

Commission has issued proposed rules governing applications to exit the merchant 

function.  While these rules are not yet final, they establish a procedure and define the 

burden of proof adequate to ensure there is complete consideration of the full range of 

issues associated with such a massive change in the regulatory compact, a compact 

that makes protecting consumers the goal of regulation, not an afterthought.  The joint 

motion seeks to bypass these requirements. 

The Commission should dismiss this joint motion based on the arguments 

advanced by OPAE and OCC in the joint memorandum contra the joint motion filed on 

October 11, 2012.  This is not an application.  None of the triggers required by statute in 

order to file a complaint have been met:  there are no changed circumstances; and no 

one has been harmed in any relevant manner.  If marketers have been unable to raise 

their prices even further because the competitive SCO prevents it, this is of no concern 

to the Commission. 

In addition, the Commission should follow its own decision in Case No. 08-1344-

GA-EXM, Second Opinion and Order.  In that case, the Commission found: 

…in order to further understand the results of the SCO…it will be 
necessary to consider certain information.  Therefore, we direct Columbia 
and the marketers to work with Staff to develop information on SCO 
customer migration from the SCO to the Choice program….In addition, 
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marketers must provide Staff a detailed explanation of the types of 
products and services offered to customers that provided added value to 
participating in the Choice program.  Upon receipt of the information, Staff 
shall compile a report and docket the report in the appropriate case docket 
by September 1, 2013. 
 
Second Opinion and Order at 13; emphasis added. 
 
The Commission should follow its decision to methodically review the impacts of 

various competitive options available to customers.  The information has not yet been 

produced.  To rule in favor of the joint motion in this case would ignore the studied 

approach the Commission has demonstrated to this point in the evolution of the 

regulatory framework which determines the most effective competitive options to 

establish natural gas prices paid by customers. 

D. The Commission should not artificially limit competitive options 
available to customers. 
 

As noted above, it is the policy of the state of Ohio to utilize diverse approaches 

to competition to provide customers with “…adequate, reliable, and reasonably priced 

natural gas services and goods.”  R.C. 4929.02(A)(1).  There is no dispute that 

SSO/SCO auctions are competitive.  The competitive option established through the 

auctions has clearly been chosen by a majority of Columbia’s customers.  It is 

disingenuous of Marketers to argue that customers have not chosen simply because a 

customer continues to pick the SSO or SCO.  A simple reading of the Apples-to-Apples 

chart is the only research a customer needs to find the lowest price. Given the barrage 

of advertising, phone calls, and door-to-door sales efforts by marketers, most 

consumers are well aware that there are bilateral contract options available to them, but 

they simply have not found marketer offers attractive.  Eliminating a competitive option 

that customers obviously prefer is not promoting competition, it is thwarting competition.  
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Forcing customers to buy what they clearly do not want to buy is a governmental 

intervention in the marketplace that should be avoided.  Marketers should not be 

enriched at the expense of the public interest. 

E. The Commission should not approve extensions of the pipeline 
contracts and the extension of provisions related to the sharing of Off 
System Sales (“OSS”) revenues. 

 
Columbia, Staff and the Marketers claim that it is in the public interest for the 

Commission to permit Columbia to maintain flexibility, particularly with regard to 

interstate pipeline capacity, while the market for shale gas develops. .Joint Motion, 

Memorandum in Support at 8 (October 4, 2012 [emphasis added]).The Memorandum in 

Support of the Joint Motion in this matter is even more explicit in explaining the 

evolution of the natural gas marketplace:   

While there is now less uncertainty about the auction process, since the 
2009 Stipulation was approved in December 2009, the introduction of 
Marcellus shale gas into the marketplace has created greater uncertainty 
about Columbia’s best use of interstate pipeline capacity. The introduction 
of Marcellus shale gas, and subsequently Utica shale gas, has created the 
potential for new gas supply opportunities in Ohio. How these 
opportunities will develop is unknown, but the opportunities could 
potentially impact Ohio utilities’ use of interstate pipeline capacity. It will 
likely take several years to fully assess the full impacts of shale gas on 
Ohio markets, and until all market participants can assess these impacts it 
makes sense not to make long-term interstate pipeline capacity contract 
decisions that could adversely impact Columbia’s ability to make the best 
use of all pipeline capacity available to it. 
 
Memorandum in Support at 8. 
 
However, despite this acknowledgement, Columbia, Staff and the Marketers 

have agreed to extend the upstream interstate contracts -- including Columbia’s affiliate 

contracts -- for five years.  Columbia, Staff and the Marketers may argue that five years 
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is not long term; however, a simple look back five years in the natural gas industry 

supports a contrary conclusion. 

Should the shale gas industry prosper, as numerous state officials including the 

Governor are contending, extension of the pipeline contracts will have two impacts.  

First, the existence of these contracts and the ‘take or pay’ nature of the Revised 

Program Outline filed on October 31, 2012, will choke off the use of shale gas at a time 

when state policy is to promote markets for that commodity.  Second, should marketers 

choose to ‘pay’ for unnecessary gulf pipeline capacity and access the shale resources, 

Columbia will have even more excess capacity to market and will receive a huge 

financial boon by selling the capacity paid for by customers.  The sharing of revenues 

from OSS does not eliminate the taint of unjust enrichment from this arrangement. 

OPAE acknowledges that it previously signed a settlement that resulted in the 

sharing of revenues from OSS between customers and Columbia.  However, the 

settlement represented a compromise, and as the Commission is well aware: 

…the Joint Stipulation and Recommendation does not necessarily reflect 
the position any of the Parties would have taken if all the issues 
addressed herein had been fully litigated, and the Parties believe that, as 
a package, the Joint Stipulation and Recommendation strikes a 
reasonable balance among the various interests…. 
 
Case No. 08-1344-GA-EXM, Joint Stipulation at 18 (October 7, 2009). 

 
F. The extension of pipeline contracts is anti-competitive. 

 
Competition occurs at multiple levels throughout the marketplace 

regardless of the product.  Steel manufacturers use competition to price and 

source raw materials; automakers squeeze suppliers on component prices and 

the suppliers, in turn, squeeze their suppliers; food manufacturers push farmers 
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for cheaper raw materials to process.  Sometimes producers thwart competition 

with murky agreements to fix prices and ensure competition exists in name only, 

a violation of antitrust laws.  Competition at all levels of production is necessary 

for a capitalist economy to function efficiently and effectively. 

The stipulation as submitted erects significant barriers to competition by 

preventing marketers from competing on balancing costs and transportation 

pricing.  Extension of the pipeline contracts is anti-competitive in contravention of 

the state policies laid out in R.C. 4929.02.  Marketers are forced to purchase 

capacity from Columbia, despite the fact that the interstate pipelines were the 

first component of the natural gas supply system to be deregulated.  There is an 

open and competitive market for pipeline capacity.  Capacity is available to meet 

every level of demand…at a price.  Columbia itself is using this market to sell 

excess capacity, its OSS program.  

The stipulation denies marketers the opportunity to compete based on 

transportation costs, and denies customers the benefits that could result from this 

additional level of competition.  The price customers pay for competitive natural 

gas service is based on the price of the commodity and transportation (and 

balancing fees).  Eliminating competition for pipeline fees limits competition.  The 

fact that the transportation prices are competitively neutral as to the marketers 

does not rectify the anti-competitive impact of taking transportation prices off the 

table; the fact that marketers were willing to trade off potential pipeline margins 

for the huge returns resulting from the exit from the merchant function does not 

mean that barriers to competition are consistent with state policy. 
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Shifting responsibility for balancing fees from marketers to customers also 

reduces the potential for competition.  Sellers often discount prices for the 

various elements that make up product costs.  If marketers are not paying the 

balancing fee, it is yet another component of the customer cost that is not subject 

to competition.  This is because the balancing fees are no longer part of the 

bundled price that marketers can set to attract customers.  A competitively 

neutral fee is, in effect, anti-competitive.  Responsibility for balancing fees should 

remain with the marketers to ensure that competition determines the prices 

consumers ultimately pay. 

 
G. The new fee proposed for SSO/SCO suppliers undermines competition. 

 
The stipulation includes a provision that would impose a charge of $0.10/Mcf for 

no readily apparent reason.  Marketers supplying SCO service are the same marketers 

that sell gas via bilateral contracts.  SCO customers are retail customers, just like 

customers in bilateral contracts.  There is no apparent purpose for the new fee added to 

SCO service other than to make it possible for marketers selling bilateral contracts to 

better compete with the price set in an SCO. 

Marketers will argue that the SCO is subsidized, with all customers paying the 

cost which benefits only the customers choosing the SCO.  This is absurd.  The cost of 

an auction is well under $100,000, less than a penny per customer.  The auction 

process minimizes customer acquisition costs, as do governmental aggregations, but 

the suppliers of these aggregation pools are not being charged the $0.10/Mcf.  Besides, 

all customers often pay utility costs that benefit only a few.  Most customers pay the 

Percentage of Income Payment Plan (“PIPP”) rider, which only directly benefits a few.  
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Still, the insurance policy that is PIPP is available to all residential customers if they 

need it.  Commercial customers paying the PIPP rider are benefited because PIPP 

customers have a little more of their already meager income to spend on food, shelter, 

and health care, etc., which benefits commercial establishments.  On the electric side, 

customers pay riders to support rate reductions for the largest electricity users in the 

form of interruptible tariffs and, in the case of the huge industrial customer Ormet and 

other such companies, straight subsidies.  Gas and electric customers pay for economic 

development programs, the benefits of which may trickle down to those paying the tab.   

Treating SCO customers and suppliers differently from customers served through 

bilateral contracts is discriminatory.  Marketers have long contended that SCO 

customers are served in the same way customers are served under bilateral contracts.  

The provider base is the same.  The security requirements are the same.  Adding an 

additional security deposit that applies only to one type of gas service is discriminatory.  

There has never been a default by an SSO or SCO supplier.  There have been defaults 

by marketers in bilateral contracts, so following the principal of cost causation, the extra 

security requirement should be assessed on those marketers who could fail and force 

SCO suppliers to absorb a large number of customers.  If Columbia is so concerned 

about defaults and its risk analysts are incapable of making sound judgments, it should 

assess the extra deposit on all suppliers, thus ensuring a level playing field among all 

competitive options and competitive suppliers. 

The requirement that SCO suppliers post a cash security deposit in addition 

to the standard security requirements applicable to marketers is discriminatory and is a 

blatant attempt to reduce the price advantage available to customers through the SCO.  
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It will also serve to exclude smaller, more innovative marketers from gaining a critical 

mass of customers to better compete with large national firms.    

H. Subsidization of marketers by customers should cease. 
 

Columbia seeks to continue its “CHOICE/SCO Reconciliation Rider ("CSRR"), 

which recovers the costs of implementing the CHOICE education program, the pre-

exit-the-merchant-function education programs, and the billing system changes.”  Jt. 

Exhibit 1 at 12.  This violates the principle of cost causation.  Educating customers on 

Choice and exiting the merchant function benefits only marketers.  Modifying billing 

systems to the benefit of marketers is just that: a benefit to marketers.  Customers 

should not pay these costs.  These expenses should be borne by marketers and 

become a component of the costs which are recovered through the competitive market.  

Customers are choosing the SCO option.  They should not be forced to pay for Choice-

related costs that do not benefit them. 

III. Conclusion 

The point of this joint motion and attached stipulation is to squelch competition 

and harm consumers.  It would deny customers a competitive option -- the SCO auction 

– which has proven to be the least-cost supply option.  Customers that are interested in 

non-price benefits like a fixed rate or other bangles and baubles that come with bilateral 

contracts can find those in the market already. The SCO auction harnesses a type of 

competition that differs from the competition among those who offer bilateral contracts, 

but Ohio law does not limit the definition of competition to bilateral contracts. The 

authority for governmental aggregation makes clear that the General Assembly wants a 
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diverse marketplace that harnesses competition in a variety of ways to the benefit of 

consumers. 

Preventing competition for pipeline capacity is also counter to state and federal 

energy policy.  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission deregulated pipeline costs 

years ago.  Customers have benefited from the competition.  Columbia will benefit from 

the competition through sales of excess capacity.  Why should marketers and their 

customers be denied the benefits of a mature competitive market?  Apparently, creating 

a barrier to competition is critical to Columbia so it can execute long-term contracts with 

its own affiliates for capacity that may well be unnecessary if local shale gas production 

matches expectations.  Given that shale gas is in Northeastern Ohio, not on the Gulf 

Coast, why would the Commission permit Columbia to sign long-term contracts for 

potentially useless capacity, thwart competition, and violate state law and policy?  It is 

unclear why the Commission would permit this. 

Shifting the cost of balancing to customers also limits competition.  Competitors 

in vibrant marketplaces see prices driven down to the level of marginal costs.  

Sometimes, for strategic reasons, competitors are willing to accept less than cost in 

order to gain market share.  That is what competition is all about.  When responsibility 

for paying balancing fees is shifted to customers, discounting balancing costs is off the 

table.  Eliminating competition of any aspect of supply prices is counter to state policy.  

The fee should stay on the marketers. 

Finally, the levying of a $0.10/Mcf surcharge on certified marketers whose bids 

have been competitive enough to have won an SCO tranche through the auction 

process if simply unfair.  The SCO is not subsidized in any significant way.  Shifting the 
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cost of the auction only to customers receiving SCO service would have only a marginal 

impact on price.  By comparison, the proposed fee, which purchases nothing, is not in 

the public interest and is anti-competitive. 

Subsidizing the costs of marketer operations also inhibits competition.  All costs 

associated with marketer efforts to attract and bill customers should be embedded in 

marketer rates.  Forcing customers to subsidize marketer costs is in direct contravention 

to the policy of the state of Ohio to harness competitive forces to price the commodity 

supply.  O.R.C. Section 4929.02(A). 

Blocking competition is the primary thrust of the joint motion and the attached 

stipulation filed in this state.  Limiting competition only benefits marketers and costs 

customers hundreds of millions of dollars.  This is not consistent with the policy of the 

State of Ohio.  O.R.C. Section 4929.02(A).  The Commission should recognize this joint 

motion for what it is; a deal that benefits only marketers and Columbia at the expense of 

customers.  No customer groups have signed this agreement because it does nothing to 

ensure that prices are just and reasonable and that competition is enhanced.  The 

Commission should dismiss the joint motion. 

/s/Colleen Mooney 
David C. Rinebolt 
Colleen L. Mooney  
Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy 
231 West Lima Street 
P.O. Box 1793 
Findlay, OH 45839-1793 
Telephone: (419) 425-8860 
Or (614) 488-5739 
FAX: (419) 425-8862 
e-mail: cmooney@ohiopartners.org 
 drinebolt@ohiopartners.org 
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Matthew White 
Interstate Gas Supply. 
6100 Emerald Parkway 
Dublin, OH  43016 
mswhite@igsenergy.com 
 

Joseph Clark 
Direct Energy  
6641 North High Street, Suite 200 
Worthington, OH  43085 
Joseph.Clark@directenergy.com 
 
 

Stephen B. Seiple   
Brooke E. Leslie   
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc.  
200 Civic Center Drive   
P. O. Box 117    
Columbus, Ohio  43216-0117 
sseiple@nisource.com 
bleslie@nisource.com  
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