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Chair, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and members of the committee — my name is Corey Durthaler,
and I live in Columbus, Ohio.

Let me be honest with you about how I feel standing here. I took time off to be in this room today. I was
not paid to be here. The people who want HB 173 are — Nationwide Energy Partners has nine
registered lobbyists working this building, according to state filings. So while I'm spending a day I
can't get back, they've got a full-time team working you. That should tell you something about who this
bill is really for.

Frankly, I should not have to be here at all, and neither should you. I hope to be a homeowner soon, so
I am not really speaking for myself here. I came anyway, because the principle bothers me. Two
months ago, the Ohio Supreme Court — unanimously — ruled that companies like NEP are public
utilities, subject to the Public Utilities Commission. The question was asked and answered. And yet
here we are, because HB 173 exists to quietly un-answer it — to overturn a decision that already
protects people, on behalf of the company that lost.

Because that's what this bill does. The court's ruling means real protections — rate scrutiny, billing
transparency, disconnection safeguards, bill-payment assistance. HB 173 trades all of that for a
narrower rulebook the industry helped shape. The sponsor himself said he won't "give up the legislative
authority" (Rep. Thomas) over this industry. Translation: softer rules than the court and PUCO would
set.

Don't let anyone tell you these companies aren't utilities. The court looked at the facts. NEP buys
electricity at a commercial rate, resells it to tenants at a higher one, and pockets the difference. It bills
tenants directly. It shuts off power when people don't pay. As the justices wrote: "From the tenant's
perspective, NEP is for all practical purposes the supplier of their electricity."

And what do tenants get? A higher bill they can't make sense of. Last year alone, Ohioans filed more
than 555 submetering complaints with PUCO — most of them about cost, and about not being able
to see how that cost was set. Columbus already acted. This past December the city passed its own
ordinance reining these companies in — capping fees, banning charges for the landlord's common
areas, requiring payment plans. A single city did what the state still hasn't, and HB 173 would undercut
it from above.

Consider who's on both sides of these deals. The CEO of Nationwide Energy Partners is also the CEO
of Lifestyle Communities, an apartment developer. So ask who creates the need for submetering in the
first place. It's the developer — the one who decides how a building is wired and whether the utility can
bill each tenant directly. Here, the same man runs the developer and the submetering company. The
building gets set up so the utility can't bill tenants directly, and then his other company steps in to bill
them instead, at a markup. That's not filling a gap. That's building one and charging rent on it. Tenants
never get a vote — they just get the bill.



My ask is simple, and so is the choice in front of you. Vote no on HB 173. If a landlord builds — or buys
— a property the utility can't bill directly, that's the landlord's cost to carry, the same way a leaky roof is.
It doesn't transfer to the tenant, and it doesn't justify a markup that never ends. A yes vote isn't neutral:
it puts the corporations ahead of the Ohioans paying the bills, and it throws out a unanimous court
ruling that these companies are public utilities under Ohio law. If you want to legislate, legislate toward
that ruling — like HB 265 does. The only people who need this bill are the ones profiting from the gap
it protects.

Thank you for your time.


