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l. INTRODUCTION

Since 2006, approximately 1.1 million consumersorntheastern Ohio have had
the opportunity to save lots of money for theirghases of natural gas, through the use
of a competitive auction to set prices. Througlpérticipation in a Stipulation and
Recommendation ("Stipulation” or “Settlement”) fllen June 15, 2012, the Office of the
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (*OCC”) is seeking to prothis great option for those Ohio
consumers served by Dominion East Ohio (“Dominion®*Utility”).

In the Settlement, OCC, Dominion and the Ohio Gaskdter Group (“OGMG”
or “marketer group™) addressed this issue that is among the most isignifin natural
gas regulation today -- whether customers will carg to have the option of purchasing
their natural gas through the Utility. OCC sigriked Settlement because it requires

Dominion to continue providing residential customeiith the option to purchase their

! The Ohio Gas Marketers Group includes Commerceggn€onstellation NewEnergy, Inc. — Gas
Division, Direct Energy Services, LLC, Hess Corgiana, Integrys Energy, Inc., Southstar Energy, LLC
and Vectren Retail (d/b/a Vectren Source).



natural gas through Dominion for at least the rieut years> And, after the four years,
the Settlement would not allow for the eliminat@ithis consumer option unless
Dominion itself (and not the Marketer group) applie end this valuable option for its
residential customers and a hearing is held aPth€O on issues including whether this
great consumer option should be ended.

A further protection for residential consumershiattDominion would not be
allowed to apply to end this beneficial option fesidential customers unless the PUCO
had already ended the option for non-residentisiauers and the results of ending that
non-residential option had been studied and foaortzehefit customers. (OCC took no
position in the Settlement on the issue of whetheroption should be ended for non-
residential customers.) OCC'’s expert witness, Biuce Hayes, provided the PUCO
with recommendations about ordering the appropsatdies of the Choice Market,
Choice Supplier behavior, natural gas prices amdresidential customer impacts and

feedback

I. CASE HISTORY

The broad history of this case began with the PUWd@xeption of a wholesale
auction for Dominion’s Choice-eligible customersoatad not chosen a Choice Supplier

for providing their natural gas commodity need2@®6. The auction was an immediate

2 Joint Hearing Ex. No. 1, Stipulation and Recomraéind at 3 (June 15, 2012) (“DEO agrees that it sbafile
a request for Commission approval to exit the martfunction for Residential Customers prior toiApr2015.
DEO further agrees that, in the event it subsetyufies such a request, it shall propose a tremmsthat includes
an additional one-year SSO/SCO auction that giessdential Customers the option to receive SCQOcsefor
the year over which the auction results are apprtve

% OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct Testimongafce M. Hayes (October 16, 2012).



smash success for customers purchasing their hgagsahrough Dominion, resulting in
significantly lower prices.

Against this backdrop, on June 15, 2012, Dominiath @GMG jointly moved the
Commission to Modify Order Granting ExemptidriThis Motion means that Dominion
and OGMG seek to remove the option for commerciah{residential) customers to
purchase their natural gas through the Utili®CC did not sign the Joint Motion. In
this regard, Dominion and OGMG noted, with regar€@CC, that: “[w]hile OCC
supports approval of the Stipulation, the Joint Biat¢ would make clear that the legal
position set forth in the attached Memorandum ipgut is theirs only. Joint Movants
do not represent that OCC holds this positionhat ©CC should be bound in any future
proceeding.®

After the filing of comments, reply comments and Holding of a hearing for the
taking of evidence, the Attorney Examiner estalsltsthe briefing schedule that provided

for Initial Briefs on November 13, 2012 and Replyefs on November 21, 202,

.  RECOMMENDATIONS
A. The Stipulation Should Be Approved By the Commision.

OCC is a Signatory Party to the Stipulation, aretefore, encourages the
Commission to approve the Stipulation. The stashd&review for consideration of a
stipulation has been discussed in a number of Cesiam cases and by the Ohio

Supreme Court. As the Ohio Supreme Court stat&diff)

* Dominion SCO Case, Case No. 07-1224-GA-EXM, Oftiexemption Order”) (June 18, 2008).
® Dominion Hearing Ex. No. 2, Joint Motion at 2 (@uk5, 2012).
® Tr. Vol. Il at 242 (Stenman) (October 17, 2012).



A stipulation entered into by the parties preset @ommission hearing is
merely a recommendation made to the commissionsaindho sense
legally binding upon the commission. The commissitay take the
stipulation into consideration, but must determariet is just and
reasonable from the evidence presented at thenlg€ari

The Court inConsumers’ Counsebnsidered whether a just and reasonable resslt wa
achieved with reference to criteria adopted byGbenmission in evaluating settlements:

1. Is the settlement a product of serious barggiamong capable,
knowledgeable parties?

2. Does the settlement, as a package, benefitaes and the public
interest?

3. Does the settlement package violate any imporegulatory
principle or practice®

The Commission should find that the three-paredatfor evaluating Stipulations can be
met in this case.

1. The settlement was a product of serious bargaimy among
capable, knowledgeable parties.

As testified by OCC witness Hayes, each of theatigny parties has a history of
active participation in PUCO proceedings and isesented by experienced and
competent counsel. The parties are knowledgeab$sues addressed by the Stipulation
(exit the merchant function and related issue$)e Tompany and interested parties
participated in negotiations that required numerestings and took place over several
months, resulting in concessions, as evidencetidtipulation. The Signatory Parties
represent the diverse interests of different stakigns, including an LDC, Marketers and

Suppliers, and of Dominion’s residential custonters.

" Duff v. Pub. Util. Comm(1978), 56 Ohio St.2d 367.
& Consumers’ Counseb4 Ohio St.3d at 126, 592 NE 2d at 1373.
° OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct Testimonpfce M. Hayes at 7-8 (October 16, 2012).



2. The settlement, as a package, benefits ratepagand the
public interest.

Mr. Hayes testified that because the Stipulati@oikees important and complex
issues that were raised in this proceeding, it fisngustomers and is in the public
interest. The Stipulation prohibits any considerabf a residential Exit for a number of
years. And the Stipulation provides OCC and oth&Bominion ever files an
application to Exit for residential customers, wiitle opportunity for a hearing to
challenge Dominion’s application to Exit for residial customers’ The Stipulation
allows Dominion to seek authorization from the Cassion for a non-residential Exit,
and OCC did not take a position on that maltter.

In addition, the Stipulation also requires proumsto OCC of readily available,
aggregated non-CRNGS specific rate, usage andmastmunt information in a format
agreed to in advance by the Signatory Partiest infamation is intended to enable
OCC to periodically analyze, at OCC's discretidrg impact of an exit from the
merchant function on Non-Residential Custontérs.

Finally, while OCC took no position regarding arogtgntial exit from the
merchant function for non-residential customers,gtocess in the Stipulation at least
assures non-residential customers that there wiaulth evidentiary hearing to present
the Commission evidence from interested partiearddgg an exit of the merchant

function for non-residential customers.

1%d. at 8.
Mg,

1214, at 8-9.
¥1d. at 9.



3. The settlement package does not violate any imant
regulatory principle or practice.

Mr. Hayes testified that the Stipulation does riotate any important regulatory
principle or practice. In fact, the Stipulatiorsodves important issues for a broad range
of stakeholders, including residential customerBaminion. Dominion is prohibited
from applying to exit its merchant function for igkential customers for a period of years.

OCC reserved the right for it and others to chajéeany application or request
filed with the Commission by a Signatory Party mrmNSignatory Party seeking approval
for Dominion to exit the merchant function for msitial customer. Furthermore, in
the event an application for a residential Exiilesd and OCC and/or others challenge it,
OCC and/or others shall be entitled to exercisegtits available under the
Commission’s rules and Ohio law, including, as aafile, to conduct discovery, present
and cross-examine witnesses at an evidentiaryriggaand make legal arguments
through a full and adequate briefing scheduleiti@udes initial and reply briefS.

For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission shtind that the Stipulation
passes the three-part test and adopt the Settlemtis case.

B. If there is an Exit From the Merchant Function for Dominion’s Non-

Residential Customers, Then the Commission Shouldddpt the OCC
Recommendations and Conduct Thorough Studies of thexit.

The Stipulation that OCC signed requires that Doomirtontinue to provide
residential customers the option of purchasing tha&iural gas through Dominion (in the
form of the Standard Contract Offer as determingddscending clock auction) until

such time as Dominion files an application to ¢xé& merchant function for residential

4 OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct Testimonpafce M. Hayes at 9-10 (October 16, 2012).
15
Id.



customers. (Dominion is not required to ever fielsan application, but it cannot file
such an application prior to April 1, 201%.)

An additional protection against an exit for resitil@l customers is that the PUCO
cannot authorize a residential exit until aftereait occurs for Dominion’s non-
residential customers. If the Commission autharibe non-residential exit, then the
Commission should thoroughly analyze the impactuch an exit before considering an
exit that would deny for Dominion’s residential tursers the option of prices based on a
competitive auction.

OCC'’s recommendations regarding a study of theresidential exit are
consistent with the Commission’s Exemption Orderthe Exemption Order, the PUCO
states: “[ijn granting this authority, the Comméssreserves all authority to exercise
oversight during the process, including the abtiityrder any studies or reviews of the
company or plan as it deems appropriate The Commission should exercise the same
authority in this case. Therefore, if the Comnuasiloes authorize a non-residential exit,
the PUCO should order the surveys and studiesa&t’s witness Hayes recommends.

The importance of studying a non-residential exiteicognized in the Joint
Motion. The Joint Motion states: “[tlhe informatigleaned from a full exit for these
customers will provide valuable insight into whethevould be appropriate to fully exit
the merchant function for residential customersyusth[Dominion] or another LDC
eventually seek to do s®However, the Joint Movants did not specify: (1)atvh

information will be gleaned; (2) how the informatito be gleaned will be gathered; (3)

16 Joint Hearing Ex. No. 1, Stipulation and Recomnatind at 4 (June 15, 2012).
In re Dominion SCO Cas€ase No. 07-1224-GA-EXM, Order at 20 (June 18820
18 Dominion Hearing Ex. No. 2, Joint Motion at Memudam in Support page 1 (June 15, 2012).



who will gather the information and (4) when théormation will be available, and to
whom.

OCC and the Joint Movants agree that gatheringnmdtion as a result of a
PUCO-authorized non-residential exit is criticalf i remains up to the Commission to
authorize the necessary investigation(s) to agbatesuch valuable information will be
available. This is especially important becaugeJitint Movants consider a non-
residential exit as a step along the path, in yeEac®me, to a potential full residential
exit. Therefore, it is imperative for the PUCCQatmswer the above questions surrounding
the acquisition of information necessary to detesehe benefits or detriments for the
non-residential customers impacted by the full ekihe merchant function by the
traditional local distribution company.

Furthermore, the Stipulation provides the right@C to obtain periodic data to
analyze the impact of an exit from the merchantfiom on non-residential customéfs.

In this regard, OCC’s witness Hayes recommendeadrtaddition to the information
OCC is to receive under the Settlement, the Comamsshould also consider conducting
an independent investigation to analyze and evalnérmation that was properly
collected based on feedback received directly filoeraffected non-residential customers
to fully understand the concerns raised by theseoowers® Therefore, the Commission
should adopt recommendations that have been ma@€kys witness Hayes and other

witnesses who filed testimony in this case witharelgo studying a non-residential exit.

19 Joint Hearing Ex. No. 1, Stipulation at 4-5 (Ja6g2012).
20 OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct TestimonBufce M. Hayes at 16 (October 16, 2012).



1. The Commission should require appropriate studig of the
impact of an exit on the Non-Residential SCO custoers who
no longer have the SCO option (the competitive auicn option)
as a result of the exit.

The current Company Default Service rate or Stah@dmoice Offer (“SCO”) rate
is made up of a retail auction bid Retail Price usdiment plus the final New York
Mercantile Exchange prompt month futures pricee €¢ompetitively bid SCO has
consistently provided customers with a lower cdistraative to the comparable
published monthly variable rate Choice SuppliergPam Offers?!

The SCO alternative is especially important forstnoustomers who may have
made the decision not to participate in Dominid@hoice program due to (1) an
educated decision made to participate in the SQflaruprocess in that it has generally
been the low cost option, (2) a general lack adrest, (3) lack of understanding (4) they
have had a prior unsatisfactory experience withGheice program, or (5) some other
unknown reason. This contrasts with the testimafripominion’s witness Jeffrey
Murphy, who used the term “hinder” or “hinderindirée times to describe the impact
the SCO is having on the development of the Chaiasket.

OCC'’s signing of the Settlement does not mean@t agrees with the
marketers and Dominion that customers are beingpfcérant” or that these SCO
customers have “hindered” the development of thei€@ market as the Marketers
anticipated by staying with an SCO Option -- an@apthat can save customers a lot of
money. That opinion of the marketers and DomingoNOT part of the Settlement and

should not be adopted in the PUCQO's order.

2L1d. at Attachment BMH-1.



In this regard, under R.C. 4929.02(A)(7), custonagesto be “willing buyers.”
Eliminating the SCO Option, as the marketers wadt@ominion seems to favor, will
not make these customers “willing buyers” underléve® Far from it.

If the PUCO is to go forward with an exit from the ofent function for non-
residential customers, the PUCO should view thenesidential exit as an opportunity to
learn more about Dominion’s Choice program. Th&BUshould require a study that is
intended to discover the following: (1) first afmlemost, the success or failure of the
exit in providing these customers with reasonabiggal natural gas services as required
by R.C. 4929.02(A)(1), (2) the benefits -- if anyproduced for non-residential
customers, (3) these customers’ attitudes towa @O (4) these customers’ attitudes
towards Dominion’s Choice program, and (5) anythefsg that the Commission deems
important in evaluating the impact that the exid ba these non-residential custontérs.
In addition, the PUCO should assess the succdadure of the proposed education
program intended for these custonm@rs.

To accomplish the recommendations made by OCCises#t Hayes the
Commission should authorize an independent invatsig to analyze and evaluate
information that is properly collected based ordfesek received directly from the
affected non-residential customers who have besedeinder the SCE&. One means
for the Commission to gather such information, agitg to OCC'’s withess Hayes, is for

the PUCO to conduct an investigation using an ieddpnt survey or a series of surveys

22 5ee R.C. 4929.02(A)(7).

% OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct Testimonafce M. Hayes at 18 (October 16, 2012).
24 See Staff Hearing Ex. No. 2, Staff Comments a{&tgjust 30, 2012).

% OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct Testimonafce M. Hayes at 14 (October16, 2012).

10



of a statistically significant sample of the nosidential customers to ascertain
information necessary to understand these custodeisions to remain SCO
customers.

The information to be gathered would be used by RUCO to: (1) ascertain the
reasons why these non-residential customers staydlie SCO service; (2) establish the
extent of their familiarity with prior participatioin Dominion’s Choice program; (3)
verify their receipt and understanding of the ediocamaterials sent to them; (4) assess
the level of satisfaction with their MVR Choice pider and MVR price following an
Exit, if one were to occur; (5) obtain their opingoon new supplier products that were
offered; (6) note their Choice decisions followihg Exit, if one were to occur and (7)
obtain any other information that the PUCO findsassary to assist with an evaluation
of the impact that the Exit and subsequent Chogcgypation has had on Dominion’s
non-residential customef$.

At hearing it was established that the PUCO Stafindt object to the
recommendations made by Mr. Hayes in his testimd@dy.cross-examination, PUCO
Staff witness Barbara Bossart testified:

Q. Ms. Bossart, if | look at your testimony Proceed at page 6, you
are recommending some things that the Commissmdbin the
event there would be a commercial exit in this casaect?

A. Yes.

Q. And your testimony was filed the same day asH&yes’
testimony so you didn't have an opportunity tolsise

A. Correct.

Q. Have you reviewed the recommendations that Mydd is making
in his testimony?

261d. at 16.

11



A. Yes.

Q. Do you have any objections to the things thatiayes is
recommending the Commission look at in this case?

A.  No, | do not’

Therefore, the Commission should adopt the recondateans of OCC witness
Hayes. If there is a non-residential exit authextiby the Commission in this case, the
PUCO should require that information be gatherethfthe non-residential customers
regarding the impacts on the non-residential custespand that such information be
properly collected and analyzed.

2. The Commission should require appropriate studig of the

impact of an exit on Choice Supplier behavior in reponse to
the exit.

The Commission should also take the opportunity nbn-residential exit to
study the new product innovations, if any, and aoykforce/asset investments that the
Choice Suppliers in Dominion’s service territorgiah will occur as a result of the eXft.
This information could be relevant, if the Commassivere to consider an exit from the
merchant function for residential customers. Theas testimony filed by the Marketers
witness Ms. Ringenbach on this specific point. Risigenbach testified:

Five items should be studied. First, * * * whetlseippliers during this
period brought new and varied products in the ntarked, if new and
varied products are not introduced, are there éxarto development that
inhibited development of new products and servaseswhether such
barriers can be removed. Second, more and varegtlipts require
investment. So the Staff and [Dominion] shouldeslee whether the
suppliers are gearing up their workforce and Obaated assets. Third,
[Dominion] and the Commission Staff should see Wwaethe switch to
MVR causes an increase in the number of compléantise Commission’s

2 Tr. Vol. | (Bossart) at 151 (October 16, 2012).

28 Marketer Hearing Ex. No.2, Direct Testimony of & L. Ringenbach at 6-7 (September 13, 2012)|see
Dominion Hearing Ex. No. 1, Direct Testimony offdgf A. Murphy at 6-7 (September 13, 2012).

12



call center that are legitimately connected toNh&R, such as price
gouging or customer confusion, * * *, Fourth, wihet the suppliers
directly or indirectly have caused an additionakistment in [the]
community?®

In addition, Mr. Murphy testified that: Discontimg SCO service will directly
increase the entrance of customers into the contynodirket, thus spurring market
entry, additional competition, and the developnudrihe natural gas supply market.
The Commission should monitor these aspects oftim@ce Suppliers’ business
activities to ascertain if the claimed benefitdhaf exit identified by Ms. Ringenbach and
Mr. Murphy actually occur. These benefits of amesidential Exit should be studied
and verified before the Commission even considesss/from now an application for an
exit that will affect Dominion’s residential custens.

This decision regarding an exit from the merchantfion before the
Commission is not to be taken lightly. To datdyame utility in the United States has
exited from the merchant function -- Atlanta GaghtiCompany -- and the state of
natural gas prices (before, during and after th BxGeorgia is reflected in OCC
witness Hayes testimoriy. Prior to the exit (1995-1998), natural gas price§eorgia
were at or slightly above the U.S. average (appnately $0.10-$0.50 per Mcf}. As the
exit was being implemented, a significant dip itunal gas prices can be seen as

marketers were competing for market share (apprataty $2.00 per Mcf below the U.S.

29 Marketer Hearing Ex. No. 2, Direct Testimony of&& L. Ringenbach at 6-7 (September 13, 2012). (It
appears from Ms. Ringenbach’s testimony that skdviertently omitted a fifth specific item that shbalso be
studied.)

30 Dominion Hearing Ex. No. 1, Direct Testimony offsy A. Murphy at 6-7 (September 13, 2012).

31 OCC Hearing Ex. No. 2, Revised Direct Testimongafce M. Hayes at Schedules BMH-1 and BMH-2
(October 16, 2012).

32q.

13



averagef® Since the 1999 exit, natural gas prices in Gedngive been significantly
increasing above the U.S. average (from approxim&te00 per Mcf above the U.S.
average to as much as approximately $5.00 per binfethe U.S. averagd). To put
this increase in perspective, a $5.00 per Mcf iaseein natural gas costs to a typical
residential customer in Dominion service territuging 85 Mcf per year) would result
in that customer paying an additional $425.00 geary

In this case, the exit of approximately 14,000 nesidential customers, if
authorized by the Commission, would be implemebifdre an exit of Dominion’s
residential customers, if there is ever an exirésidential customers. Because of the
dramatic change in natural gas prices experiencéuei Georgia market since the 1999
exit, among other recommendations by OCC witness@Hayes, are that the
Commission thoroughly analyze the resulting impact$he non-residential customers
from the exit before rendering a decision on adesstial exit. The Commission should
accept the recommendations of Mr. Hayes as wéllaketer witness Ringenbach, Staff
witness Bossart and Company witness Murphy, andrdhe appropriate studies of the
Choice Market, Choice Supplier behavior, natural giaces and non-residential
customer impacts and feedback.

Furthermore, the PUCO Staff witness concurredestinony, with the

recommendations of Ms. Ringenbach. PUCO StaffeggrBossart stated:

3.
34 4.

14



Q. What type of information does Staff want Domimnto provide to
assist the Commission in its review of the consageg of the
Company’s exit from the merchant function for nestdential
customers?

A. In addition to the aggregated non-CRNGS specidie, usage and
customer count information provided to OCC, if 8tgpulation
and Recommendation is approved, Staff also recomsen
Dominion provide among other things some of therimiation
proposed by the suppliers in their testimtrty allow the
Commission to better understand the impacts ofla dompetitive
market such as: whether the number of participaguppliers
increases or decreases over the next three ydasumber and
type of various supplier offers of new products aadvices
offered to customers (such as value-added sematedesign);
customers’ participation numbers for those new petsland
services; the amount of any increase in supplsgstment in Ohio
(such as community involvement, supplier offices] aumber 1
of new employees); specific customer billing dete@ants.

Q. Why is Staff requesting this additional informat
As stated by the parties in their Joint Mofibnthe Commission
needs taunderstand(t)he consequences of a fully-competitive
market before there is any further movement towarda fully-
competitive residential market” Staff believes that the

information requested above will provide a more poghensive
review of the impacts a fully-competitive non-resitial market’

Although not listed by the Staff, natural gas condityopricing information should also
be added to the list of requirements the Commissientifies for studying in order to
understand the impacts of the exit on non-resideatistomers. The Commission should
also order the studies of the Choice Suppliersabih following an exit from the
merchant function for non-residential customersrifer to understand whether the
alleged benefits to be derived from the exit atyualaterialize before proceeding, years

from now with a residential exit.

% Marketer Hearing Ex. No. 2, Direct Prepared Testignof Teresa L. Ringenbach (September 13, 2012).
%8 Dominion Hearing Ex. No. 2, Joint Motion to Modi§rder Granting Exemption (June 15, 2012).
37 Staff Hearing Ex. No. 1, Direct Testimony of BaebBossart at 6-7 (October 4, 2012) (emphasis added

15



3. In the event the PUCO authorizes an exit from th merchant
function, the Commission should reserve the rightd re-
establish the SCO or other pricing mechanism shoulthe exit
prove to be unjust or unreasonable.

The proposed studies of the non-residential egiiraportant in another regard.
The Staff Comments state: “Staff also recommenatsahy Order approving Dominion’s
proposed exit also clarify that nothing precludes €ommission from re-establishing the
SCO or other pricing mechanism if it determineg @minion’s exit is unjust or
unreasonable for non-residential or residentialarusrs.®® The PUCO Staff's point is
an important one for protection of Ohio customéfhile the Settlement does not
prevent the Commission from re-establishing SCOtler pricing mechanism after an
exit, the Staff’'s recommendation should be expyesdbpted in the PUCO order.

Furthermore, the PUCO Staff's Comment is importadause an exit from the
merchant function is an Exemption case where, uRder 4929.04, the utility may ask
the Commission for exemption, in part, from regolaunder R.C. 490% If granted,
the utility could be exempt fronmter alia, the general supervisory powers of the
Commissior® Therefore, the Commission should not grant anfexin the merchant
function without specifically retaining jurisdictian the event the PUCO later

determines the exit to be unjust or unreasonablBdmninion’s customers.

38 Staff Hearing Ex. No. 2, Staff Comments at 3 (Asi@0, 2012).
39 See 4905.04, 4905.05 and 4905.06 Commission'sr&lebgpervisory Powers.
“0R.C. 4929.04 (A).
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IV.  CONCLUSION

Approximately 1.1 million Ohio consumers in Dominis service area have been
offered the opportunity to save lots of money fwit purchases of natural gas, through
the use of a competitive auction to set pricesd Arany consumers have availed
themselves of that option to save money on theraladyas they need for heating their
homes and for their cooking and other essentialities of daily life in Ohio. In the
Stipulation filed on June 15, 2012, OCC is seekmprotect this great option.

The Commission should adopt the Settlement as ifil¢kis case. Any industry
proposal for an exit from the merchant function &meg the withdrawal of the pricing
option based on a competitive auction) will be ohthe most important issues facing the
Commission in the natural gas industry. If the PU&Lhorizes the withdrawal of the
competitive auction option for Dominion’s non-resndial customers, then the
Commission should require appropriate studies @frtipacts on non-residential
customers from this terminated option, as recommeia the testimony of OCC’s
witness Hayes. Finally, the Commission shouldmesthe right to re-establish the SCO,
or some other pricing mechanism, if after an énetPUCO determines the exit to be

unjust or unreasonable.
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