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I. INTRODUCTION

In this case Dominion Energy Ohio (“Dominion”) is proposing to establish a new charge on customers’ bills called the Infrastructure Development Rider (“IDR”). This rider would seek to charge consumers for future economic development projects that Dominion implements. While Dominion seeks to establish the rider at an initial rate of $0.00, Dominion could ask for approval in a future proceeding to charge consumers up to $1.50 per month (or $18 per year) per customer.
 

Dominion is also seeking a tariff change to allow it to alter how the customer-paid deposits for natural gas main line extensions and upgrades related to economic development projects are charged. Specifically, Dominion is seeking to prohibit these deposits from possibly being refunded or credited back to consumers who paid for the original mainline construction project through the IDR. But, this tariff change would not comply with Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) precedent, would not be in 

the public interest, and would unjustly and unreasonably increase residential customers’ bills. The PUCO should deny the proposed tariff amendments related to economic development project related main line extension projects.
The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) has authority under law to represent the interests of all of Dominion’s approximately 1.1 million residential natural gas customers, pursuant to R.C. Chapter 4911. Accordingly, OCC files these comments on Dominion’s Application to protect the interests of the residential customers of Dominion.
II. COMMENTS
Dominion’s current tariff, which was approved as just and reasonable by the PUCO, contains terms and conditions under which Dominion will extend its natural gas distribution main pipelines to supply natural gas service to new customers.
 Under that tariff provision, Dominion will extend its distribution main lines to furnish natural gas to a customer at no cost if the main line extension is less than 100 feet of additional pipe.
 In compliance with standard regulatory cost causation principles, if the main line extension is greater than 100 feet, Dominion and the original customer may enter into an agreement in which the original customer will pay Dominion a deposit to cover the costs from the excess pipe over 100 feet.
 The deposit may be paid through either a one-time payment or through monthly payments.
 If the deposit is made through a one-time payment, the original customer will receive a credit on the deposit that he or she made for each additional customer who connects to the main line.
 The total amount refunded to the original customer cannot exceed the total amount deposited.

This equitable provision ensures that the original customer does not bear the entire cost of the extension when others subsequently connect and benefit from the extension Otherwise, just one customer – the original customer – would be burdened with the entire cost of the main line extension, over 100 feet, while others benefiting from the extension pay no costs. All subsequent customers who connect to the line would then be able to use it without contributing to the cost of the line’s initial construction. That would not be a just and reasonable result. Indeed, imposing the entire cost of a line extension on one customer, and not sharing the costs with others who subsequently connect, may deter line extension applications, necessitating more costly new main lines because no customer would want to be saddled with the entire construction cost. 
Dominion’s Application in this proceeding does not embrace the equitable refund and cost sharing provision that has been in its tariff for almost 10 years now, having been approved by the PUCO back in 2008.
 Instead, Dominion now proposes to amend its tariff to alter how a deposit for main line extensions and upgrades are handled resulting in increased costs to residential consumers. Under Dominion’s new proposal, if a mainline is extended or upgraded in connection with an economic development project, then the line extension costs may be charged to all of Dominion’s customers under the IDR.
 Thus, the new proposal would allow Dominion to charge all customers for the main line extension deposit that is currently being paid by only the applicant customer(s), regardless of whether the other customers benefit from the line extension. And, it would no longer allow for the deposit being paid for by customers through the IDR to be credited by new customers when they connect to the main. 
This sudden departure from the status quo would unjustly and unreasonably increase customers’ utility bills because they would be denied the opportunity for the IDR costs to be offset when subsequent customers connect to the main. Yet, Dominion gives no explanation or supporting rationale for its proposal. Dominion does not explain why the status quo is no longer sufficient, why its new proposal is just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory, or why the new proposal is better than the currently approved tariff provision. 

The inequity in Dominion’s proposal is further demonstrated by the fact that it conflicts with other natural gas utility IDR proposals. In May 2017, the PUCO approved a place-holder infrastructure development rider, and related tariff changes, for Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. (“Columbia”).
 Unlike Dominion, Columbia proposed, and the PUCO approved, tariff amendments that allowed for refunds of deposits made for mainline extensions in connection with an economic development project.
 

Consistent with the PUCO's approach in the Columbia case, Dominion’s tariff should also include a refund provision for main line extensions in connection with economic development projects. Dominion fails to justify why its main line extension refunds should be treated differently under economic development projects and non-economic development projects. That’s because there isn’t any justification for this proposal. If an additional customer wishes to connect to the main line that was constructed under an economic development project, the IDR should be credited with the deposits subsequent customers pay to connect with the main line. Doing so ensures that other customers who benefit from the main line extension fairly contribute to the cost of the project. It would also ensure consistency with Dominion’s tariff provisions relating to non-economic development project main line extensions. To do otherwise would produce a tariff that is not in the public interest and is not just and reasonable for residential consumers.

III. CONCLUSION
Dominion’s proposed tariff amendment would unjustly and unreasonably increase customers’ utility bills by denying them the opportunity for a refund on the deposit being paid under the IDR for main line extensions under an economic development project as subsequent customers connect to the main. As proposed by Dominion, the IDR supports consumers subsidizing the costs for main extensions that should not be paid by all consumers as subsequent connections are made to the main line. Dominion’s proposed request to amend its tariff should be denied.
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� See R.C. 4929.162(A); Application at C1 & C2.


� See Tariff, Third Revised Sheet No. K8, ¶30 “Extensions of Distribution Lines.”
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� See In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Co. d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Authority to Increase Rates for its Distribution Service, Case Nos. 07-829-GA-AIR, et al., Opinion and Order (October 15, 2008).


� Application, Ex. B-1, Redline Tariff Sheets, Fourth Revised Sheet No. K9, ¶31 “Extension or Upgrade of Mainlines: Economic Development Projects.”


� See In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Revise its Tariffs, Case Nos. 16-2067-GA-ATA, et al., Finding and Order (May 24, 2017).


� See In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Revise its Tariffs, Application, Attach. B, B-1, Third Revised Sheet No. 9, ¶12 “Extensions of Distribution Mains,” Case No. 16-2067-GA-ATA, et al. (Oct. 21, 2016).





5

