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OBJECTIONS TO THE APPLICATION AND STAFF REPORT OF INVESTIGATION OF INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY, INC.



I.	INTRODUCTION
In accordance with the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio’s (“PUCO” or “Commission”) Opinion and Order (“Order”) in Case No. 17-2202-GA-ALT[footnoteRef:1], Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. (“Columbia”) filed an Application in this proceeding for authority to amend its filed tariffs and adjust its Capital Expenditure Program (“CEP”) Rider rate.[footnoteRef:2]  The Commission selected Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. [footnoteRef:3] (“Blue Ridge”) to perform an audit of that application, and its findings were submitted on June 17, 2020.  The Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) subsequently filed its Review and Recommendation regarding Columbia’s application on June 30, 2020.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  See In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Alternative Form of Regulation to Establish a Capital Expenditure Program Rider Mechanism, Case No. 17-2202-GA-ALT, Opinion and Order (Nov. 28, 2018) (hereinafter “Order”).  
]  [2:  In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for an Adjustment to the CEP Rider Rate at 1 (hereinafter “Application”).   
]  [3:  Entry at ¶ 18 (Feb. 26, 2020). 
]  [4:  Staff Report (Jun. 30, 2020).
] 

In the intervening time, Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (“IGS” or “IGS Energy”) filed a motion to intervene.[footnoteRef:5]  Pursuant to R.C. 4929.05, and Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-28 and 4901:1-19-07, as well as the Attorney Examiner’s July 10, 2020 Entry, IGS respectfully submits its objections to the Staff Report and Columbia’s CEP Rider Application.  IGS reserves the right to supplement or modify these objections and to contest through cross-examination, testimony, or exhibits any newly raised issues, issues raised by any other party, or any position set forth in the Staff Report that changes prior to the close of the record.  [5:  Motion to Intervene of Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (Apr. 7, 2020).
] 

II.	OBJECTIONS TO THE APPLICATION
	IGS asserts the following objections to Columbia’s CEP Rider rate application:
A.  Columbia’s Application Fails to Implement the Stipulation According to its Terms.

IGS objects to Columbia’s application to adjust its CEP Rider rate because it fails to implement the Stipulation[footnoteRef:6] according to its terms.  Here, Columbia seeks to recover information technology systems and other capital costs pursuant to the terms of a Stipulation that has not been fully implemented.  Any request to recapture information technology systems costs when the terms and conditions that define Columbia’s Application have only been partially implemented is unjust and unreasonable.   [6:  See In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Alternative Form of Regulation to Establish a Capital Expenditure Program Rider Mechanism, Case No. 17-2202-GA-ALT, Stipulation (Oct. 25, 2018) (hereinafter “Stipulation”).  
] 

Columbia acknowledges that it filed its Application pursuant to the Commission’s Order in Case No. 17-2202-GA-ALT.[footnoteRef:7]  That Order approved and adopted the Stipulation filed in that case in its entirety.[footnoteRef:8]  The Stipulation, therefore, sets forth the specific terms and conditions that govern Columbia’s CEP Rider rate application in this proceeding.  Included in the Stipulation is a requirement that Columbia implement specific CRNGS market enhancements prior to its 2021 base rate case filing, so long as certain conditions are satisfied.[footnoteRef:9]    [7:  Application at 1.
]  [8:  Order at ¶ 56.
]  [9:  Stipulation at ¶ 12.
] 

While Columbia has taken steps to implement at least one CRNGS market enhancement (i.e. an electronic historic usage information portal), its Application fails to disclose whether all the enhancements listed in Paragraph 12 to the Stipulation have been implemented.  To the best of IGS’ knowledge, Columbia has yet to introduce the continuous service mechanism described in Paragraph 12(A)(2).  Columbia’s application also fails to provide any additional insight as to whether CRNGS customers can expect to enjoy the benefits of that systems upgrade in advance of Columbia’s 2021 base rate case filing.[footnoteRef:10]   [10:  See Generally Application.] 

As written, Columbia’s application is incomplete.  The Application not only fails to implement the Stipulation according to its terms, but also fails to address Columbia’s intentions regarding the continuous service mechanism described in Paragraph 12(A)(2).  For the foregoing reasons, IGS objects.
B.  Columbia’s Application Fails to Comply with R.C. 4929.05 and 4929.02.

Columbia’s application also appears to violate Ohio law and policy by failing to implement the uninterrupted and continuous service mechanism described in Paragraph 12(A)(2) to the Stipulation.  Pursuant to R.C. 4929.05(A)(2), Columbia is expected to continue to be in substantial compliance with the natural gas policies set forth in R.C. 4929.02 after its alternative rate plan has been implemented.  State policies include promoting diversity of natural gas supplies and suppliers[footnoteRef:11] and encouraging innovation and market access for cost-effective supply-side natural gas goods and services.[footnoteRef:12]   [11:  R.C. 4929.02(A)(3)
]  [12:  R.C. 4929.02(A)(4)
] 

Columbia’s current processes require current and/or prospective commercial and industrial customers that take competitive supply to revert to default service in the event of a business name or ownership change.  Those customers temporarily revert to default service even if the customer and the customer’s supplier provide Columbia with notice of their intent to continue to receive service under the terms of the existing supply contract.  Effectively, Columbia’s current processes interrupt commercial and industrial customers’ contractual choice with a mandated requirement to take a monthly variable rate (i.e. SCO).  Paragraph 12(A)(2) to the Stipulation was intended to resolve that issue by implementing the IT functionality necessary to allow commercial and industrial customer accounts to flow seamlessly in the event of a business name or ownership change.
IGS objects because Columbia’s application has not demonstrated that it has, or will, implement the information technology enhancement(s) necessary to allow commercial and industrial CRNGS customers to continue to enjoy the benefits of a negotiated natural gas supply contract in the event of a business name or ownership change.  Instead, Columbia appears content to preserve the status quo, requiring impacted customers to revert to default service for at least one billing cycle until the customer’s account information can be updated and processed.  This problem is not a novel issue; nor is it unique to Columbia.  
Indeed, a 2012 investigation into the health, strength, and vitality of Ohio’s competitive retail electric service market revealed a nearly identical problem.  There, the Commission found itself “troubled by the scenario raised by suppliers whereby a name change of a business could result in that business being sent back to default service.”[footnoteRef:13]  The Commission determined that electric distribution utilities’ use of the practice was “hardly business friendly” and noted that “[t]hese types of ministerial changes should not result in a mercantile customer being sent back to default service.”[footnoteRef:14]  In response, the Commission encouraged electric distribution utilities and suppliers to work through that issue.[footnoteRef:15] [13:  In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation of Ohio’s Retail Electric Service Market, Case No. 12-3151-EL-COI et al., Finding and Order at 6 (Feb. 7, 2018). 
]  [14:  Id.
]  [15:  Id.
] 

Paragraph 12(A)(2) to the Stipulation clearly demonstrates that the signatory parties have identified a workable solution to this issue.  The problem is that Columbia has not yet implemented the IT functionality necessary to provide an uninterrupted/continuous service mechanism, and its application offers no guidance regarding Columbia’s future intentions.  The Application’s failure to fully implement the Stipulation acts as a hindrance to economic development by depriving business purchasers of their lawful right to take immediate assigned of a natural gas supply contract (subject to CRNGS supplier consent).  
Therefore, because Columbia’s application does not appear to comply with either R.C. 4929.05 or 4929.02, IGS objects.   
III.	OBJECTIONS TO THE STAFF REPORT
	IGS asserts the following objections to the Staff Report on the CEP Rider rate application:
A.  The Staff Report Fails to Recommend that Columbia Implement the Stipulation in its Entirety.

	IGS objects to the Staff Report’s failure to recommend that Columbia implement the Stipulation in its entirety.  Staff was a signatory party[footnoteRef:16] to the Stipulation, which provides the legal framework for Columbia’s application in this case.  Staff was also a participant in the stakeholder workshops that were held shortly after the Commission issued its Order approving that settlement agreement.  It is for those reasons that Staff should be intimately familiar with the Stipulation’s terms and conditions.  [16:  Stipulation at 14.  
] 

Yet, the Staff Report fails to evaluate whether Columbia implemented the Stipulation in its entirety.  The Staff Report also does not recommend or require Columbia to address any outstanding items or provisions related to the CRNGS market enhancements.  Instead, the Staff Report recommends that the Commission approve Columbia’s application for the CEP Rider[footnoteRef:17] and require the utility to address several items that are unrelated to the continued service enhancement described in Paragraph 12(A)(2) to the Stipulation.  For those reasons, IGS objects.    [17:  Staff Report at 4.
] 


III.		CONCLUSION
Columbia’s CEP Rider application is unreasonable because it does not implement the Stipulation in its entirety or provide any justification for its failure to do so up to this point.  The Application may also fail to comply with Ohio law and policy.  The Staff Report is unreasonable in that it fails to recommend that Columbia adhere to the terms of the Stipulation and adopt the CRNGS market enhancements set forth in Paragraph 12.  Based on the foregoing, IGS respectfully objects to Columbia’s CEP Rider application and Staff Report. 
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