BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for a Waiver ) Case No. 16-653-GA-WVR
of Ohio Administrative Code Section )
4901:1-13-11(B) )

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING
BY
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

Ohioans have a right to know the rate they aréngayhen they purchase natural
gas. This information is important because Ohiw [(R.C. 4905.22) requires a
customer’s natural gas bill to include, “[t]o th@xmum extent practicable, separate
listing of each service component to enable a oustdo recalculate its bill for
accuracy.” The rules enabling this provision a @ode require natural gas companies,
like Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. ("Columbia"), taclnde on each customer's bill "[t]he
rate for purchase of the . . . natural gas commgpdipressed in dollars and cents per
Mcf or Ccf."” See Ohio Admin. Code ("OAC") 4901:1-13-11(B)(9). Thise is helpful
to customers because it is intended to providerateuclear, and understandable
information to customers.

In its application in this case, Columbia soughtaaver of this requirement for an

indefinite period of timé. During that indefinite period of time, Columbieoposed that

! See Entry 1 16, Case No. 16-653-GA-WVR (July 20, 201163 "Entry").
2 ee Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., Case M8-653-GA-WVR (Mar. 25, 2016) (the "Application"”)



customer bills include only the gross supplier gedr The gross supplier charge s do not
include the rate per Ccf of natural gas.

In its July 20, 2016 Entry, the Public Utilities @mission of Ohio (the "PUCQO")
properly concluded that "all customers should nezélietailed rate information,
consistent with the requirements set forth in Okilm. Code 4901:1-13-11(B)(9Y."The
PUCO, however, granted Columbia's waiver requésivalg it to not comply for a
period of two years. The Office of Ohio Consum@aunsel ("OCC") files this
application for rehearing so that the PUCO caragabre reasonable timeframe for
Columbia to take steps necessary to comply with @8Q01:1-13-11(B)(9).

The PUCOQO'’s Entry was unreasonable and unlawfuiénfollowing respects:

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 1: The PUCOQO's Entry, is in etvecause it allows
Columbia to not comply with Ohio Revised Code 4229C)(2).

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 2: The PUCOQO's Entry is in Erb@cause it fails to
sufficiently detail the reasons prompting the diecisas required by Ohio Revised Code
4903.09.

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 3: The PUCO's Entry is unreasbdsm and unlawful because

the entry granted the waiver without COH showingdjoause for granting the waiver of
OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9), as required by OAC 49019t&2(C).

The reasons in support of this application for eglmgy are set forth in the accompanying
Memorandum in Support. The PUCO should grant rehgand abrogate or modify its

Entry as requested by OCC.

3 See Application 1 3-4.
* See Entry 1 16.
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for a Waiver ) Case No. 16-653-GA-WVR
of Ohio Administrative Code Section )
4901:1-13-11(B) )

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

The Ohio Revised Code ("R.C.") and Ohio Administ&@tCode ("OAC") seek to
protect natural gas consumers by requiring detadezlinformation on customers' bills.
With the rate information, customers have some ludp@owing what they are paying
for and can verify that their bills are accurabe.this case, Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc.
("Columbia") seeks a waiver of certain statutorg aggulatory requirements that would
result in customers receiving bills that lack thedficity required under Ohio law and
PUCO rules. Columbia's proposed bill format woptidvide a gross supplier charge and
an average charge per Ccf but would not includeatheal rate that the supplier is
charging the customer.

The PUCO correctly concluded that "all customersusthreceive detailed rate
information, consistent with the requirements ofdhdm. Code 4901:1-13-11(B)(95."
The PUCO Entry, however, is unlawful and unreastmbbcause (i) it permits Columbia
to issue bills to customers that do not enable tteeracalculate their bills for accuracy,
(ii) there is no evidence that supports the PUGNgi Columbia two years to implement

changes to its billing system so that it can conwity the requirements of R.C.

® See Entry 1 16, Case No. 16-653-GA-WVR (July 20, 20163 "Entry").



4929.22(C) and OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9) for two-y&aasd (i) Columbia did not
demonstrate good cause for its waiver request.oaagly, the PUCO should grant
rehearing.

Upon rehearing, the PUCO should deny Columbia'sevaequest. In the
alternative, the PUCO should open the record mdhse to determine (i) whether
Columbia is currently capable of providing rateommhation from competitive retail
natural gas suppliers ("Marketers") and if notntli@ a reasonable amount of time for
Columbia to develop that capability. After allnsg the inception of customer choice,
Columbia’s billing systems have been capable ofiging rate information on bills that
are rendered with supplier charges. Consumerdaimoti be subjected to billing

statements that lack sufficient information foreaipd of two years for Columbia.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

An intervenor in a proceeding before the PUCO hstautory right to "apply for
rehearing in respect to any matters determineddmtoceeding” OCC intervened and
participated in this proceedifigin considering an application for rehearing, “the
commission may grant and hold such rehearing omtitéer specified in such
application, if in its judgment sufficient reasdretefor is made to appear.” If the PUCO

determines that the order, or any part of the or@®In any respect unjust or

® R.C. 4929.22(C)(2) requires a customer's natasabdl to include, “[fJo the maximum extent praatle,
separate listing of each service component to ersablistomer to recalculate its bill for accuracy”)

"SeeR.C. 4903.10.
8 See Entry 1 19 (granting OCC's motion to intervene).



unwarranted, or should be changed," then the PUG&Y'abrogate or modify" the
order?

For the reasons describe in this application foeaging, the PUCO should
conclude that the Entry is unjust and unreasonater R.C. 4903.10. The PUCO
should protect consumers by granting OCC's appbicdbr rehearing. It should
abrogate or modify the Entry, consistent with OQ€&mmendations in this application

for rehearing.

ERRORS

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 1: The PUCO's Entry, is in error because it allows
Columbia to not comply with Ohio Revised Code 49292(C)(2).

Ohio law establishes minimum service requirements&tural gas companies to
comply. With regards to content for customer bglstatement, R.C. 4929.22(C)(2)
states: [tjo the maximum extent practicable, sapdisting of each service component to
enable a customer to recalculate its bill for aacyr However,as Columbia states in its
Application, a customer's billing statement willtmaclude the rate that the customer
pays for servicé?

Instead, Columbia will provide only the "total chas for service™ In other
words, the Marketer provides Columbia with the ltotanmodity charge, and Columbia
then simply places that number on the bill. Coliaall also provide the customer with

the total amount of natural gas (Ccf) that the @mgr consume¥. Columbia then

°ld.

10 g Application 1 4.
Hd.

12 5ee Application 1 5.



divides the Marketer charge by the number of Cotsiacludes that number on the bill
as an "average per Ccf raté However, knowing the average rate per Ccf saylsingt
about the accuracy of the Marketer charge. It Bimpows, for purposes of a rough
comparison, about how much the customer paid pgre@en if the customer's rate is not
a fixed per Ccf rate.

There is no way for a customer to recalculateiltddr accuracy based solely on
the number of Ccfs consumed and the total supptiarge. The customer can multiply
the number of Ccfs on his or her bill by the avereage provided by Columbia and
confirm that the product is equal to the Marketearge on the bill. But this is
meaningless. All this does is reverse engineeexlaet calculation that Columbia
performed to arrive at the average rate. If theldi@r charge is incorrect, then
Columbia will use that incorrect charge when caltinp the average rate. The only way
that a customer can recalculate his or her bilefmuracy is if the Marketer's rate, and
not just the total charge, is included on the bMtcordingly, the PUCO erred when it
concluded that by providing the average rate, Cblarhas enabled customers to
recalculate their bills, as required by R.C. 4929.2

The granting of the waiver for two years is goinghe opposite direction from
what consumers should be shown on their billsaddition to the actual rate that the
Marketer is charging the consumer for his/her comthitgservice, a price-to-compare
identifying the standard choice offer (“SCQO”) shabie included on the bill. Including
the SCO on the bill the SCO that the consumerdcooimpare to Marketer offers to help

consumers save money should be included on theThké PUCO requires a price-to-

B,



compare be shown to electric customers on thdg. bilhe PUCO should be require the
same for natural gas customers as is done fottrieléx help customers natural gas
customers and should not be granting a waiverddovadven les info to be shown to

Columbia’s 1.4 million customers.

PUCO should require Columbia to modify its billssa®n as possible so that
Columbia can comply with R.C. 4929.22(C)(1). Asatissed above, Columbia's
proposed bill format does not enable customersdalculate their bills for accuracy.

R.C. 4929.22(C)(1), however, requires them to be &bdo so "to the maximum extent

practicable.” The phrase "maximum extent practe€aimeans that the PUCO should not

grant a waiver that is longer than absolutely nemgs

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 2: The PUCOQO's Entry is in Error because it fails to
sufficiently detail the reasons prompting the decisn as required by Ohio Revised
Code 4903.09.

The PUCO incorrectly found that Columbia's propds#d "will enable the
customer to recalculate the bill for accurat . There is no factual basis to support this
holding. The PUCO violated R.C. 4903.09 in thiganel.

The PUCO granted Columbia's request for a waivea foeriod of two years
from the date of the Entry.¢., until July 20, 2018)> While OCC agrees with the
PUCO's decision to deny Columbia a permanent wal&€AC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9)

(which is designed to protect natural gas consuynrs two-year waiver period is

arbitrary and lacks a factual basis. The PUCQateal R.C. 4903.09 in allowing the two

14 See Entry 1 16.
5 Entry § 15.



year waiver without record support for the decisama without including reasons
prompting the decision.

The PUCO decided to grant a two-year waiver, gjatiat two years "is a
reasonable period of time in which Columbia shoutatk with Marketers to obtain the
actual rate for commodity service, whether fixegber Ccf, and reprogram its billing
system to display the rate on customer bfifsThe PUCO however, failed to detail the
reasons prompting its decision that two years'reasonable period"” for the waiver.
Neither Columbia nor any other party to this prattieg submitted evidence
demonstrating how long it should reasonably takki@bia to reprogram its billing
system.

If the PUCO believes that a temporary waiver israppate, it should open the
record in this case and Columbia should bear thedouof proving (a) that good cause
exists and (b) a reasonable time period for compéavith OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9).
As required by R.C. 4903.09, the PUCO must progidemplete record, including
findings of fact when issuing written opinions. eT@hio Supreme Court recently
remanded a case to the PUCO because the PUCO ttaiagblain its decisio’. AEP
complained that the PUCO *“failed to explain itsidiEn.”™® The Supreme Court agreed
with AEP, finding that “[tlhe commission never aféel a response to AEP’s claims and
thus failed to explain its decision. This was ae’® In this case, the PUCO failed to

explain why a two-year waiver is reasonable.

18 Entry { 15.

In re Application of Columbus S. Power Co., Slipiion No. 2016-1608 at 66.
1d.

¥1d.



There is no evidence in the record in this casifiport a conclusion that the
very best that Columbia can do is to comply aftey years. Indeed, in a related case
involving Columbia'’s bill formats, Columbia demaiaséd that it has the ability to
modify its bills and implement those modificatiandar less than two years. On the
same day that Columbia filed its Application instiproceeding (March 25, 2016),
Columbia filed a separate application to modifygéseral bill format$® Columbia and
OCC collaborated to address certain issues that aciGdentified with Columbia's 14-
day termination notic: On June 21, 2016, Columbia filed an applicatiowhich it
agreed to implement six different changes to ilsfdsimat.??> Columbia proposed in this
application that the bill formatting updates berappd on the 46th day after filing of the
application {(.e., August 6, 2016). Columbia, therefore, demonsttrahbat it has the
ability to reprogram its billing system in a mattgrweeks or months, not years.

The two year waiver period granted to Columbiaithewut record support and
appears to be arbitrary.

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 3: The PUCO's Entry is unreasorable and unlawful
because the entry granted the waiver without COH sbwing good cause for granting
the waiver of OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9), as requiredypOAC 4901:1-29-02(C).

The PUCO erred by concluding that Columbia showeatigcause for the waiver
request® Columbia did not provide any evidence that itisrently unable to comply
with OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9). Nor did Columbia prdeg any evidence that it will be

unable to comply with OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9) forawnore years. In fact, Columbia

% Case No. 16-650-GA-UNC.

L see Application, Case No. 16-1444-GA-UNC (June 21,801
%2 Case No. 16-1444-GA-UNC.

% e Entry 1 15.



has provided Marketer rate information on billscsithe inception of customer choice in
the mid-1990s. For the reasons discussed abovemB@ did not show "good cause”

for any waiver, let alone a two-year waiver.

CONCLUSION

OCC appreciates the PUCO's effort to protect comssiiny denying Columbia's
request for a permanent waiver of OAC 4901:1-13)®). That rule is designed to
ensure that consumers receive bills that providailed rate information. Consumers
deserve to know what they are paying for when tieegive their natural gas bills.

At the same time, however, the PUCO's Entry is aswaable and unlawful
because (a) it allows Columbia to use bills thahdbenable customers to recalculate
their bills for accuracy, as required by statubg,if concludes that a two-year waiver is
appropriate, even though there is no record evielsanpporting this conclusion, and
(c) Columbia failed to show “good cause” for theotyear waiver.

Accordingly, the PUCO should grant rehearing and that:

. Columbia's proposed bills, which would include otiig total

Marketer charge and not the Marketer rate, do nablke
customers to recalculate their bills for accuracy.

. A two-year waiver does not satisfy the statutoguisement that

customers be able to recalculate their bills fauaacy "to the

maximum extent practicable.”

. Columbia has not shown "good cause" for a two-yeaver of the
disclosure requirements under OAC 4901:1-13-11(B)(9
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