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I. INTRODUCTION

The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) filed its Main Briefin this proceeding on August
16, 2018. The OCA submits this Reply Brief in response to the Main Briefs of Columbia Gas of
Pennsylvania, Inc. (Columbia or the Company), Direct Energy, and Shipley Choice, LLC,
Dominion Energy Solutions, Inc., and Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (NGS Parties). These briefs
addressed the only remaining issue in this proceeding, which relates to Columbia’s current billing
practices, and specifically the inclusion of charges for non-commodity products and services on
the utility bill.

As discussed in detail in the OCA’s Main Brief. the OCA submits that the NGS Parties’
proposal to include additional NGS non-commodity billing charges on customer bills should not
be adopted as part of this proceeding. While the NGS parties have identified an issue of concern
with Columbia’s inclusion of third party non-commodity charges on the utility bill, the NGS
Parties™ proposal to simply include more third party charges on the utility bill is unreasonable and
unsupported by the record in this proceeding. Therefore, the OCA maintains that the NGS Parties’

proposal should be rejected.



Il REPLY ARGUMENT

A. Response to NGS Parties

The NGS Parties support their proposal to add NGS non-commodity charges to Columbia’s
customer bills in part by relying on the Natural Gas Choice and Competition Act, 66 Pa. C.S. §§
2201 et seq. (Competition Act). The NGS Parties claim that, “it is important for NGSs to have the
ability to offer non-commodity products and services to customers because the competition act
[sic] itself encourages the development of innovative products and services to add value for
customers beyond natural gas commodity.” NGS Parties M.B. at 8. Proposed Finding of Fact 9.
The OCA submits that this is not an accurate characterization of the C ompetition Act. Rather, the
Competition Act is focused on allowing customers to shop for natural gas suppliers, thus lowering
the price of natural gas and helping keep utility bills affordable. It is not, however, about offering
non-commodity products and services or about the inclusion of those charges on the customer
utility bill. Thus, the Competition Act does not support the NGS Parties’ proposal to add additional
non-commodity charges to Columbia’s utility bill.

B. Response to Columbia

Although the OCA supports Columbia’s position that it should not be required to bill for
non-commodity products and services offered by NGS Parties, Columbia’s Main Brief has not
allayed the OCA’s concerns about Columbia’s current practice of allowing two former affiliates
to include non-commodity charges on the customer utility bill.

Columbia claims that the non-commodity charges from Nicor Energy Services Company
(Nicor) and Columbia Service Partners. Inc. (CSP) “are currently authorized to be included on
Columbia’s bill.” (Columbia M.B. at 6), but it is unclear when or where these charges were

approved. As the NGS Parties point out, any agreements with Nicor and CSP “should have been



subject to review and approval by the Commission under 66 Pa. C.S. Section 21 02, which requires
close scrutiny of affiliated interest agreements to ensure such agreements are not discriminatory
or anti-competitive. There is no record evidence that any such approval was ever obtained.” NGS
Parties M.B. at 7. It is also unclear whether costs of these agreements are being paid by Nicor and
CSP. The OCA’s concern remains that Columbia’s arrangement with CSP and Nicor “reflects
prior affiliated relationships and this practice is not reflected in Columbia’s tariff or any explicit
Commission order.” OCA M.B. at 8; OCA St. No. 5-R at 4. Further, neither the prices for these
services nor their terms and conditions are regulated, although their inclusion on Columbia’s bill
may give rise to “a reasonable assumption by customers that such services are regulated or
supervised by the Commission.” OCA St. No. 5-R at 4-5.

The OCA also continues to be concerned about the issue raised by CAUSE-PA regarding
whether Columbia is complying with all applicable regulations related to privacy of customer
information and third-party access to customer information. Columbia’s Main Brief has not
adequately demonstrated that all necessary steps are being taken to protect customer information.
See Columbia M.B. at 22-23.

While the OCA continues to have concerns about Columbia’s current non-commodity
billing practices, the OCA agrees with Columbia that the NGS Parties’ proposal to simply add
additional non-commodity charges to the customer bill is not a reasonable solution and should be
rejected.

C. Response to Direct Energy

In its Main Brief, Direct Energy supports allowing NGSs to include non-commodity
products and services on Columbia’s utility bill. Direct Energy M.B. at 3. Direct Energy states

that “[a]llowing NGSs to bill for a diverse range of products and services on Columbia’s bill is in



the public interest, and it will serve to enhance the competitive market and provide benefits to
consumers.” Id. However, Direct Energy provides no support for its claim that including non-
commodity products and services on the utility bill would be in the public interest. The record in
this case does not support the idea that this billing practice would be beneficial to customers; in
fact. the OCA’s testimony and Main Brief demonstrate that allowing non-commodity products and
services on the utility bill raises a variety of consumer protection issues and may lead to confusion
or other adverse consequences for residential customers. See OCA M.B. at 7-10; OCA St. No. 5-
R. As such. Direct Energy’s argument is unsupported and should be rejected.

Additionally, Direct Energy noted that the OCA also expressed concerns about Columbia’s
current non-commodity billing practices. Direct Energy M.B. at 5. While the OCA agrees that
there 1s a legitimate concern about Columbia’s current practice of allowing two former affiliates
to bill for non-commodity products and services on Columbia’s customer bill. the OCA does not
agree that expanding this problematic practice to allow NGSs to include additional non-commodity
charges on the bill is a reasonable solution. See OCA M.B. at 7-8. As discussed above and in the
OCA’s Main Brief, the OCA submits that the proposal to include additional non-commodity

charges on the utility bill is unreasonable and unsupported, and should be rejected.



Ii. CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing and for the reasons articulated in the OCA’s Main Brief. the OCA
submits that additional non-commodity charges should not be added to customer bills as part of

this base rate proceeding.
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