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April 18, 2008

Kristen Walli

Board Secretary

Ontario Energy Board VIA EMAIL, PORTAL & COURIER
P.O. Box 2319

2300 Yonge Street

Suite 2700

Toronto ON M4P 1E4

Dear Ms. Walli,

Re: EB-2007-0722 Electricity Distributors: Customer Service, Rate
Classification & Non-payment Risk

Please find attached Ontario Energy Savings L.P.’s (*OES") comments in response to
the questions posed in the Board Staff Discussion Paper. OES has only responded in
the areas where the issues may directly impact our business, and as such you will
find our comments on the following:

1.1.2 Allocation of payments between energy and non-energy charges,
1.1.3 Correction of Billing Errors,

1.1.4 Equal Billing, and

1.2 Disconnection of Service

Please contact me should you have any questions or concerns.

Yours truly,

@?C?/%"”fé

Noia L. Ruzycki

Director, Regulatory Affairs
8345 Dixie Road, Suite 200
Mississauga, Ontario L5T 2E86
Tel: 905-795-4204

Fax: 905-564-6069
nruzycki@energysavings.com
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1. 1 2 Ailocataor: ef Payments Between Energy and Non-energy Charges

Q6 Are there any techmcal hmxtatwn (e g. bdhﬁg sy stems) that would I;rmt a dxsmbutor s
abihw to. a}iocate payments ‘mwards energy charges ﬁrst and mm-energy charges second?

Q’] it there are’ techmcal hmltamons, What optzons are avazfable foa d;stnbutor to ensure that a
. ;custcamer s paymen{ is’ appiied t@ energy charges ﬁrst"’ '

: -gmdance fmm the Board as S to how payments sheuid be processed to ensure that it is not d@ne in |
| a manner that would lead to action that is inconsistent with section 31(1) of the Electricity Act,
1998 (in other words, 1o, ensure that customers are-only dlsconnected for non-payment of energy
charges){? : o

Q9. What are-the implications of dzstn‘outors bemg reqmred 1o aliocate payments in accordance
wath customer reques‘cs‘?

".A6 &. '7' : -There shoulcin t. be any techmcal hxmtatmns on’ alloca’tmg pavments to energy charges '
first. Given the current rules regardmg disconnection in the event of non-payment of energy
charges most; if not aEI distributors should-have a system in place that allocates payment to the

energy charges first. . If there are technical Jimitations on the distributor’s billing system, the

' _bﬂhng Wszem shauld at: Ieast maggally aliow for the apphcatmn of’ payment to energy charges
"ﬁrst R s .

A8y Certamly, Beard gmdance regarémg the ailmcatmn {)f paymenis shauid be affered ami
shouid not he cont’fary to section 3 1(‘;} of the Electriclty Act, 1998, and furthermore any

thém tﬁ ene;:gy charges ﬁxst

AY Dismbutam that al%‘@ btﬂ %@r mammpai services sach asw ater/ sewageztaxes are. comemed
that arrangements 10 ceik:c*t amounts for these non-energy services may prove difficult in the
instance that energy charges have exalusn e priority for payment allocation. Additionally,
atlowing for the customer’s request to atlocate payments differently may further difficulties in
emgiimg customers to a retail contract. The custsmers request may be conirary to their actions
10 secure an alternative . m@pﬁef it i i this case where the Timit of outstanding energy amounts
:,hf‘*u d be sé:m; E*y %ﬁ%@fﬁ"&d o epaure zhaz «c&g@fmzrg a.ra ng f@meé {}m é}§ 1oy éemﬁd m*‘e‘%meﬁz
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1.1.3 Correction of Billing Errors

Q10: Staff has suggested three options for how distributors should refund to customers amounts
owing for over-billed amounts. What are the advantage and disadvantages of each option?

Q11: Staff has suggested three options for how distributors should bill customers for amounts
under-billed. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each option?

Q12: With regard to the option where refunds would be provided in the form of a cheque if the
amount owing was greater than a certain amount, what might be an appropriate threshold or
criterion for determining the form of refund? Should the threshold or criterion differ depending
on customer class?

Q13: With regards to the option where the repayment period for under-billing would depend on
the amount owing by the customer, what is an appropriate threshold or criterion for determining
the repayment period? Should the threshold or criterion differ depending on customer class?

Q14: The RSC requires that distributors pay interest on amounts that were over-billed, but does
not allow distributors to charge interest on amounts under-billed. Is this asymmetry appropriate?

(15: Where the customer is responsible for the under-billing, such as in the case of an
unauthorized energy use, including meter tampering or theft of power by the customer, should
distributors be permitted to collect interest on the amount owing by the customer?

Q16: In light of the time periods for over- and under-billing that apply in other jurisdictions, is
there merit in reconsidering the time periods set out in the RSC?

A 10 & 11 & 12: Where ever a correction (either for over-billed or under-billed amounts) has
been calculated for any customer, the correction must leave an auditable trail for the distributor,
the retailer, and the customer. In this regard, a cheque issued to a consumer for a refund may not
be reflected in the consumer information provided to retaiters for the purposes of verifying
consumption, billing and settlement accordingly.

Regarding Q14, we believe the asymmetry in the application of interest to be appropriate. In
cases where the distributor has under-billed, with no consumer-reiated cause {no theft, nor meter
tampering), it is the responsibility of the distributor to absorb the cost of interest. Where the
consumer is not aware of the under-billing, and has no recourse to correct the billing error should
it come to their attention, it is not reasonable to expect the consumer to be responsible for interest
accruing on an under-billed amount.
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1.1.4 Equal Billing

Q17: Should all distributors be required to offer some form of equal billing? If so, what might
be appropriate criteria for participation by customers?

Q18: If all distributors were required to offer equal billing, what are the implications for:
Customer information/billing systems, distributor’s costs, & cash flow?

Q19: For those distributors that currently offer equal billing, but not to customers enrolled with
a retailer, what are the implications of being required to offer equal billing to customers enrolled
with a retailer? Specifically, what are the implications for: customer information/billing systems,
distributor’s costs, & cash flow?

A17: Yes, in order for a level playing field to exist it is imperative that distributors offer equal
billing options for all customers, both retail supply and standard supply. The appropriate criteria
for participation in equal billing should be at the customer request to participate in the program.

A19: Currently not all distributors offer equal billing, and further those distributors that do offer
equal billing plans, do not offer it universally to all customers. Customers with retail supply
agreements are deemed, by the distributor, ineligible for equal billing. Often retailers will lose
these customers because the equal billing plan is not available to them. Further, these customers
blame their action to choose retail supply as the reason for their lack of eligibility for equal
billing, and this should not be the case.

The distributor is supposed to provide their services in a non-discriminatory way and offering the
equal billing plan option only to their own standard supply customers goes against this principle.
Where a distributor offers an equal billing plan option it should be mandated to offer the same to
any individual that requests the option even if the customer has selected retail supply, thereby
tevelling the playing field for all Ontario consumers. The current offering of this option to
standard supply customers only can act as a barrier to entry for any retailer, and also a barrier
against choice of suppliers for the consumer, and as such needs to be corrected.

OES respectfully submits that the OEB must mandate distributors to offer the equal billing pian
option to ail interested individuals whether or not they opt for retail supply. Applying this
mandate would level the playing field and ensure equal neutral treatment of all consumers.
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1.2 Disconnection for Non-Payment

We request that any disconnection notice for retail consumers must indicate the impact on their
retail supply agreement that would be a result of disconnection of service. The notice must also
indicate that the retail program will be reinstated when the account has been brought up to date.
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