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Ontario Energy Board Staff Draft Standard Supply Service Code

NOTE: Comments are included within the text of the draft Code as bold typeface. These will not
be included in the final Code, but are for discussion purposes only.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Alliance Gas submitsthat the principle behind SSS should be that customers should have
accessto electricity through their current supplier at market-based prices. Thisprinciple
presumesthat the transition from system to retail involves decisions based on market prices.
Alliance Gas notesthat integral to the context of the provision of any utility servicesin a
competitive market isthat unbundling of costs allocates avoided costsin arealistic fashion,
or elsethe market may not betrue. Theimportance of unbundling of utility costs should be
kept in mind.

Belleville Utilities Commission believesthat the methodology outlined in the staff
background paper appearsto be workable and the Codeisclearly stated. In order to fulfill
its obligationsto bill SSS customers and retailersand to monitor theretail settlements
system, the utility would need to retain control of the meter and billing process. Belleville
agreeswith the concept that making the utility indifferent asto whether the customer isa
standard supply or aretailer-served customer isgood and will facilitate the opening of the
market.

Bennett Jones on behalf of several M EUs (the communities of Sarnia, London, Woodstock,
Tillsonberg, Ingersoll, Goderich, Stratford, St. Thomas and Strathroy), Hydro Guelph and
the Municipal Electric Association (M EA) note concern that Board staff have not felt bound
by the Market Design Committee’'s(MDC’s) advice, and record concern that, in their view,
the staff proposal moves even further from the smple intent, regarding section 29
responsbilities and affiliate relationships, of the government and the legidature.

Bennett Jones on behalf of several MEUs and Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro claim that a
utility can enter into an arrangement with athird party to meet its obligation without
providing customer-specific information. They state that if the arrangement can be
structured asif it were a wholesale aggregate supply arrangement, then there would be no
need to providethethird party with customer information, only aggregated information,
and thethird party would not need to be precluded from participating in the unregulated
retail market in the distributor’slicenced serviceterritory. Their comments and suggestions
are based on implementing this scheme.

Borden & Elliot on behalf of Oakville Hydro, Clarington, Enron, Hydro Guelph, the MEA,
Oshawa PUC, Sault Ste. Marie PUC, UtilitiesKingston and Woodstock PUC convey
concernsregarding timing and process. They submit that there wasinsufficient time given
for a thorough examination, consideration and responseto the Code. Given the profound
importance of theissuesinvolved, the M EA feelsthat a more formal proceeding or hearing
on theseissues may be necessary. The MEA requeststhat its membersand other
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participants be afforded moretime for input and that subsequent process and/or process
options be clearly outlined.

Brantford Hydro-Electric Commission notesthat a worked example of the new method of
calculating SSSis essential, and should take into account the initial average capped price set
for Ontario Hydro Power Generation. They contend that thiswould eliminate any
misconceptions.

Brockville PUC’s comments generally support the intent of the Code and offer suggestions
and comments. Brockville encouragesthe Board to continue timely completion asthe
outcome impacts on numerous business decisons. Suggestions unrelated to provisonsin the
Codeinclude the following:

. To provide customers, distributors and retailerswith a better understanding of the
relationship of contract pricing versus spot market, a market should exist and
operate, with resultsreported to the general public, before active retailing of
electricity and marketers approaching low-volume consumersis allowed.

. Customer education will berequired to explain the operation of the market.

. It isimportant for the spot market priceto be communicated on a regular basis (prior
to the opening of theretail market) to allow customersthe ability to benchmark their
agreementswith retailers.

Chatham-Kent PUC answered the questions posed by Board Staff in itstransmittal letter as
follows: 1) Chatham-K ent agrees with the six principles used to create the Code and believes
that the ssmplification mechanism for administering the SSSis appropriate. 2) Chatham-
Kent believesthat the Code will allow the distributor to be in a position to effectively provide
electricity through SSS when requested, but there may be an exception covered under
Clause 2.1.3(c). 3) Initsview, Chatham-Kent does not feel that the Code appearsto add any
unreasonable cost to the process and should not negatively affect cost of supply to
consumers. However, they contend that there are complicationsthat make it morethan a
billing function, including customer inquiries, profiling methodology and the period for
billing, if standardized. 4) Chatham-K ent believesthat risk mitigation proceduresare
addressed for SSS customers, but the Board also should addressrisk mitigation measures
that are appropriate between a distributor and aretailer. 5) Asthe SSS offering and the
retail energy offerings will be through independent corporate affiliates, activitieswill be
separated. If information systems sharing between these affiliates protectsthe
confidentiality of consumer information, then Chatham-K ent submitsthat the playing field
should not be negatively affected by thisstructure. 6) In itsview, there appearsto be
minimal regulatory burden or intrusion.

CU Power International Limited focuses on the potential impact the Code may have on the
commer cial arrangements necessary to fund new generation. CU Power notesthat one of the
fundamental benefits of deregulation liesin eliminating the obligation for all customersto
sharein therisk associated with constructing new generation. However, under the proposed
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Codethat entailsa spot price pass-through, CU Power contendsthat a vast majority of
consumerswill not be sufficiently motivated to seek alternate supply arrangements from
third party retailers, thereby inhibiting demand for hedges and long-term fixed price energy
contracts. In addition, they suggest that the profiling approach will create a market-clearing
problem during periods of inadequate supply, but all customerswill recelve the same
reliability of supply, substantially reducing the potential benefit of a competitive supply
contract, further impeding development of theretail market. Finally, in the event that
larger, more sophisticated loads eventually seek bilateral pricing arrangementswith
generators, CU Power submitsthat the spot market may become increasingly marginalized
and price volatility will increase, exposing SSS customersto increased levels of price
volatility. CU Power recommends the following:

. Limit accessto pool flow-through pricing to customerswith interval metering.

. Encourage the development of interruptibleratesfor larger customers.

. Requirethat all other customers be served under some form of hedged rate.

. Chargeregulated distributorswith providing a default-hedged rate against which

retailers can compete.

Donahue & Partnerson behalf of Sunoco wrote that the L egidature and the Government
intended that the standard supply offer be used as a meansto develop competition.

However, in their view, the Code srestrictions on who may provide the SSS offer and the
information which may be provided to standard supply customersresultsin serious concerns
that these goalswill be frustrated since it appearsto be aimed at keeping customers
uninformed of and immune from competition. They have two areas of concern: 1)
restrictions placed on third partieswho provide the SSS option, and 2) barriersto allowing a
customer to choose a retailer.

Based on a brief review, Ener Connect commentsthat the Code appearsto be quite
restrictive for EnerConnect and itsLimited Partnersto operate effectively in a competitive
market.

Enron notesthat there are few issuesthat the Board will consider that will have greater
impact on both the wholesale and retail marketsin Ontario than theissue of standard
service. Accordingly, Enron isdismayed that Board Staff has proposed to give interested
parties no morethan nine daysto digest and respond to the two proposed Codes. Enron
notesthat thereisno need for the terms of the Standard Supply Service (SSS) Codeto be
settled prior to theissuance of interim Distribution Licences and strongly urges staff to
reconsider the timetable it hasimposed since the existing timetable is unrealistic and
prejudicial to interested parties.

“G6" (Outerbridge Miller on behalf of Hydro Mississauga, London Hydro, Oshawa PUC,
Sarnia Hydro, St. Catharines Hydro and Whitby Hydro) notesthat a formal presentation by
Board staff regarding how these codes would be implemented at an operational level would
be very valuable.
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G6 also notesthat, in their view, the Code in conjunction with the Affiliate Relationships
Code attemptsto eliminate any perceived advantage associated with aretail company
providing the SSS on behalf of a distribution company. Although laudable, they submit that
these objectives are not practical and will result in increased costs, lost opportunitiesto
achieve efficiencies, and diminished tax payer value in existing municipal electric utilities.
Asan alternative, oneretail company can provide the SSS while engaging in other retail
activities, so long asthe licensing process imposes the appropriate confidentiality and
information control requirements. The G6 concludesthat the SSSisinefficient and
cumbersome, operationally flawed, and will result in increased coststo the consumer.

Granite Power Corporation statesthat the Code, in general terms, takestoo smplistic an
approach and does not recognize the problemsinherent within it. They contend that the
approach increasestherisk to distributors, multipliesthe regulatory approvals manyfold and
addsto administration duties. Granite Power further suggeststhat the code putsthe
existing distributor in an unfair position by increasing itsworkload, and causing an upward
pressure on distribution costs. They proposethat asthelast resort to customer who will not
be accepted by retailers, a distributor incursadditional risk and costs that will not be
favorable to those long term customers who stay with the SSS as these customerswill pay a
cross-subsidization for failures of retailersor bad customerswho haveto be accepted on SSS.
They state that much of this doesnot protect the customer, but addsto what the customer
must pay for power.

Gloucester Power notesthat it remainsto be seen how the logistics of billing on a weighted
average spot market price will work and the amount of effort it will take to sustain such a
system for billing and make the system under standable for the normal customer.

Ontario Hydro Services Company (OHSC) notesthat the following principles should be
reflected in the Code: 1) The Code should encourage the development of the competitive
retail market for electricity for the benefit of energy consumersin Ontario. 2) The Code
should not disadvantage consumersthat remain with SSS, once open accessisdeclared, in
comparison to their existing service levels. With respect to servicesthat are not pure supply
service and not puredistribution service (e.g., carbon monoxide detectors, water heater
rentals, energy efficiency information services), OHSC submitsthat SSS should continueto
provide existing service levels, but not add any new services that may become available from
competitiveretail merchants. OHSC suggeststhat the Board set a time frame during which
SSS would be made available; then, if meaningful competition had not materialized in a
specific market area by the end of that time frame, SSS would continue.

OHSC answered the six questions posed by Board Staff asfollows: 1) The purpose of the
Code appearsto bethe promotion of arapid development of the competitive market through
restriction of the activities of the standard supplier, and the provision of ensured supply by
thosethat do not choose a competitive supplier. 2) Reasonable demandsfor electricity will
be met, but significant market price volatility isplaced on the standard supply consumer. 3)
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Therequirementsare not clear. Clarification regarding what OHSC can do with respect to
existing services outside of distribution (e.g., water heaters, carbon monoxide detectors, etc.)
isrequired. Also, all of the Codes should bereviewed together to fully understand the

Code srequirements. 4) It isunclear whether significant risk has been placed on the
distributor. 5) The volatility of the spot price may drive customersinto the competitive
market for supply. However, the lag time needed for customer awareness and education
may prevent customers from making wise energy choicesright away. While the Code may
limit cross-subsidization, it doesthis by placing smplicity ahead of maintaining service levels
to SSS customers. 6) The Code minimizesregulatory burden at therisk of disadvantaging
SSS customer's,

Ontario Hydro Power Generation (OPG) recommendsthat the retail market model and
settlement system be one of the issues discussed at future consultation sessions. It also
submitsthat the background paper understatesthe requirementsfor theretail settlements
system. In addition to what a distributor hasto do today, a distributor will haveto: track
customerstransferring between SSS and competitive supply, track customerstransferring
between individual retailers, track hourly pricesin the M O-administered market, handle
paperwork associated with transfer of customers, and track dispatchable vs. non-
dispatchable load.

Oder Hoskin & Harcourt on behalf of Enron Capital & Trade Resources Canada submits
commentsand a preliminary critique of the draft Code prepared by London Economics.
The submission concludes that a spot market pass-through model imposes large risks on
customers, a substantial portion of Ontario load will not be traded in intermediate markets
such as contract and forward markets, thereby hindering development of those markets, and
new entry will be hindered because the SSS pricing reflects wholesale costsrather than retail
costs.

Ottawa Hydro Staff answered the questions posed by Board staff asfollows: 1) The purpose
of the Codeisclear. 2) Demandsfor electricity should be met, although the cost effectiveness
isnot immediately obvious. 3) Therequirementsarereasonably clear. 4) Cost of billings,

I T, administration (customer switching) and so forth will be greater than at the present. 5)
The playing field is biased in favor of retailers. 6) Regulatory burden appearsto be
minimized to the extent possible.

Pembroke Hydro notesthat their comments are not personal against the Board for itswork
or against the Market Design Committee for their dedication. The commentsdo reflect the
affects of the direction given to both by the Government of Ontario which isflawed in the
first place.

Pickering Hydro answered the questions posed by Board Staff asfollows: 1) The content is

clear. 2) Costswill go up, particularly in the short run. By how much and if it would be
significant isuncertain. 3) Requirementsareclear. Coststo distributorswill increase. 4) ?
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5) Level playing field? Electric utilities are behind the eight ball from day one. Thereisno
way they can compete with marketers who have monies waiting to be used as soon asthe
market opens while utilities cannot have a reserve and would face startup coststhat they
cannot fund. So, thereisno need to worry about 6) cross-subsidization because there will
not be very many utilitiesin the electricity selling game.

Port Hope Hydro notesthat the Code appearsto ensure that reasonable demands for
electricity are met provided that all participants are reasonablein their conduct. In
addition, they contend that the Code allows consumer s access to the competitive electricity
market, the playing field isreasonably level and the Code doestend to minimize the potential
for cross-subsidization. However, Port Hope Hydro envisons a substantial increasein
overall coststo customers. Given therequirements, Port Hope Hydro contendsthat there
should be some flexibility in the application of the Codeto the extent that open access be
opened on aregional basis according to circumstance or phase-in periods established to
allow smaller utilitiesto makethetransition. Realizing that these rulesand codes are
required in order to make the market function, Port Hope Hydro hopesthat intrusions by
theregulator will become less over time and that the codes themselves will become more
succinct.

Sarnia Hydro notesthat retail affiliates of MEUswill not be capitalized by their owners, and
in order to become established, they suggest that aretail affiliate must have accessto a
customer base on day one. Sarnia supportsthe Board’s position, however, that this access
cannot providethe affiliate with an unfair advantage over other marketers, nor can it create
any financial risk for the distributor.

Sault Ste. Marie PUC submitsthe following questions: 1) Will retail customers know what
the equivalent spot market bill cost is? That is, isthe spot market price shown on the bill the
retail customer receives? 2) Can a distributor direct a bill to a retail customer, or doesit only
gototheretailer? 3) Can adistributor bill awater customer or any other type of utility
service on the standard supply bill?

Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro voices concern with the limitations placed on third parties
and disagrees with the staff paper premisethat the provison of SSSis* essentially nothing
more than a billing function.” Scott & Aylen claim that the service is a supply obligation.
They also question the premise that a third party provider of SSS needsto receive customer -
gpecific information from the distributor in order to enable the distributor to meet the
supply obligation.

Toronto Hydro notesthat the proposed Code is much broader than isdesirable to establish
competitiveretail markets, and isbroader than that required or permitted by the new
legidation. In ther view, the Code creates barriersfor MEUsto compete on alevel playing
field, creates a financial burden for MEUsthat is substantially more than just a billing
function, and unfairly punishesMEUs. Toronto Hydro writesthat the provisionsin the
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Code give away all the benefits of deregulation to new private sector entrants and deprives
M EU shareholders of the opportunity to obtain an appropriate return on their investment.
They further suggest that the Code also provides gas marketerswith a huge benefit over the
M EUs by allowing them to sell electricity in markets where the already have established a
name brand. Toronto Hydro recommendsthat, in order to create a level playing field,
MEUs be allowed to transfer the customer baseto their retail affiliates and be given a five
year transition period during which they can separate their competitive businesses from
their monopoly businesses.

TransCanada notes that the Code has elementsthat follow the provisions of Bill 35.

UnionGas notes that billing isand should be treated independent of the provision of the SSS.
They suggest that a municipality should address and justify a third party billing service
separate and apart from the provision of the SSS. In Union Gas sopinion, a third party
offering a billing service should not also have to provide and administer the SSS.
Furthermore, although the background paper notesthat the provider of the SSS hasno
vested interest in ensuring customersremain on the SSS and isindifferent, a provider of an
SSS who purchases electricity through arrangements other than directly from the spot
market has an obj ective to maximize the financial gainsresulting from the difference
between the spot pool price of electricity and the actual underlying cost of the SSS supply.

In thiscircumstance, UnionGas notesthat thereisa commercial interest by the SSS provider
to maximize the number of customers supplied under the SSS.

Upper Canada Energy Alliance notesthat distributorswill need toolsto create standard
supply offeringsthat are comprehensibleto consumersin order to forestall a general
negative reaction to restructuring. To help this process, Upper Canada suggests a multi-
phase consumer communication process, the first asthe market opens and subsequent
phases asthe market evolves. In thefirst phase, the OEB/MEST should emphasize the
merits of a competitive electricity market and how a variable electricity rate based on the
gpot market isnecessary to deliver the benefits of competition. Materials should anticipate
angry reactions from customerswho are being forced to accept risk and will not know future
prices. Upper Canada suggeststhat the OEB/MEST consider setting up a 1-800 help line for
consumersto confirm the facts as presented by their MEUSs.

UtilitiesKingston understands the nature of its obligation to serve aswell asthe requirement
related to backstop supply of electricity and does not have immediate concerns. However,
given the long term implications of such a document, Utilities Kingston feelsthat it is
important that a full consultation be held.

Waterloo North Hydro makes three comments on the staff background paper:

1) The spot market price for electricity may be over 50 percent for the total bill, not a
fraction. (Granite Power suggested that electricity is40 percent, a Sizeable
percentage).
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2) Thejury is still out on whether competition and the proposed system will produce
lower €electricity prices.

3) Whiletheregulatory burden of a spot price servicein minimal for the Board, the
administrative burden to distributorsis significant.

Weir & Fouldson behalf of the Consumers Association of Canada (CAC) notesthat the
design of the SSS and Code are very significant issuesfor the CAC asthe SSSrepresentsthe
way most residential consumersin Ontario will receive their electricity supply once open
accessisavailable. CAC generally supportsthe model set out in the draft Code and believes,
on balance, that the model representsthe most appropriate design for SSSrelativeto other
options. CAC agreeswith the principles used by Board Staff in designing the Code and
believesthat the proposed model is consistent with those principles. They submit that the
SSS should be designed in such a way that ensures consumer protection while at the same
time facilitate the development of a competitive market. CAC will provide more detailed
commentsto the Board as soon as possible, but urgesthe Board to give these issues a great
deal of attention and to undertake a comprehensive stakeholder process prior to making any
final decisons on these matters.

Whitby Hydro supportsthe purpose of this Code, but contendsthat several provisions of
thisCode areinconsistent with its purpose. In itsview, the code establishes undue obstacles
to the creation of a competitive market, and are contrary to the purpose of the Affiliate
Code. If implemented, Whitby Hydro suggeststhat the market will stand to lose some of the
considerable customer benefit that would derive from healthy and competitive municipal
utility retail affiliates across Ontario. Asthriving utility affiliates are an important part of a
comprehensive response to theindustry’sfinancial situation, it urgesthe Board to rethink
the code provisions concerned.

1. GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

1.1 The Purpose of this Code

This Code sets the minimum conditions that a distributor must meet in carrying out its
obligations to sell electricity under section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998. Unless
otherwise stated in the licence or Code, these conditions apply to all transactions and
interactions between distributors and all consumers of electricity who are connected to
the distributor’s distribution system.

PIAC/OCAP ask what circumstances would provide for a specific exemption from the Code.
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1.2 Definitions

Terrace Bay Hydro suggeststhat definitions be clearer and use examples so that the Code
can stand on itsown and not depend on referencesto legidation or other codes.

In this Code, unless the context otherwise requires:
“Act” means the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998;

“affiliate”, with respect to a corporation, has the same meaning as in the Business
Corporations Act (Ontario);

“Board” means the Ontario Energy Board;
“Code” means this Standard Supply Service Code;

“consumer information” means information relating to a specific consumer obtained by
an energy marketer, salesperson, or other market participant through the process of
selling or offering to sell electricity or gas to the consumer, and includes information
obtained without the consent of such consumer;

“contract” means an offer that has been entered into between a consumer and an energy
marketer, and accepted by the consumer in writing;

OPG notesthat thisappearsto limit telemarketing and Internet marketing activities, which
could slow development of a retail competitive market.

“Director” means the Director of Licensing appointed by the Board under section 5 of the
Act;

“distribute” with respect to electricity, means to convey electricity at voltages of 50
kilovolts or less;

“distribution system” means a system for distributing electricity at voltages of 50 kilovolts
or less along with the related facilities and structures, including those facilities and or
systems that operate above 50 kilovolts that the Board has determined, pursuant to
section 84 of the Act, are part of a distribution system;

Waterloo North Hydro notesthat this definition is good becauseit allowsthe Board to
include utility-owned transmission as part of the distribution system.

“distributor” means a person who owns or operates a distribution system and is licensed
as such under Part V of the Act;
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“energy marketer” means a person who is licensed as a gas marketer under Part IV of
the Act, or who is licensed as an electricity retailer under Part V of the Act;

“IMO” means the Independent Electricity Market Operator established under the
Electricity Act, 1998;

“marketing” means to provide for consideration an offer, and is characterized by door-to-
door selling, telemarketing, direct mail selling activities, and any other means by which
an energy marketer or a salesperson interacts directly with an energy consumer;

OPG notesthat thisdoes not cover advertising, providing product information, or brand
awareness techniquesthat do not include an offer to customers. OPG suggeststhat if thisis
not the Board’ sintentions, the definition should be clarified.

“Market Rules” means the rules made under section 32 of the Electricity Act, 1998;
“offer” means a proposal to enter into a contract, agency agreement, or any other
agreement or combination thereof, made to an existing or prospective consumer for the
sale of natural gas or electricity;

“profile” means a methodology approved by the Board for allocating consumer-specific
usage measured by a kilowatt-hour metre for a billing period to hourly periods for the
purpose of calculating average electricity prices;

Terrace Bay Hydro suggeststhat a definition for prudential requirementsisrequired.
“regulation” means a regulation made under the Act;

“retail” means:

(a) to sell or offer to sell electricity to a consumer; or

(b) to act or as an agent or broker for a retailer with respect to the sale or offering
for sale of electricity; or

(c) to act or offer to act as an agent or broker for a consumer with respect to the
sale or offering for sale of electricity;

TransCanada notesthat section (b) should read, “ (b) to act or offer to act asan agent .. .”

“retailer” or “electricity retailer” means a person who retails electricity and is licensed as
such under Part V of the Act;
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“spot market” means the IMO-administered wholesale market for electricity;

"spot market price" means the hourly price for electricity in the spot market as
determined by the IMO. The price may include IMO settlement charges, charges for
transmission and distribution losses, or other costs attributable to wholesale purchases
as approved by the IMO and/or the Board;

The M EA suggeststhat once the market has moved beyond the transition phase and
congestion pricing comesinto effect, the “ spot market price” will reflect that cost for the
local servicearea. The MEA contendsthat the definition does not seem to explicitly catch
thisissue aswritten.

Sault Ste. Marie PUC requests clarification on why distribution losses would be included in
the wholesale market spot price.

Terrace Bay Hydro suggeststhat this definition be clarified.

“standard supply service” means the sale of electricity in accordance with the provisions
of section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998;

“standard supply service customer” means a customer who is supplied with electricity
under section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998;

“third party” with respect to a distributor, means a person other than the distributor,
including other distributors, energy marketers, affiliates, consumers and other persons.

Oshawa PUC has extreme difficulty with the definition of “ third party” in that it references
an affiliate of a distributor asathird party. It statesthat an “ affiliate” ismunicipally owned
or controlled electricity company and any entity that will be established by a municipality to
operatein the energy area will be an affiliate of the distribution company. Oshawa notes
that it hasnot seen other definitions of “ third parties’ that include affiliates as*“ third
parties’ and wonderswhy the OEB considers affiliates as such.

1.3 Interpretations

Unless otherwise defined in this Code, words and phrases shall have the meaning ascribed
to them in the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998 or the Electricity Act, 1998 as the case may
be. Headings are for convenience only and shall not affect the interpretation of this Code.
Words importing the singular include the plural and vice versa. A reference to a document
or a provision of adocumentincludes any amendment or supplement to, or any replacement
of, that document or that provision of that document. An event that is required under this
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Code to occur on or by a stipulated day which is not a business day may occur on or by the
next business day.

1.4 To Whom this Code Applies

This Code applies to all electricity distributors licenced by the Ontario Energy Board
under Part V of the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998. These entities may be obligated to
comply with the Code as a condition of their licence.

PIAC/OCAP ask: What circumstances would provide for a specific exemption from the
Code? Areany exceptions providing for less onerous conditions anticipated?

1.5 Hierarchy of Codes

The order of hierarchy for the Standard Supply Service Code in relation to other codes,
subject to any specific conditions of a licence that apply to the distributor, are as follows:
Affiliate Relationships Code

Distribution System Code

Retail Settlements Code

Metering Code

Standard Supply Service Code

abrowbdPE

Toronto Hydro notesthat thereis significant interdependency among the codes, and it may
have further comments on the hierarchy of codes once the Retail Settlementsand Metering
Codes have been issued for consultation.

Whitby Hydro notesthat the Affiliate Relationships Code takesfirst position in the
hierarchy and suggeststhat all codes should reflect the Affiliate Code's purpose.

1.6 Amendments to this Code

This code may only be amended in accordance with the procedures set out in the
licence issued to a distributor.

Alliance Gas notesthat asthe market matures, it may be operationally difficult for a small
utility to administer a form of SSS with only a handful of customers. It proposesthat the
Board have the foresight to plan for an orderly exist from the merchant function for electric
utilities by separating the circumstances where customersreceive SSS.

1.7 Coming into Force
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This Code comes into force on the day section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998 comes into
force.

2. STANDARDS OF BUSINESS PRACTICE AND CONDUCT

2.1 Standard Supply Service Customers

2.1.1 In accordance with section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998 and with its licence, a
distributor shall provide standard supply service to any person connected to a
distributor’s distribution system who:

(@) has not advised the distributor in writing that the person does not wish to
purchase electricity from the distributor; or
(b) requests the distributor in writing to sell electricity to the person; or

OPG suggeststhat clause (b) should be dropped so that thereisno obligation for new
customersto notify a distributor in writing that they require electricity. OPG contends that
it would be ssimpler and easier for new customersif distributors assumed that they have an
obligation to provide SSS until advised by the customer otherwise.

(©) purchases electricity from a retailer other than the distributor and the
retailer is unable for any reason to sell electricity to the person.

Granite Power notesthat if a distributor must automatically supply the customer (sometimes
without warning) when aretailer isunableto provide electricity, then there may be a
significant risk to the distributor asthe customer in question will not have any or sufficient
deposit with the distributor. Meter readings at the beginning and end of the supply service
presumably would not be available due to the communicationslag time. In addition, a
retailer may refuseto supply dueto financial considerationsif the price of eectricity ishigh
during several hoursover a number of days. Granite Power suggeststhat any additional
costsfor thisretailer should be allocated over that retailer’s customersto prevent a cross-
subsidization.

Toronto Hydro arguesthat the obligation to supply under section 29 fundamentally isan
obligation to supply personsnot currently supplied by the distributor directly or on its
behalf through an affiliated or contracted third party. It submitsthat the predecessor to
section 29 is section 55 of the Public Utilities Act, R.S.0. 19990, c. P52, asamended. This
received judicial interpretation in Holmberg v. Sault Ste. Marie P.U. Commission 1966 2 O.R.
675, a decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal.
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2.1.2 In accordance with section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998, a distributor shall
discontinue standard supply service to a person who is connected to the
distributor’s distribution system if:

(a) the person or a retailer acting on behalf of the person informs the
distributor in writing that the person wishes to purchase electricity from the
retailer; and

Gloucester Hydro, Granite Power, Pickering Hydro and OHSC note that part (a) allows for
aretailer to act on behalf of a person to change the service without a signature of the
customer. Gloucester Hydro notesthat thisalready isa problem because it hasreceived
written notification from retailers“ acting” on behalf of customerswho did not knowingly
contract with theretailer. Granite Power suggeststhat aretailer should provide proof that it
can act on the customer’s behalf.

Toronto Hydro notesthat section 29 does not provide that aretailer may act on behalf of the
person. The phrase could be modified to say, “ (a) the person or aretailer who provides
written authorization from theperson . ..”

(b) the person or the retailer acting on behalf of the person provides the
distributor with the following information:

. the date after which the retailer is prepared to provide service to the
person;

. the person’s account number with the distributor or address;

. the retailer’s licence number;

. the retailer’s account number with the distributor, if different from the
licence number; and

. other information necessary for implementing a change in service

that may be required by the distributor or the Board.

Donahue & Partnerson behalf of Sunoco notethat 2.1.2(b) saysthat customersdo not have
accessto their utility account number unlessthey are at home. Thus, it would be more
difficult to sign up a consumer at retail centersor other places besides door to door.

The MEA notesthat this section should include a statement asin 2.1.3 “ subject to final
meter reading date.”
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2.1.3 In accordance with section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998, a distributor shall begin
to provide standard supply service to a person who is connected to the
distributor’s distribution system and purchases electricity from a retailer if:

(a) the person or the retailer informs the distributor in writing that the person
wishes to purchase electricity from the distributor or the retailer is unable to
sell electricity to the person; and

(b) the person or the retailer acting on behalf of the person provides the
distributor with the following information:

. the date after which service no longer will be provided by the
retailer, subject to the final meter reading date;

. the person’s account number with the distributor or address;

. the retailer’s licence number;

. the retailer’s account number with the distributor, if different from the
licence number; and

. other information necessary for implementing a change in service

that may be required by the distributor or the Board.

Alliance Gas notesthat allowing customersto return from aretail supplier to SSS at any
time would create confusion in the marketplace and invite customersto breach any
agreementswhich may befor fixed terms. Alliance recommendsthat a customer’sreturn to
SSS should be limited to cases where either the retailer has consented to thereturn or the
customer’s agreement has cometo an end. It submitsthat areturn to SSS does not
terminate the contractual obligation of a customer to aretailer, and if theretailer wereto
resubmit the customer to the electric utility, the utility would be obliged to accept the
retailer’scontract. Alliance Gassubmitsthat if thereisa dispute, a dispute resolution
procedure should be able to resolve any concerns.

Granite Power notesthat another condition to switch back to SSS would be the payment of
any deposits, prepayments, etc. which a distributor requires. In addition it suggeststhat, all
arrearsoutstanding, to whatever retailer, must be paid aswell before a change back to SSS
can bemade. Granite Power believesthat distributorswill require more sophisticated billing
systems if customers can switch back and forth between competitive retailersand SSS.

OPG suggests deleting clause (b), points3 and 4 sinceit isnot clear that a customer seeking
toreturn to SSS (perhaps because of a dispute) would know the number of theretailer.

Oder Hoskin and Harcourt on behalf of Enron submit that theterm “in writing” can be
defined to provide for electronic commerce.
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Ottawa Hydro Staff inquiresthat if aretailer cannot for some reason continueto supply,
how isthetransfer date/time to be established?

2.1.4 If arequest under clause 2.1.2 or 2.1.3 is made to a distributor directly by the
person, the distributor shall notify the person’s retailer of the request in writing
within ten (10) days of the request.

Direct Energy Marketing and Enershare note that thereisno mention of the procedureto be
followed if the customer is still under contract with aretailer. They suggest that this section
goes beyond the power of the Board if thisisan attempt to effect customer mobility by
sanctioning the breach of private contracts. Unless such aright isdirectly conferred on the
Board by Regulation, the companieswill vigoroudly resist. They citethe MDC Retail
Technical Panel Report that distributors must notify retailers currently providing serviceto
a customer prior to making the change, and cease transfer processing until the matter has
been resolved (rec. 4-7).

Gloucester Hydro, the MEA and Upper Canada Energy Alliance suggeststhat the actual
date the service will switch should coincide with the normal reading date for that person. If
the normal reading date is unacceptable to theretailer or the switching person, then an extra
administration fee approved by the OEB should be charged.

Port Hope Hydro notesthat in California, there were specific dates on which a customer
could change suppliers (e.g., thefirst of each month) which prevented instanceswhere a
customer could switch supplierson a daily basis. Port Hope Hydro suggeststhat a similar
approach betaken here.

Toronto Hydro notesthat 15 daysis becoming the standard “ cooling off” period for
purchased goods and services and the notification requirement in this clause should be
synchronized with therescission period. Toronto Hydro contendsthat in some cases, a
customer may have signed a new offer, forgetting that an existing contract still isin force
with their current retailer. However, if atransfer notice takesten days, there still istime for
the existing retailer to adviseits customer of the existing contract and for the customer to
rescind the new contract within the “ cooling off” period.

Terrace Bay Hydro suggests that minimum timelines must be established for notice of
change of supply to allow for meter readings and processing of customer information and
these should be at least 30 days.

2.2  Fulfillment of the Standard Supply Service Obligation
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2.2.1 A distributor shall provide standard supply service for the entire amount of
electricity consumed by a standard supply service customer.

Pembroke Hydro requests clarification on whether this meansthat a distributor hasto
forecast load requirementsfor retailerswithout full data of the customer. When doesa
retailer calculate his purchased power requirements?

Upper Canada Energy Alliance notesthat any person taking standard supply must take 100
percent of their requirements from standard supply, but that this concept isnot clearly
stated.

2.2.2 A distributor that chooses to fulfill its standard supply service obligation directly
shall purchase the electricity required to fulfill its obligation to sell electricity to
consumers under standard supply service directly from the spot market.

Brockville PUC and Whitby Hydro note that the use of spot market pricesremoves the need
for adistributor to procure power in the open market. Thisavoidsrisk and doesnot require
extensive infrastructure at the distributor to predict load, purchase power and mitigate risk.
This approach may be useful for small distributors. However, they believe that a larger
distributor may determinethat taking risk on the cost of power isa viable business decision
that could allow them to increase their return to shareholders. Whitby Hydro notesthat
section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998 sets out no requirements asto where a distributor or its
SSS agent must get its power, or how much it must charge. In their view, thisrequirement
goes beyond what is contemplated in the Act and is nhot consistent with the minimalist
purpose of the Code. They ask : What if adistributor could procure power on arisk
managed basisless expensively from a source other than the spot market? Shouldn’t SSS
customer s benefit from this competitive advantage? To ensurethat theretailer isnot placed
at a disadvantage and to allow a distributor to act asa company, control costs and take risks
deemed appropriate, Brockville contends that power procurement by a distributor should be
allowed, but any profits should not be utilized to impact on the cost of SSS power or on the
distribution charge. They suggest that this section should be modified to allow for supply
solutions other than the spot market, with prior approval of the Board.

Canadian Niagara Power Co. notesthat under an existing arrangement, it isprovided with a
set amount of electricity at Niagara Falls. The cost of transmitting the electricity from the
Beck Facility to Niagara Fallsisembedded in other services provided under the arrangement
and cannot beisolated. If it must sell thiselectricity to the spot market or to another party,
then it will effectively be double-charged for transmission. Canadian Niagara therefore asks
the Board to allow it to receive this electricity up to the limits specified in the water and
power exchange agreements at any point on the OHSC transmission grid without being
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subject to the IMO transmission charges since it will be paying chargesto OHSC under the
arrangement.

OPG believesthat requiring a distributor to obtain supply from the spot market is
unnecessarily restrictive. While supportive of the objective to limit financial risk to
distributors, OPG believesthat a distributor should be allowed to contract for SSS power
through a physical bilateral contract indexed to the spot market price with a discount. This
discount would benefit customers. It submitsthat the potential use of indexed contracts
meetsthe need to eliminate price and volumerisk for theregulated distributor while
preserving a contracting option that may provide a benefit to consumers.

Odler Hoskin and Harcourt on behalf of Enron submit that provisions of the Act require
Board approval of ratesfor SSS. In their opinion, this statutory duty cannot be satisfied
merely by including a particular pricing methodology such asa spot price pass-through in
thelicence.

Pembroke Hydro notesthat thiswill eliminate Ener Connect asfar asthe distributor is
concerned since EnerConnect would only be an advantage to retail companies.

Upper Canada Energy Alliance notesthat they did not think that a distributor was
“purchasing” electricity, but only providing “ access’ to electricity; the customer purchases
electricity, thereby keeping the distributor freefrom any risk. Upper Canada asks. Isit the
intent that a distributor take possession of electricity?

2.2.3 If a distributor chooses to fulfill its standard supply service obligation through a
third party, the distributor shall ensure that the third party:
(a) is licensed to retail electricity under Part V of the Act; and
(b) has the capability of fulfilling the distributor’s obligations to provide
standard supply service; and
(c) fulfills reasonable prudential requirements and other conditions specified
by the distributor or the Board.

Direct Energy Marketing and Enershare recommend a clear statement beincluded in this
subsection indicating that the transfer to a third party of the utility’ s obligation for SSS
customers does not make the customers any less contestable and that the same rules apply
for thetransfer to aretailer of a utility supplied customer asfor athird party supplied
customer. They emphasizethe MDC’sstatement in itsfinal report that the OEB must be
satisfied that the code of conduct will ensurethat: 1) there will be no cross-subsidy dueto
SSS, 2) no preferential accessto customer data within the competitive portion of the entity
providing SSS, and 3) that SSS customersremain effectively contestable. Furthermorethey
notethat if a utility transfersits obligation to provide SSSto a third party, the Board should
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approve all the conditions since a regulated function such as SSS should not be removed
from the direct regulation of the Board with the Board’ s approval of the conditions under
which it isto be removed.

Granite Power suggeststhat any prudential requirementsfrom third party retailers should
hold the distributor, IMO and all other parties harmlessin the case of aretailer default. The
terms of requirements should take into account the normal billing cycle delays and meter -
reading estimations associated with the electrical industry, and the need for a security
deposit from thethird party.

Granite Power suggeststhat the Board’ srequirements and conditions should be listed here.

Pickering Hydro notesthat 2.2.3 (b) and (c) would require constant monitoring by the
distributor. Pickering asks: Whoisto pay for thiscost? Where doesthedistributor turn if
thethird party cannot fulfill its obligations? Hopefully, there will be enough marketers
available if needed.

PIAC/OCAP ask who thethird party islikely to be -- a competitive retailer who isnot
allowed to market gasor electricity in thedistributor’slicensed serviceterritory?

Toronto Hydro suggeststhat theterm “ reasonable’ be clarified. If theserequirementsarein
addition to IM O prudential requirements, they may proveto be burdensome.

Toronto Hydro suggeststhat clauses2.2.3, 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 put Ontario MEUs at a significant
disadvantage to gas utilities who have enjoyed the freedom to engage in distribution and
retailing in their licensed serviceterritory. Toronto Hydro believesthat M EUs should be
allowed a reasonable period (e.g., five years) to undertake the organizational, operational
and systemstransition from being integrated monopolies to separated monopoly and
competitive businesses.

2.2.4 A distributor shall ensure that a third party that provides standard supply service
on behalf of the distributor does not retail electricity to consumers in the
distributor’s licensed service territory other than those consumers who are
supplied electricity through standard supply service.

Borden & Elliot on behalf of Oakville Hydro feelsthat thisisunduly burdensome and adds
administrative and management complexity because, in essence, a distributor that wishesto
offer SSSthrough aretail affiliate will be required to establish another affiliate for thisvery
purpose. Aside from the additional costs, Borden & Elliot suggest that thiswill create
additional coststhrough the loss of efficiencies and the duplication of administrative and
functional services.
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OPG does not support this provision becauseit severely limitsan MEU’ s ability to createa
viableretail affiliate sinceit isforced to create either two retail affiliates, one for default
supply and one for competitive supply, or to create oneretail affiliate and forego marketing
in their own franchisearea. In OPG’sview, it essentially requiresan MEU to choose
between scale and brand equity, both of which will be needed to succeed in the new market.

Ottawa Hydro Staff questions whether this provision makes sense and suggests putting a
firewall around the Ottawa standard supply operation and letting the affiliate market in
Ottawa as well.

Pembroke Hydro notesthat this clause meansits affiliate cannot market power in Pembroke.
Ontario Hydro cannot market power initsarea. Pembroke claimsthat it isalot cheaper to

keep a customer than to acquire and get a new one and questions whether this clause makes
sense.

Toronto Hydro intendsto supply all of its existing customerswith electricity through its
retail affiliate until they choose an alternate supplier. If at any time during the extensive
debate leading up to the passage of the Energy Competition Act, Toronto Hydro had felt that
itsfutureretail affiliate would have been excluded from offering new products, new services
and attractive new pricing packagesto meet its existing customers needs, Toronto Hydro
would not have supported the move to competitive retail electricity markets. Toronto Hydro
statesthat the Electricity Act and the White Paper did not contemplate nor requiretreating
existing customer s as second-class customers who are denied accessto new products and
servicestheir utility can offer through itsretail affiliate.

2.2.5 A distributor shall ensure that a third party that provides standard supply service
on behalf of the distributor does not engage in marketing of electricity or gas in
the distributor’s licensed service territory.

Under the scheme advocated by Bennett Jones on behalf of MEUs and Scott & Aylen for
Ottawa Hydro, subsections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 would be deleted so long as a distributor only
provides aggregated information to the third party and only the distributor providesthe
invoice for SSSto the end-use customer. Bennett Jones notesthat if third partiesand
affiliates were to envisage sharing of customer specific information which could result in a
competitive advantagein the direct purchaseretail market, then for those standard supply
arrangements only, there would have to be additional protection afforded, likely in the form
of these subsections, but only for those types of arrangements. Bennett Jones suggests that
these subsections be redrafted to accommodate this“ critical and legitimate”’ variation on the
rulewherethethird party and affiliate providersdo not and will not have accessto customer
specific information.
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Bennett Jones notesthat in Peter Budd’sview and given his experience, neither Bill 35 nor
the MDC intended thiswide reaching, strict prohibition, which will likely stifle the
formation and development of any M EU retail affiliates, and will likely render the Ontario
market sufficiently unattractive for other third party retailers, such that the market may
lack liquidity dueto lack of market participants.

Brockville PUC submitsthat the limitation on the ability to assign SSS customersto a retail
affiliate or any other company actively marketing in the area appearsto be an infringement
on theretail market. Brockville suggeststhat perhapsthereisa better way of achieving the
obj ective of no cross-subsidies without limiting the ability of a retail company to market if
they are servicing SSS customers.

Donahue & Partnerson behalf of Sunoco note that they do not understand why energy
retailers cannot provide the SSS option. In their view, retailerswill be subject to standards
in their licences and could provide this service in a way which is consistent with the market
goals of the Board.

Enterprise Canada, Granite Power, and Pickering asked about affiliates of third parties.
Enterprise Canada is concerned that subsections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 could be circumvented by
an affiliate who creates a subsidiary affiliate. Although both affiliates would be subject to
the Affiliate Relationships Code, an argument could be made that the subsidiary affiliate
would not be subject to these requirementsin the SSS Code and there could competein the
marketplacein that serviceterritory. Enterprise Canada requeststhat thisconcern be
considered and wording beincluded within the Board’s codesto ensurethat its provisons
apply in such a case. Pickering wonderswhat checks and balancesarein placeto stop a
marketer from setting up a separate company to do theretailing and marketing in the
licensed service area.

G6 arguesthat the five reasons noted in the Staff Background Paper for subsections 2.2.4
and 2.2.5 can be addressed by creating internal firewalls and operating codes. They lay out
an elaborate approach to ensuring a level playing field that would provide all licenced
retailers customer information of all customers, allow customersto stipulate that their
information should not be provided, update standard supply customer information on a
periodic basis, require any retail company providing SSSto certify that customer
information would not be sold or transferred to another party and would be used solely to
SSS customers, and bill standard supply customersin the name of the distributor rather
than the name of theretailer.

G6 disagreeswith the Board Staff premise that SSSisonly a billing function. Billing
functions must operate in conjunction with call centre and collection functions and other
retail support functions. Theserequire information technology, staff and other
infrastructurein order to support the business. They arguethat it would not make sense for
a“contractor” retail company, servicing either a distribution company or a retail company,
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to provide billing services alone. Under the proposed Code, two call centerswould be
required by an MEU to service SSS customers separ ately from the customers of theretail
affiliate. The customer would bear the cost of the duplication of infrastructure and staff
necessary to achievethis.

Ingersoll believesthat subsections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 are too artificial and restrictive and not
well-founded in today’s commercial realities. Furthermore, Ingersoll suggeststhat the
subsections arecontrary tothe MDC and section 73(1) items 1-9 of the Act that imply that
thedistributor’s affiliate can provide both SSS and also retail electricity to consumers
directly in thedistributor’s service territory.

Ingersoll, London Hydro, Oder Hoskin and Harcourt on behalf of Enron, and Woodstock
PUC notethat subsections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 appear to be at oddswith the recommendations of
the Market Design Committee, and contradict the spirit of The Electricity Act, 1998. If these
were implemented, they argue, MEUswould be placed in an unfair position to compete with
other competitors, both domestic and international. Oder Hoskin on behalf of Enron states
that the legidativeintent isclear: distributorsthrough commercial arrangementswith other
parties should be able to seek out economies of scale and scope in the provision of SSS.
However, in Oder Hoskin and Harcourt’s view, these sectionsimpairsthe ability of
distributorsand othersto pursue legitimate economies and efficiencies for the benefit of
Ontario energy consumers.

Ingersoll, London Hydro and Woodstock PUC argue that these subsections significantly
diminish the value of an asset of the municipality, and hope that there will be full and
thorough consideration of these mattersto ensurethefair treatment of their customersand
the maintenance of the value of its utilities which have been developed over many decades by
their ratepayers.

OPG does not support thisprovision becauseit will act to reduce competition by reducing
the number of competitive playersactivein a given franchise area. Given that a SSS supplier
will not be known to a consumer and subsection 2.4.2, OPG arguesthat thisrestriction is
unnecessary and not in the consumer’sinterest.

Oshawa PUC and Sarnia suggest that based on the definition of third party, subsections
2.2.4 and 2.2.5 of the Code appear to prohibit the ability of a municipally-owned distributor
to work with a municipally owned retail affiliate. However, the Act allowsa distributor to
comply with itsobligation to provide electricity to customers either directly, through an
affiliate or through athird party; it doesnot constrain the distributors ability to contract
with aretail affiliate whereasthe Code does. Oshawa isof the firm opinion that a
distributor must be ableto deal with itsretail affiliate as provided for by the Electricity Act,
1998.
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Pembroke Hydro arguesthat thisappearsto bind the hands of theretail affiliate. If aretail
affiliate isto provide service to the utility’ s customers and compete, Pembroke Hydro
believesthat it must be ableto market to its customers. Pembroke Hydro speculates that
perhapsthisiswhy Ontario Hydro has not formed a retail company -- because they will not
be ableto market in the area in which their wires company serves.

Pickering Hydro askswhy a marketer would take over standard supply from a distributor
when it would be prohibited from retailing or marketing in that licensed serviceterritory.

Sarnia Hydro arguesthat SSSissimply a part of retailing electricity, and aretail affiliate
would be substantially disadvantaged if the SSS Code was implemented aswritten in
subsections 2.2.4 and 2.2.5. In Sarnia Hydro’'sview, the municipal owner would be denied
the opportunity to establish a successful utilities services affiliate and would lose the
opportunity of earning a return on itsinvestments.

Toronto Hydro suggeststhat, if at any time during the extensive debate leading up to the
passage of the Energy Competition Act, it had felt that itsfutureretail affiliate would have
been excluded from offering new products, new services and attractive new pricing packages
to meet itsexisting customers needs, Toronto Hydro would not have supported the moveto
competitiveretail electricity markets.

Toronto Hydro suggeststhat theissues addressed in clauses 2.2.4 and 2.2.5, as elaborated by
Board Staff in the background paper, are not related to the public policy objectives of
section 29 of the Electricity Act, 1998.

Toronto Hydro argues that theissues of sharing of customer information, establishing a level
playing field and avoiding cross subsidization areissues properly addressed in an affiliate
code and are not related to the section 29 obligation. With an appropriate affiliate code, the
terms of the SSS can be stated as“ guidelines’ for distributorsand their affiliates or
contractorsin developing their conditions of supply for basic residential and general service.
Toronto Hydro contends that thisform of service would be available to any customer,
including customers unable or unwilling to be supplied by athird party.

TransCanada supportsthe principle that such separation between SSS and “ commercial”
supply exists, in particular, the mechanism whereby SSSis provided by an entity not
providing “ commercial” service.

Upper Canada Energy Alliance suggeststhat thiscreates an undueregulatory burden on the
industry. In their view the Affiliate Relationships Code and PBR regimes contain effective
controlsover affiliate and third party dealings. They suggest that these subsectionsindicate
that the Board has serious concernswith regard to a distributor’sor third party’sadherence
to Affiliate Relationships and Conduct Codes. Further, they arguethat these extra
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regulatory measures could be an intrusion into competitive activities and that these sections
arenot required if the Affiliate Relationships Code, as circulated, isadopted.

Whitby Hydro suggeststhat if the Board isworried about preferential accessto information,
then it should regulate the treatment of information, not who a distributor’s SSS agent’s
customers can or cannot be. Furthermore, In Whitby Hydro'sview, therestriction on
natural gas marketing isinexplicable - what does natural gas haveto do with electricity?
Whitby suggeststhat these two paragraphs place undue restraints on competition and
should therefore be dropped outright.

2.3  Separation of Accounts

2.3.1 A distributor shall maintain separate accounts for expenditures related to standard
supply service obligations, and shall do so in accordance with the Distribution
System Code.

2.4  Confidentiality of Information

TransCanada supportsthe principle of protection of confidential information.

2.4.1 A distributor shall not release consumer information except as required to
implement standard supply service.

Granite Power askswhether a distributor isnot obligated to give information even if
instructed to do so by the consumer.

Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro suggestsrewording this clauseto: “ A distributor shall not
release consumer-specific information.”

TransCanada suggeststhat this clause also should stipulatesthat the distributor shall not
release consumer information without either consumer consent or without reasonable
advance warning to the consumer.

2.4.2 A distributor shall ensure that a third party that provides standard supply service
on behalf of the distributor does not use consumer information obtained through
the provision of standard supply service for any reason except as required to
implement standard supply service.
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Granite Power, OPG and TransCanada believe that such provisonsare welcomein
principle, but aredifficult for thedistributor to live up to in practicality. In particular, these
provisionsimply a policing role that most distributorswould find difficult to implement or
enforce. Assection 2.2.3 (a) requiresall third partiesto belicensed under Part V of the Act,
a smilar confidentiality provison should be added into the Electricity Retailer Licences.
Granite Power notesthat a distributor could berequired to put thistype of protection in the
agreement. Ontario Hydro notesthat it isappropriate for the Board to obligate licenseesto
take all reasonable stepsto requireitsthird party contractor to follow therules. However,
the licensee should not be held responsible for bad faith on the part of third party
contractors.

Under the scheme advocated by Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro, this subsection is
unnecessary if the Codeis structured to assurethat thethird party only receives aggregate
information.

2.5 Rates

Gloucester Hydro notesthat methodology for the rate setting process of the weighted spot
market price will need clarification that addressesissues of rate calculation and correction of
billing errors. It presumesthat thiswill bein the Rate Handbook.

G6 disagreeswith the Board Staff background paper that theisno valueto providing SSS
unlessthe provider isableto use consumer information to market competitive products.
They arguethat the SSS must have a regulated rate of return and the necessary functions,
call centre, collection, billing and other functions, will generate somereturn. G6 believes
that thisrate of return should be reasonable and in accordance with normal regulated rates
of return.

Granite Power notesthat the use of a profile adds a great deal of risk to a distributor. While
a consumer profiledonein Toronto may be acceptable for Toronto conditions, they may not
bevalid for other cities, townsor rural areasin Ontario. A distributor’s customer
information base is constantly out of date dueto a consumer’sactivity and a consumer has
no obligation to keep a profiletype up to date. Commercial load profilesvary from month to
month and season to season. In Granite Power’sview, thisaddsrisk to a distributor and
cross subsidization between classes of load. Furthermore, profiles give the wrong price
signalsto customerswhich seemsto be against one of the main goals of legidation. Granite
Power submitsthat the Board should encourage time of use metering.

The MEA notesthat a non-interval metered customer may request a spot-price pass-through
for financial bilateral or other purposes. Thiswould not be arequest for SSS although, with
the proposed concept, it might look smilar. The MEA contendsthat these two types of
service should not be mixed; if the SSS hasa larger than average amount of unpaid
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commodity billsand this cost isallocated to the administrative costs for SSS, then the SSS
cost would be higher than the spot price pass-through service.

Ottawa Hydro Staff, Granite Power, and Pembroke Hydro note that there will be a
significant administrative cost when a customer switches between SSS and retail supply.
They submit that this cost should not be charged against all default customers, but should be
charged as a special charge each time a customer switches. Otherwise, SSS would be
disadvantaged, warping the playing field and preventing economic efficiency.

Toronto Hydro suggeststhat matters dealing with rates should be contained in a
distributor’srate order under section 78 of the Act, rather than in this Code.

Upper Canada Energy Alliance notesthat at some point, distributorsand consumers will
become sensitive to the weighting mechanism. Upper Canada suggeststhat the Board may
find it desirable to have a monitor mechanism in placeto test this sengtivity. For example, a
simple monitor could be a comparison of average SSS price versus aver age competitive
offering price by broad customer classwithin a distributor’sjurisdiction.

Wier & Fouldson behalf of the CAC supportsthe model proposed in the Code. The CAC
views some of the fixed price options advocated by othersasvery problematic, creating
difficultiesfor the Board and in effect intervening in the operation of a competitive market.

2.5.1 A distributor shall ensure that a standard supply service customer is charged
rates for standard supply service that are approved or fixed by the Board and
consist of:

(a) the price for electrical energy, and
(b)  an administrative charge that allows the distributor to recover its costs of
providing standard supply service.

Borden & Elliot on behalf of Oakville Hydro notesthat clause (b) should be redrafted to
read, “ an administrative charge that allowsthe distributor to recover itscosts and receive a
return for providing SSS.”

The MEA notesthat, dueto the specificity of this section, it isnot clear how distribution
losses or unaccounted for energy areto be handled and does not address how market power
mitigation creditsare to be handled. The MEA suggeststhat clarity could beimproved if
this clause made it explicit that costs associated with the incidence of non-payment of SSS
are allocated to the costs of providing SSS and other customers do not bear thisburden.

Sault Ste. Marie PUC asks: Arethereany cost allocationsto the energy cost or isit only the
spot market price?
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Toronto Hydro notesthat in OHSC’ s applications for transmission and distribution rates,
the company has sought a 10 percent return on equity. In Toronto Hydro'sview, thisisa
reasonablerate of return for any business activity, and it should beincluded in the
administrative charge.

2.5.2 The price for electrical energy provided under standard supply service shall be
the weighted average hourly spot market price for electricity, for the period over
which the customer is being billed, weighted according to the hourly consumption
of the standard supply service customer as measured by a meter or estimated
using a profile methodology approved by the Board.

Alliance Gas notesthat a spot-price pass-through may not be a realistic reflection of a retail
market pricefor acommodity. Alliance Gas submitsthat there are a number of factors
which could negatively impact the spot-priceincluding:

. Theintegrity of the forward and spot markets— If the forward market isnot fully
developed, the spot market will be affected and may reflect a wholesale price for
electricity, not the price that would ensue where active trading istaking place for
retail loads. Thiscould lead to a spot pricethat isnot atruereflection of what
retailers could bring to the marketplace, and would discourage competition and
participation.

. Implementation of physical bilateral trading at theretail level — Physical bilateral
trading is one of the essential lynchpinsto atrue spot market and is necessary for the
spot market to reflect theretail end of the market. Until it isfully and effectively
implemented, there is some potential that the spot price may be more reflective of the
commercial and industrial markets and therefore would be an improper price signal
for retail customers.

. The uncertainty and inconsistency of a net system load shape type profile— Under the
MDC Retail Technical Panel’s recommendation, a kilowatt-hour meter customer will
have a profile based on a net system load shape. The profiling method may result in a
spot-priceto residential customersthat does not reflect what the market price for
their consumption actually is.

Alliance recommendsthat the Board review what has happened in other jurisdictionsin
assessing whether or not the spot price pass-through will be appropriate, and ensure
adequate flexibility in the Code to address an imperfect spot-price to allow for alternatives.

Brockville PUC notesthat this subsection meetsthe goals of placing distributorsin an
unbiased position and removesthe need for a distributor to enter into contractsfor the
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provision of the product. In Brockville'sview, a distributor would be unable to predict the
load of its SSS customers since thiswould be dependent on the success of other marketersin
the service area, thereby creating a liability. Brockville submitsthat some form of spot
market pricing isappropriateto ensurethat a distributor doesnot have a vested interest in
the sale of power; if adistributor wishesto compete, then it should establish an affiliate.

CU Power International, the Independent Power Producer’s Society of Ontario (IPPSO) and
Oder Hoskin & Harcourt on behalf of Enron Capital and Trade Resources Canada are
concerned that the spot price passthrough will impair the development of competitive
markets. Requiring entitiesto provide electricity to a large portion of total load at the spot
price creates disincentivesto engage in forward energy transactions and would removethe
largest portion of provincial load out of the forward market. Asaresult, it isunlikely that
generation developerswill be ableto attract counter partieswith whom they can hedge the
priceof electricity produced. Thiswould have adverse implications, including reducing the
opportunity for new generatorsto hedge their forward pricerisk and impairing the
development of forward price signalsrequired by new entrantsin order to assess investment
opportunities. In thelongrun, costs of developersgeneratorswill go up, electricity prices
will increase, and there will be a tighter supply.

Granite Power asks: Who would calculate the weighted average hourly spot market price?
What would the price be based on? What would penaltiesfor grossinaccuracy be?

| PPSO notesthat both California and M assachusetts have adopted spot market pass-
through models, and describesin some detail how the approach adopted in California has
impeded, rather than facilitated, competition in retail markets. London Economicson
behalf of Enron describesthree markets. California, Pennsylvania and the UK, and discusses
the lessonsthat Ontario could learn from them, especially the California market where
prices are based on a spot price pass-through.

The MEA notesthat the price under SSS does not appear to differentiate whether the
customer hasan interval meter or kilowatt-hour meter; the priceisthe weighted average
hourly spot market price. If thereisno difference, thisclause should be explicit about the
lack of differentiation.

Odler Hoskin and Harcourt on behalf of Enron submit that provisions of the Act require
Board approval of ratesfor SSS. This statutory duty cannot be satisfied merely by including
a particular pricing methodology such asthe* spot market pass-through” asa condition of
thedistributor’slicence.

Oshawa PUC notesthat this subsection places an onerous bill calculation burden on the
distributor -- onethat islikely to confuse the average residential customer. Oshawa submits
that thisbill calculation method may be technically impossible for many distributors, would
create a costly customer service problem to explain the bills, and would create problemsif
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meter readings haveto be estimated. In Oshawa’sview, for resdential and small business
customers, the price should be a smoothed average, perhaps adjusted quarterly, with a
truing up provision; for large customerswith interval meters, the proposed pricing method is
apparently workable.

Ottawa Hydro Staff notesthat there may be moderate volatility whilethe pricecap isin
effect, but once that isremoved, customerswill be upset and frustrated by the variance of
their bill. Ottawa suggests an additional smoothing mechanism.

Pembroke Hydro notesthat the capability of hourly pricing by a distributor isimpractical
for amajority of utilities. Pembroke knows of no programson the market that are proven
100 percent and can do what theretail settlements system would require. Pembroke submits
that with customers moving about and different load profiles, the data base would be
unbelievable. Customerswith different billing periods would have different prices. For
example, there would be two pricesfor usage and yet both customersused electricity during
the same month. Pembroke Hydro believesthat asenvisioned, it isout of the question.

Port Hope Hydro has a problem with billing customers according to a generic or estimated
load profile because billing on unmeasurable quantities may fall under thejurisdiction of
Industry Canada, not the Board. Port Hope Hydro notesthat thisis exacerbated should the
customer demand proof that theload profile used in the calculation isapplicable or if the
customer provesthat theprofileisincorrect. It asks. Arethere any mechanismsin placeto
protect against this?

Sault Ste. Marie PUC asksfor clarification on how the profileis determined: Isit the utility-
determined profile or a system wide profile?

Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro note that the spot price pass-through approach appearsto
minimize regulatory burden.

Toronto Hydro notesthat, although consumers may benefit from lower prices, risks

associated with the lower prices may be substantial. Toronto Hydro submitsthat under

these pricing provisions:

1) consumersbear all therisk of price volatility of spot prices, which may be substantial;

2) the low spot price and current generation ownership will limit the incentive for new
generation; and

3) the price will be so low that thereisno opportunity for any new retailer to procure
power on the wholesale market and beat this spot price, and therefore few would
consider taking the cost and risk of entering into the new market.

Toronto Hydro points out experiencein other deregulated jurisdictions which have shown

that without a margin on retail energy, thereisno market, no competitors, and no lowering

of cost to consumers due to competition.
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TransCanada supportsthe spot price pass-through, without smoothing.

Upper Canada Energy Alliance notesthat, given a commitment to the spot market for SSS,
the concept of a weighted average of the wholesale hourly price with no distributor
scheduling requirementsisvery practical and eventually should achieve the economies
envisoned. In their view, by making the standard offering as ssmple as possible to
administrate, these costs will be minimized. Upper Canada suggeststhat the Code state that
the weighting requires aload profile for consumerswho do not have interval meters; interval
meter consumers pay the actual spot pricefor their known hourly usage.

Waterloo North Hydro expressed concern about the calculation of a weighted average spot
price, but after writing the comments, received a presentation on a settlement system that
may providethe desired results without the disadvantages of the scenario described.

2.5.3 The administrative charge shall be calculated by the distributor in accordance with
method prescribed in the Rate Handbook as approved by the Board.

NOTE: This is a regulated rate, but should consider costs associated with providing standard
supply service such as the incidence of non-payment, cost of billing and charges by third parties.

Ottawa Hydro Staff notesthat in the event of significant switching, the budget impact will
be highly variable. Ottawa staff suggeststhat this should be considered when preparing the
Rate Handbook.

PIAC/OCAP ask: Isthisan add-on to regulated distribution charges? If so, why isthis
required when it islikely that, for some time, most customerswill be SSS customers?

2.5.4 Other than the rates for electrical energy, a distributor shall charge a standard
supply service customer for other costs that are incurred as part of providing
standard supply service, in accordance with its licence and the method prescribed
in the Rate Handbook as approved by the Board.

Granite Power notesthat there are other chargesthat a distributor should be able to charge
beyond thosethat are bundled in the SSS contract. For example, customerswho initiatea
false callout for power problems are now assessed a charge for callouts of the line crew made
after hours. The cost can be substantial, and not being able to charge a customer for such
items amountsto cross-subsidization between customers.

Toronto Hydro notesthat it intendsto provide a standard supply offer not unlike current
residential and general servicesfor customerswho wish only a basic service or who are
forced or desirous of obtaining servicesfrom Toronto Hydro after having been supplied by a
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competitor. Toronto Hydro’s standard supply offer would be submitted to the Board for
approval under subsection 79(3) of the Act. Toronto Hydro contendsthat if the Board
chooses price cap regulation asthe form of PBR applicableto Toronto Hydro, theinitial
standard supply offer could be based on Toronto Hydro’'s proposed year 2000 rates which
are a more harmonized version of the 1999 rates.

2.6 Risk Mitigation Measures

Toronto Hydro notesthat this section comprisesonly “ credit” risk mitigation measures, and
should betitled accordingly. In Toronto Hydro’'sview, adistributor’s credit risk mitigation
measure also should include interruption and disconnection. Toronto Hydro believes that
the proposed Codeisinadequate from the perspective of addressing a distributor’s credit
risk and there are several other substantial areas of risk that the Code does not address (e.g.,
pricerisk, consumer risk and retail credit risk).

2.6.1 A distributor may mitigate the risk of non-payment from standard supply service
customers by using any of the following means as allowed by law and by the
Distribution System Code:

. deposits

Granite Power hasvery serious concernsthat legisation no longer will bein place to allow
for security deposits. Initsview, if the government does not bring out regulations covering
this, the Board should be very specific asto what will be allowed. Granite Power notesthat
security deposits can alleviate many of the problems of non-payment and bad debts, and
needsto be allowed for all customers, not only those on SSS.

. late payment charges

Gloucester Hydro notesthat the method of late payment charges should be established to
avoid current legal challenges on existing methods. The ability to tax role accounts has been
lost and Gloucester Hydro expectsthat losses on unpaid accountswill increase. Gloucester
Hydro believesthat thisburden will betransferred to the* good” customersthrough more
aggressive deposit programs or general loss coverage in administration fees.

. prepayment
. preauthorized payment
. load limiters
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Brockville PUC notes concern with nonpayment resulting from the potential volatility of the
spot price pass-through. Although customerswith good credit ratings would be able to move
to fixed contract pricesor other price options, some customerswill not qualify for service
from othersand will be mandated into the spot market pricing scheme. Brockville contends
that customersremaining on SSS may have minimal margins of disposable income, and price
fluctuations could increase the risk of nonpayment. Brockville suggeststhat the ability to
mitigate such events must be evaluated to ensure that individuals are protected and so that a
distributor doesnot incur undue costs due to nonpayment.

Direct Energy Marketing and Enershare suggest that it should be made clear that any
depositsor prepayments held by a distributor are automatically transferred to the
competitiveretailer in the event that the end-use customer making the payment leaves
system service for aretailer.

Granite Power suggests guidelinesfor security deposits and prepaymentsto distributors so
that a sense of uniformity is made acrossthe province and such guidelines should take into
account a normal billing cycle. Granite Power recommendsthat:

. adeposit level be set at two times the highest bill.
. the prepayment option have guidelinesthat are acceptable to distributors.
. timing of payments aswell as penalty/interest charges should be addressed if thereis

adesrefor consistency.
Granite Power suggeststhat detailson the use of theitemsin thislist needsto be clarified for
all customers.

Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro suggest that the specific risk mitigation measures ought to
be broadened to include third party guarantees and performance bonds from commercial
customers, measures currently utilized by Ottawa Hydro.

Terrace Bay Hydro suggeststhat the only true risk mitigation measure for nonpayment is
disconnection and the ability to disconnect must be assigned to the utility and the SSS
provider (if different from the utility). Terrace Bay suggeststhat if aretailer hasthe ability
to disconnect, the rules surrounding disconnection need to be clear.

2.6.2 A distributor shall ensure that a third party which provides standard supply service
on behalf of a distributor does not adopt any risk mitigation measures for standard
supply service customers without the approval of the distributor.

Direct Energy Marketing and Enershare note that it is unreasonable to expect that aretailer
must seek the permission from potentially all 270 municipal utilities every timeit determines
that some form of a deposit isrequired from a customer pursuant to theretailer’s contract
with that customer.
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Granite Power asks: Why would approval berequired from the distributor since all of the
risk would be with a third party, not with a customer or distributor?

OPG believesthat such provisons are welcomein principle, but are difficult for the
distributor to liveup toin practicality. In particular, OPG submitsthat these provisons
imply a policing role that most distributorswould find difficult to implement or enforce.
OPG agreesthat it isappropriate for the Board to obligate licenseesto take all reasonable
stepstorequireitsthird party contractor to follow the rules, however, a licensee should not
be held responsible for bad faith on the part of third party contractors.

Pickering Hydro notesthat thiswould require constant monitoring by the distributor.
Pickering Hydro asks: Who isto pay this cost?

Under the scheme advocated by Scott & Aylen for Ottawa Hydro, this subsection is
unnecessary.

Toronto Hydro suggeststhat the phrasing above be revised to reflect that this section
addressesonly credit risk such that it reads, “. . . does not adopt any credit risk mitigation
measures. . .”

2.6.3 Adistributor may disconnect a standard supply service customer for non-payment of
standard supply service in accordance with section 31 of the Electricity Act, 1998 and
with the process for disconnection in the Distribution System Code.

Alliance Gasnotesthat disconnection for non-payment to aretailer should be allowed. Where
a customer makes no choice of aretailer, the SSS should be administered by the utility or its
designate. Where a customer returns to SSS due to failure to pay the retailer account, the
incumbent retailer should be entitled to choose whether to serve the customer under SSS,
including pricing, administration and disconnection for non-payment. Thiswould provide a
necessary protection for retailersfrom customerswho would attempt toreturn to SSSin order
to avoid paying aretailer’sbill. An alternativeisto set a system up similar to Georgia where
thereisauniversal servicefund to ensurethat market participantscan have accessto bad debt
recovery under certain situations.

Granite Power notes that a retailer will need to post a letter of credit or other acceptable
security with adistributor to ensurepayment. Granite Power pointsout that the Code doesnot
address the situation where a retailer is not paid by the end-user, who initiates a disconnect
order and who bearstherisk of non-payment.
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Granite Power notes that a distributor should be able to disconnect SSS, and all supply of
electricity, if acustomer isin breach of any safety regulation, isin arrearsfor payment, causes
interference in the distribution of electricity which affects the distributor or others (e.g.,
harmonics), or isordered by a local government authority to do so (e.g., fire department).

Section 31(2) of the Act providesfor “ reasonable notice,” which historically hasbeen 48 hours.
The specifictimeframethat constitutes* reasonablenotice” needsto beclarified in regulations
or in the licences to prevent the Courts from making this determination. Granite Power
contendsthat timing of cutoffsshould be consistent with theamount of security deposit, so that
thedistributor remains at all timesfully protected from nonpayment.

Pickering Hydro notes that this works smoothly if a distributor supplies the SSS, but asks:
How would it be handled when a third party isresponsible?

2.7 Billing

Ottawa Hydro Staff notesthat billing and customer I T systemsneed to be developed and could
takeoneyear or more. They arewilling to deal with the problem, but would liketo know what
isrequired sincetimeisof the essence.

Pembroke Hydro notes that outsourcing billing basically implies that distributors must use

Ontario Hydro's billing system. If these regulations go through and distributors outsource
billing, it will create more unemployment in the already deprived out-lying parts of Ontario.

2.7.1 Bills to standard supply service customers shall separate the following charges:

. standard supply service administration fee

. electrical energy (the weighted average price times consumption)
. ancillary services (if not included in the spot market price)

. meter services

. billing services

. distribution

. transmission (including losses and unaccounted for energy)

. special charges (e.g., new account charges, service notices)

. market power credits or rebates

. uplift charges

NOTE: Billing requirements are being developed by the stakeholder group in charge of rates (PBR).
This list is an example of what may be required. These requirements also could be imposed in the
Distribution System Code, in which case, this clause would be redundant. It is important to ensure
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that third parties who fulfill a distributor’s standard supply service obligation have the same
requirements.

Belleville Utilities Commission notes that the amount of detail required on the bills would
increase administrative and billing costs. However, it will betechnically possible for Belleville
Utilitiesto providethis.

Borden & Elliot on behalf of OakvilleHydroand theM EA notethat theprovision for lossesand
unaccounted for energy in transmission should beincluded in distribution charges.

Borden & Elliot on behalf of Oakville Hydro, Granite Power, the MEA and Sault Ste. Marie
PUC request clarification on what an “ uplift charge’ is.

Chatham-Kent PUC and Whitby Hydro suggests smplifying the billing requirementsto the

following:

. Commodity (including administrative charge)

. Distribution

. Customer Specific Charges (new account charges, NSF charges)
. Transmission

. IMO Charges (including stranded debt charges)

. Taxes

The M EA suggestsincluding rural rate assistance.

Granite Power, the MEA, Pickering Hydro and TransCanada suggests including the
Competition Transition Charge.

Granite Power and Whitby Hydro suggests that this sets out an unnecessary amount of
unbundled detail that likely cannot be handled by very many utility billing systems and will
confuse customers.

Pembroke Hydro notesthat in addition to these items, the bill also will have to have readings,
blocks and rates, making it almost a two page bill. Pembroke contends that this will create
issuesfor the call centre that hasto explain high billsto customers.

TerraceBay Hydro suggeststhat ten piecesof detail should berequired only for largeindustrial
users and absolutely not for residential consumers. A bill for resdential consumers should
include:

. Electrical energy usage timesprice

. Distribution costsasalump sum

. Contribution to Ontario Hydro debt
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Toronto Hydro submitsthat, although it isimportant to allow customersto see how the cost of
their service is disaggregated, all of this information may be more confusing than useful.
Toronto Hydro suggeststhat bills should include basic information that customers need:

. Energy charge

. Customer charge

. Distribution charge

. Transmission charge

2.7.2 Bills to standard supply service customers shall not reference any retailer other than
the distributor.

2.7.3 Bills to standard supply service customers shall notinclude any marketing information
or promotional materials, except materials of the distributor or information that the
distributor is obligated to send as part of its regulated distribution function.

Alliance Gas agrees with the bill neutrality put forward by the Board, and stresses the
importance of neutrality for the development of the market.

Donahue & Partners on behalf of Sunoco note that the prohibition on including marketing
information isto prevent customer confusion between the standard option and a competitive
option. However, in their view, the greatest threat to a customer’s confusion arises by the
provison of the service by a distributor’s affiliate. Donahue & Partners argues that an
important part of a competitive market is customer information; restricting its dissemination
appears counter -intuitive.

OHSC notesthat, while this clause seeksto prevent favoritism of oneretailer over another by
adistributor, it goesso far that it would prohibit all cross promotionsbetween distributorsand
retail merchantsthat havewon theright to participatein the cross-promotion through an open
tendering process available to all competitive retailers. OHSC contends that it also would
prevent the distributor from engaging in economically efficient Demand Side M anagement
(DSM) for which it would need a partner to offer the end use portion of any DSM program.

PembrokeHydro arguesthat thisisnot practical if adistributor issending out billsfor retailers
and theretailerswish to usetheir logo or promotional material. In Pembroke sview, thename
of the game should be “ keep costs aslow as possible for the customer, otherwise duplication is
required,” and duplication is cost.

Port Hope Hydro notesthat the definition of promotional material isvague.

TransCanada supports the prohibition of marketing material in bills to standard service
customers.

-36-



Ontario Energy Board Staff Draft Standard Supply Service Code

-37-



