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07-0241/07 -0242/Cons. Order 

The CFY suppliers argue that the Utilities' proposition disadvantages them 
absolutely by increasing their risk of non-collection, and relatively, by reducing the 
Utilities' risk. The Utilities counter that the Rider S60 order of payments was approved 
in Docket Nos. 01-0469 and 01-0470, while the Commission has never addressed the 
order of payments under the LDC billing option. 

Commission Conclusion 

As the Commission views it, the Utilities' intention is to reduce their own 
collection risk by shifting it to the alternative gas suppliers. The likely result is an 
incrementally adverse impact on supply competition, as the competitors either absorb 
collection losses or adjust rates upward. That would be inconsistent with our policy of 
expanding customer choice, without alleviating any problem indentified by the Utilities -
who designed the LDC payment order themselves and ascribe no difficulties to it. As 
for our actions in Docket Nos. 01-0469 and 01-0470, we were not presented with the 
issues or choices framed in the present dockets. The Commission now has the 
opportunity to refine our approach to payment allocation. We conclude that the order of 
payments in the Utilities' LDC single-billing option should also apply under Rider S60. 

c) NSF Checks 

Under the Utilities' existing practice regarding the return of customer non
sufficient funds ("NSF") checks, when one of the Utilities issues a single bill and 
receives a customer check, the Utility credits the appropriate funds to the CFY supplier, 
and if the check is later determined to be NSF, the Utilities do not try to recover the 
uncollected funds from the CFY supplier. Correspondingly, if a CFY supplier billing 
under Rider S60 were to receive a check, the supplier would pay the appropriate funds 
to the relevant Utility, and if the check were later determined to be NSF, then the Utility 
would not return any portion of the funds to the CFY supplier that accepted the NSF 
check for payment. NAE contends that this arrangement favors LDC single billing and' 
discou~ages the use of S60. 

NAE wants to alter the foregoing practice so that when either party - supplier or 
Utility - determines that a check is NSF, it will receive reimbursement from the other 
party, to whom it has already transferred funds. Thus, instead oLthe suppliers and the 
Utilities each bearing the burden of their own customers' bad checks, they would share 
that burden, in that each would remain unpaid (unless or until the customer pays the 
arrearage later). 

Commission Conclusion 

The issue is whether to promote provider responsibility or debt sharing. We will 
resolve that issue by rejecting NAE's proposal. Whether the pertinent customer is 
single-billed by the supplier or the Utility, that customer will be the supplier's customer, 
in the sense that the supplier will have marketed the customer and vetted the 
customer's creditworthiness. The Utilities' role will only include the pro.vision of tariffed 
services (distribution, and perhaps billing) to facilitate fulfillment of the supplier's 
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