
_Hawke__H__McKeon&

H SniscakLLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

100 North Tenth Street, Harrisburg, PA 17101 Phone: 717.236.1300 Fax: 717.236.4841

August 31, 2018

Todd S. Stewart
Office: 717 236-1300 x242
Direct: 717 703-0806
tssiewarWi)hmsletal.com

www. h ms legal .com

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building
400 North Street, Filing Room
Harrisburg, PA 17120

RE: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.;
Docket No. R-2018-2647577; REPLY BRIEF OF THE NATURAL GAS
SUPPLIER PARTIES

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

Enclosed for electronic filing with the Commission is the Reply Brief of The Natural Gas
Supplier Parties in the above-captioned docket. Copies of the Brief have been served in accordance with
the attached Certificate of Service.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
please do not hesitate to contact my office.

TSS/jld
Enclosure

If you have any questions related to this filing,

cc: Administrative Law Judge Jeffrey A. Watson (via overnight delivery)
Per Certificate of Service

Very truly

-7-
Todd S. Stewart
Counselfor (lie NGS Parties



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Thereby certify that I have this day served a true copy of the foregoing document upon the

parties, listed below, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service

by a party).

VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Michael W. Nassell, Esquire
Lindsay A. Berkstresser, Esquire
Lillian Harris, Esquire
Post & Schell, P.C.
17 North Second Street, j2th Fl.
Harrisburg, PA 17101
mhassel lWpostscheI I. corn
Iberkstressercpostsche Il. corn
lharrispostscheWcom
Counselfor ‘ohunbia Gas ofPennsylvania,
Inc.

Theodore J. Gallagher, Esquire
Meagan Bielanin Moore, Esquire
Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.
121 Champion Way, Suite 100
Canonsburg, PA 15317
tj ga1lagher(nisource.com
mbrnoore(nisource.corn
Counsellor Columbia Gas ofPennsylvania,
Inc.

Erika L. McLain, Esquire
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement
P0 Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
errncIainWpa.gov

Thomas J. Sniscak
Whitney E. Snyder
Hawke McKeon & Sniscak, LLP
100 North Tenth Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101
tjsniscak1imslegal.corn
wesnydercWhmslegal.com
Counselfor The Pennsylvania State University

Lauren Burge, Esquire
Hayley E. Dunn, Esquire
Darryl A. Lawrence
Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street
5th Floor Forum Place
Harrisburg. PA 17101-1923
LBurge(Wpaoca.or
HDunn(paoca.org
DLawrence(2iaoca.org

Daniel G. Asrnus, Esquire
Assistant Small Business Advocate
Office of Small Business Advocate
300 North Second Street, Suite 202
Harrisburg, PA 17101
dasmuspa.gov

Elizabeth R. Marc, Esquire
Kadeem G. Morris, Esquire
Patrick M. Cicero, Esquire
John XV. Sweet. Esquire
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project
118 Locust Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101
pulppalealaid.net
Counselfor CA USE-PA

Joseph L. Vullo, Esquire
Burke Vullo Reilly Roberts
1460 Wyoming Avenue
Forty Fort, PA 18704
jlvulloaol.com
Counselfor ‘AAP



Charis Mincavage, Esquire
Alessandra L. Hylander, Esquire
McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC
100 Pine Street, P0 Box 1166
Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
cmincavage(Wmcneeslaw.com
ahylander(Wmcneeslaw.com
Cotuiselfor Columbia Industrial Intervenors

DATED: August3l,2018

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire
Kristine Marsilio, Esquire
Eckert Seamans Chedn & Mellott, LLC
213 Market Street, 8 Floor
Hathsburg,PA 17101
dclearfieldeckertseamans.com
kmarsi1io(Ueckertseamans.com
Counselfor Direct E;ze,’ Services, LLC

Todd S. Stewart



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission,

v. Docket Nos.: R-2018-2647577

Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.

REPLY BRIEF
OF THE NATURAL GAS SUPPLIER PARTIES

Todd S. Stewart
Attorney I.D. No. 75556
Hawke McKeon & Sniscak, LLP
100 North Tenth Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101
Telephone: 717-236-1300
Facsimile: 717-236-4841
tsstewarthmslegal.com

Counselfor
Shipley C’hoice, LLC, and h1terstate Gas
Supply, Inc. d/b/a IGS Energy (4’NGS
Parties “)

DATED: August 31, 2018



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF THE REPLY ARGUMENTS I

II. REPLY ARGUMENT 2

1. Columbia Fails to Explain the Lack of Any Commission Approval for its
Current Billing Service 2

2. Columbia Mistakenly Claims that it is not Required to Provide Billing
Services on a Non-Discriminatory Basis 2

3. Billing is the Service at Issue 3

4. Contrary to Columbia’s Argument, Distribution Service Includes
Billing Service 4

5. Columbia’s Discrimination is Patently Unreasonable 4

6. Contrary to Columbia’s Assertion, if it Provides Billing Services, it Cannot
Discriminate in who it serves 6

7. Columbia would not be Endorsing Any NGS Products 7

8. The OCA and Columbia’s Speculation is Unwarranted 7

9. The OCA’s Position is Unsupported by Law or Fact 9

III. CONCLUSION 10



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Cases

Investigation ofPennsylvania ‘s Retail Electricity Market: Joint Electric Distribution Company —

Electric Generation Supplier Bill; Docket No. M-2014-2401345 (Final Order entered May 23,

20l4)’Investigation Order”) 6

Mid-A tlantic Power Supply Association v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. P-0098 1615

(Final Order entered May 19, 1999) 7

PPL Electric Utilities Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 912 A.2d 386 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2006)C’FPL”) 3

Statutes

66 Pa C.S. 1502 and 2203(4) 1

66 Pa C.S. § 2205(c)(1) 2

66 Pa C.S. § 2205(c)(3) I

66PaC.S. 1502 and2203(4) 10

66 Pa. C.S. § 102 2, 10

66 Pa. C.S. § 1502 2,4, 10

66Pa.C.S.2102 2

66 Pa. C.S. § 2203(4) 4, 11

66 Pa. C.S. § 2205(c)(1) 7

66 Pa. C.S. § 2205(c)(3) 2, 9

66 Pa. C.S. § 508 4, 10

66 Pa. CS. § 1502 & 2203(4) 3

66 Pa. CS. 2205(c)(3) 3

66Pa.C.S.2102 9

Regulations

52 Pa. Code § 56.13 & 56.83 4

11



I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF THE REPLY ARGUMENTS

The NGS Parties have requested in this case that they be granted the same opportunity as

Columbia’s former affiliates, Nicor and Columbia Service Partners (“CSP”), to have Columbia

include charges for their non-commodity products and services on the utility’s bills to customers

under similar terms and conditions as the former affiliates. This makes sense because the NGS

Parties are effectively required to bill their commodity charges to their customer on Columbia’s

bill. The Public Utility Code, 66 Pa CS. § 2205(c)(3), specifically authorizes this billing service.

Therefore, Columbia’s reffisal to provide these services to the NOS Parties is unduly

discriminatory and is in violation of the Public Utility Code. 66 Pa. C.S. § 1502, 2203(4).

It is obvious from Columbia’s Main Brief (“CPA MB”), however, that its world view is

different. Columbia completely ignores the plain fact that it is providing billing service for its

former affiliates and that said “billing service” is subject to Commission regulation. Consequently,

Columbia mistakenly argues that the anti-discrimination provisions of 66 Pa C.S. § 1502 and

2203(4) don’t apply, even though it is providing a distribution service (i.e., billing services) to two

former affiliates to the exclusion of NGS Parties who desire to use the service, with no good reason

for the exclusion.

Columbia’s tunnel-vision argument that because the non-commodity products are not

subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction, neither is the billing, is also the root of the fallacious

assertion that because its two former affiliates are not NOSs, it is not discriminating as between

NGSs either. Under CPA’s tortured interpretation, CPA could bill for whomever, and whatever,

it wants, and the Commission would have no say.

The plain, and correct reading of the law, however, leaves no doubt that billing is a service

— which shatters CPA’s arguments irretrievably. The rest of the Columbia’s Main Brief is a



recitation of a litany of invalid arguments, and irrelevant precedents that only serve to highlight

the major failing of Columbia’ position — its unwillingness to admit that billing is a service.

II. REPLY ARGUMENT

1. Columbia Fails to Explain the Lack of Any Commission Approval for its
Current Billing Service. (CPA MB, p. 8)

Columbia admits that both Nicor and CSP were Columbia affiliates, and that the billing

service has been provided to them since before they were sold, and yet there is no evidence of any

affiliate interest agreement approval. CPA MB, p. 8. The NGS Parties submit that Section 2102

of the Public Utility Code is unambiguous regarding the need for approval of affiliated interests.

66 Pa. C.S. § 2102. (NGS Parties Main Brief (“NGS MB”), p. 7). While this issue is arguably

moot, the policy reason for requiring the review in the first place is quite simply to prevent the

type of mischief that is going on here.

2. Columbia Mistakenly Claims that it is not Required to Provide Billing Services
on a Non-Discriminatory Basis. (CPA MB, p. 9).

While it is true that there is no regulation that specifically requires Columbia to provide

billing services for products other than natural gas supply service, there is a statutory requirement

that if suppliers choose to provide a single bill for services to customers, that bill must come from

the utility. 66 Pa C.S. § 2205(c)(1). At the same time, there is a provision in the statute that

expressly authorizes NGDCs to provide “billing services” to NGSs and “other entities.” 66 Pa.

C.S. § 2205(c)(3). If the General Assembly felt the need to define a service, prescribe a means of

addressing billing issues as between the NGDC and the recipient of the service, there can be no

doubt that billing is a “service” as that term is defined in 66 Pa. C.S. § 102. As a service, billing

is subject to the explicit prohibitions in Sections 1502 and 2203(4) against discrimination. 66 Pa.

C.S. § 1502, 2203(4). Contrary to Columbia’s view (CPA MB, pp. 9-13), it cannot arbitrarily
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determine to provide this service to one entity and not to others. Columbia’s refusal essentially

subsidizes its former affiliates by providing them with a value that it refuses to provide to NGSs

that provide similar services to the same customers in the same geographic regions, for similar

services. There is no basis for this obvious discrimination other than the latent fact that Nicor and

CSP are former affiliates that negotiated good deals to which no other provider can gain access,

which is not a reasonable basis to distinguish as between members of the class of entities providing

non-commodity products and services.

3. Billing is the Service at Issue.

Columbia argues that the non-discrimination provisions of 66 Pa. C.S. § 1502 and 2203(4)

do not apply to functions that are not utility service, relying on PPL Electric Utilities Corp. v. Pa.

PUC, 912 A.2d 386 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2006)C’PPL”). There should be no doubt that the act of billing

customers is the “service” that Columbia provides that is at issue here, and the Public Utility

Code’s definition of service clearly includes billing customers. (NGS MB, pp.4-7). In fact, 66 Pa.

C.S. § 2205(c)(3) calls it “billing services” and subjects the rates to Commission regulation.

Because it is a defined service, by their own terms the anti-discrimination provisions of Sections

1502 and 2203(4) apply. Second, the PPL ease is factually inapposite. The PPL case addressed

alleged discrimination in favor of a utility’s affiliate/joint venture partner, to the detriment of

competitors of that affiliate/joint venture partner. The Court found that the Commission’s mandate

does not extend to competition as between two unregulated entities. In this case, Columbia’s

former affiliates are customers of Columbia for the billing services they purchase. The NGSs are

customers of Columbia for billing services also, and those are clearly subjected to Commission

regulation. The NGSs wish to purchase additional service, the same that is now exclusively

provided to the former affiliates, and that request has been denied. This complaint is about
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Columbia refusing to provide a billing service on a non-discriminatory basis, and only tangentially

is it about the antic-competitive outcome of that refusal. Moreover, the Court in FFL agreed that

the Commission has the authority to review any contract of a public utility under 66 Pa. C.S. § 508

— including contracts with affiliates. (FPL at 409).

4. Contrary to Columbia’s Argument, Distribution Service Includes Billing
Service (CPA MB, p. 12)

CPA argues that Section 2203(4) applies only to its provision of distribution services, and

because the products in question are not jurisdictional, it does not apply at all. Columbia is

incorrect. It is correct to say that Section 2203(4) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 2203(4),

prohibits discrimination in the provision of distribution service; however, the billing function is

clearly a component of distribution service, because the billing of distribution charges is only

permitted by distribution companies. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2205(c)(1). The NGS Parties’ witness, Mr.

Cusati testified that billing is part of the distribution function. (NOS Parties St. No. 2, 3:8-16).

Ironically, in another section of its brief, Columbia cites certain Commission Regulations that

address aspects of the billing of non-basic services, including the types of non-commodity services

at issue here. 52 Pa. Code § 56.13, 56.83. This is an admission that the billing of these charges

is subject to Commission regulation and serves to dramatically point out the overarching flaw with

Columbia’s argument — that it is intemally inconsistent to on one hand completely disregard the

reality that billing is a service subject to Commission jurisdiction and on the other, to argue that it

is authorized.

5. Columbia’s Discrimination is Patently Unreasonable. (CPA MB, p. 13)

Columbia boldly claims that even if the standard from 66 Pa. C.S. § 1502, is applied, the

outcome does not change in this case, because § 1502 only prohibits unreasonable discrimination,

and its discrimination is reasonable. (CPA MB, p. 13). The basis of Columbia’s attenuated
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argument is that Nicor and CSP offer “clearly defined” non-commodity services while the NGS

Parties will provide “that are unrelated to natural gas service and could be detrimental to

customers.” Id. Columbia does not cite to any facts of record regarding the types of services that

NOSs are presently offering to customers or explain why those could be “detrimental” to

customers. Rather, Columbia cites to Mr. Cusati’s testimony about what products “might” be

offered in the ifiture and then speculates that these could be detrimental—again without any

evidence. (NGS Parties St. No.2, 3:2-4, 4:20-5:3). Not only is this accusation not based on facts,

it does not persuade that NOSs should be the victims of Columbia’s unsupported discrimination

and shows why the contracts with its two former affiliates are problematic.

The fact that the NOS Parties are NGSs and the two former affiliates are not, serves to

invalidate Columbia’s approach. NGSs already have billing and payment arrangements with

Columbia, interact with the company daily, and are regulated by the Commission as to service.

1-lowever, but for the vestigial billing arrangements from their days as affiliates, there is no

evidence of other interaction between Columbia and Nicor/CSP. (NGS Parties St. No. 2, p. 5:17-

6:6; NGS Parties St. No. 2-SR, p. 4:5-22). Mr. Cusati made it clear that any product offered would

have to be accepted by the customer, including the billing arrangement. (NOS Parties St. No. 2-

SR, p. 5:11-6:2). Columbia’s argument that because they are not NOSs, Nicor and CSP are better

candidates for “on-bill” billing, suggests that Columbia would be more willing to bill for the local

plumber than for NGSs, while there is no evidence to suggest that the former Columbia affiliates

(or the local plumber for that matter) have any better track record than any NGS at providing non

commodity products and therefore this entire argument is without merit.

Further, because the Commission regulates NOSs, the Commission would have oversight

over the billing and to a certain extent the marketing and sales of the products they offer, and could
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initiate complaints or other investigatory proceedings and ultimately fine them or revoke their

licenses in certain circumstances. On the other hand, the Commission has no jurisdiction or

regulatory authority over Nicor or CSP, which should give pause to the Commission and the OCA

in light of Columbia’s statement that the Commission cannot regulate its billing services.

6. Contrary to Columbia’s Assertion, if it Provides Billing Services, it Cannot
Discriminate in who it serves. (CPA MB, p. 14).

Despite that fact that it already provides a commission jurisdictional billing service to two

former affiliates, Columbia asserts that it can choose whether to provide a similar service for any

other entity for any reason. (CPA MB, p. 14). In support of this preposterous notion, Columbia

cites to the Commission decision in Investigation of Pennsylvania’s Retail Electricity Market:

Joint Electric Distribution Conpany — Electric Generation Supplier Bill; Docket No. M-20l4-

2401345 (Final Order entered May 23, 2O14)’Investigation Order”). Again, Columbia’s citation

only reinforces the notion that the PUC has clear authority over billing issues. In the Investigation

Orde,; the Commission made it clear that it saw benefit in allowing suppliers to bill for “value-

added” services on the electricity bill and despite the Commission feeling it needed more

information to require it in that case, it was clear that it believed it could so order if it chose to do

so. (Investigation Order, p. 24). Nowhere in the Order did the Commission say that it would not

allow the billing of such products in the ffiture if asked.

Columbia goes so far as to suggest that suppliers, such as the NGS Parties, are free to

market their own products, but that Columbia should not be required to “open its bill” to include

NGS charges for these services just because it does so for two former affiliates. (CPA MB, p.1 5).

The NGS Parties have not requested that Columbia market its services, the record is clear on this

point. What also is clear is that if a natural gas supplier wishes its customers to receive a single

bill for natural gas service, as most customers desire (NOS Parties St. No. 2, 7:8-13), the supplier
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must subscribe to the billing service offered by the utility for its commodity charges — suppliers

have no choice. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2205(c)(1). Unlike electricity, if there is to be a single bill, it must

come from the utility. This paradigm has been the norm since 1999. It is incongruous, unfair and

discriminatory to require NGS to provide separate bills for the other services they provide to the

same customers while Columbia billed the exact same types of charges for Nicor and CSP while

they were affiliates and continues to do so now, after they were sold. Other than the fact that they

were affiliates, there is simply no basis for Columbia’s position which is the height of

unreasonable, arbitrary and discriminatory behavior.

7. Columbia would not be Endorsing Any NGS Products (CPA MB, p. 15).

In its continuing list of specious reasons why it does not believe that it should be required

to provide the same billing service for NOSs that it provides for its two former affiliates, Columbia

next argues that to require it to bill for the non-commodity products described by Mr. Cusati, would

be tantamount to Columbia endorsing those products, in violation of Columbia’s First Amendment

rights. That Columbia cannot cite to even one relevant precedent to support that position shows

the lack of seriousness of this claim. The case Columbia cites, Mid-A tiantic Power Supply

Association v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. P-0098 1615 (Final Order entered May 19,

1999), is factually opposite. In that case the suppliers were indeed asking for an endorsement to

be included in the bills, which is not the case here. There is nothing in this record to suggest

otherwise. Columbia’s make-weight suggestion is wholly lacking in merit.

8. The OCA and Columbia’s Speculation is Unwarranted. (CPA MB, p. 16-18;
Office of Consumer Advocate Main Brief (“OCA MB”), p. 7-9.)

Despite the obvious fact that CSP and Nicor, two former Columbia affiliates with very

familiar sounding names provide non-commodity products that are exclusively billed on

Columbia’s bills to customers, Columbia nonetheless repeats the OCA’s conjecture that the NGS
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Parties’ proposal “could lead” to suppliers mixing commodity and non-commodity products,

which in turn could lead to customer confusion and unspecified adverse consequences for

customers. There simply is nothing in this record, other than Ms. Alexander’s speculation, to

suggest that NGSs intend to market commodity and non-commodity products together. Even if

they did, it is beyond speculation to suggest that a combined effort would confuse customers or

otherwise harm them. It seems as logical to market a smart thermostat with natural gas commodity

sales as it would to market an air conditioner maintenance contract.

Suppliers market non-commodity products to their customers today, and yet the OCA

provided no actual evidence that even one customer purchasing such products was confused. The

record is clear that the billing for non-commodity products would clearly differentiate the charges

for commodity and non-commodity products and that customers could not be terminated for failure

to pay for non-commodity products, in the same manner as Columbia does today. (NGS Parties

St. No. I-SR p. 5:1-6:17) Nor are the NGS suggesting that Columbia would be involved in the

marketing of any such products. Columbia and the OCA suggest that suppliers intend to confuse

customers with marketing these products together and yet produce mere conjecture that it “could

happen”.

Moreover, as noted above, since NGSs are regulated by the Commission, the Commission

has the authority to promulgate rules with respect to NGDCs providing non-commodity billing for

NGSs if there is concern about customer confusion. Under CPA’s warped view, where there is no

regulation over what it can bill, and Nicor and CSP could do whatever they want, without any

accountability, other than to CPA.

In short, because there are no facts to support their positions, both Columbia and the OCA

have sought to create an unwarranted image of suppliers being bent solely on the short-term
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fleecing of their customers. The opposite is true, as Mr. Cusati testified, NGSs seek to create value

for customers and to establish long-term customer relationships. (NOS Parties St. No. 2,4:7-5:3).

To accuse suppliers otherwise without any facts is beyond the pale.

Columbia goes on to again conjecture that adding the NOS Parties’ non-commodity

products to customer’s bills would cause customer confusion despite the record evidence that

customers would have affirmatively enrolled in these products and would have consented to having

them billed on the utility bill, and in contradiction to the fact that this sort of billing goes on now

for two other entities. (NGS Parties St. No. 2-SR, p. 5:1-6:2). Columbia finally raises the specter

of increased costs for system upgrades and training customer service representatives, again,

knowing that it is currently providing the same services for others and so all the systems in place,

such as the hierarchy of payments, should already be established. Columbia’s argument is pure

sophistry.

9. The OCA’s Position is Unsupported by Law or Fact. (OCA MB, passim)

In response to the OCA’s brief, which cites no statute, regulation or other legal authority

and which relies entirely on the conjecture of Barbara Alexander, who conspicuously provides no

facts in her testimony, Columbia does not even refer to the very statutory provision that authorizes

it to provide billing services to NGSs and to “other entities”. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2205(c)(3). Columbia

also glosses over the fact that it provided billing service to two entities while they were affiliates

and did so without a Commission approved affiliated interest agreement as required by 66 Pa.

C.S. 2102. The Company then uses the OCA suggestion, that the provision of billing service to

the NGS Parties would be unwarranted, as a sword against the NGSs but ignores the blatant

discrimination that exists in the way Columbia provides the service today.
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NGDC provision of billing services, particularly for NOSs, clearly are authorized by the

Public Utility Code and the OCA’s wishes to the contrary simply cannot overcome that reality,

and Columbia’s reliance on the OCA’s unfounded and antagonistic viewpoint of NGSs cannot

overcome the reality that there is no evidence in the record to support its malevolence. To the

contrary, and to the extent that Columbia chooses to provide billing services at all, it must do so

in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Public Utility Code, which includes the

prohibition on discrimination. The record of this case leaves no room for doubt that Columbia’s

current provision of billing service violates those provisions and is thus illegal. The remedy is for

the Commission to determine that, to the extent that Columbia provides the service to its two

former affiliates via contracts that have exclusivity provisions, those provisions are void under 66

Pa. C.S. § 508 as against public policy and not enforceable. To the extent there are no exclusivity

provisions, Columbia should be required to provide billing services to all NGSs on it system for

similar products and services at similar charges, otherwise the service is unreasonably

discriminatory in violation of 66 Pa C.S. § 1502 and 2203(4).

III. CONCLUSION

Wherefore the NOS Parties respectfully request that the Honorable Presiding AU

determine the following with regard to Columbia’s current provision of “on-bill billing” otherwise

know as billing for non-commodity products and services:

1. That Columbia’s provision of “on-bill” billing for CSP and Nicor constitutes

“service” as that term is defined by 66 Pa. C.S. § 102; and,

2. That as a service, “on-bill” billing is subject to the requirements of 66 Pa. C.S. §

1502; and,
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3. That as a component of distribution service, “on-bill” billing is subject to 66 Pa.

C.S. § 2203(4); and,

4. As it is presently provided, the “on-bill” billing service is unreasonably

discriminatory, harming both customers and NGSs in violation of Sections 1502 and 2203(4); and,

5. If Columbia desires to continue providing “on-bill” billing it must do so on a non

discriminatory basis that includes providing the service to similarly situated NGSs.

The NGS Parties submit that the current practice is detrimental to NOSs that serve the very same

customers in the same geographic areas, and provide the same sorts of services, and harmfifl to the

customers who purchase or desire to purchase those services and are not afforded the same billing

options. The way to correct this inequity is to require equity.
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