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RGS Proposed Exceptions Language to the Administrative Law Judges Proposed 
Order in Docket Nos. 07-0241/07-0242 (cons.) 

 

1. Storage Rights and Aggregation Rights   (page 275) 

a) Specific Allocation of Storage Rights and Costs to CFY 
Customers and Suppliers (Including the RGS’ proposed 
Rider AGG) 

The RGS maintain that the Utilities recover costs through base rates and the 
ABGC that are “excessive relative to the storage rights that CFY suppliers receive [and 
that, consequently] CFY suppliers and their customers are essentially subsidizing sales 
service customers” and large volume customers.”transportation customers.  RGS Init. Br. 
at 7.  “The [Utilities’] method for allocating storage rights fails to deliver the appropriate 
amount of monthly and daily withdrawal and injection rights and seasonal hedging 
associated with the storage assets that are allocated to CFY.”  Id., at 8.  The RGS want a 
greaterfair allocation of storage rights that results in a level playing field for CFY 
suppliers or, as a secondary alternative, recallable transfer of the Utilities’ off-system 
storage and transportation rights1 (and, as a tertiary alternative, reduction or elimination 
of the AGBC).ABGC). 

Accordingly, in their proposed rider AGG, the RGS first propose daily 
withdrawal and injection parameters for the winter and summer periods, ostensibly to 
equalize the daily and monthly storage rights of bundled sales and CFY customers.  By 
RGS’ calculations, CFY suppliers’ annual allocation of storage capacity would be 
30.985% and 39% of their customers’ annual usage on, respectively, the North Shore and 
PGL systems.  CFY suppliers’ daily withdrawal rights during the withdrawal period 
(November through March) would be 54.79% and 65.93% of their customers’ peak day 
demand on, respectively, North Shore’s and PGL’s systems.  During the injection period 
(April through October), CFY suppliers’ daily withdrawal rights would be 19.7% of their 
customers’ peak day demand on both North Shore’s and PGL’s systems.  Id. at 10-11. 

The RGS maintain that their proposed storage allocation method is “consistent 
with the allocation of storage capacity to competitive suppliers in Nicor’s Rider 16, 
Supplier Aggregation Service, which defines the delivery parameters for suppliers 
serving small volume transportation customers in Nicor’s serviceRGS initially proposed 
that the Utilities develop storage and delivery rights that model the storage and delivery 
rights approved by the Commission in Nicor’s Customer Select program.  RGS proposed 
annual allocations of storage capacity and daily storage withdrawal rights.  Id. at 10-11. 
The territory.”2  Id., at 11.  The RGS recommendRGS recommended that the Utilities use 
their proposal “as a starting point to develop a storage and delivery program for CFY 

                                            
1 The RGS propose other alternatives as well, each intended to increase the storage rights (or 
decrease the storage costs) of CFY suppliers.  We address those alternatives where appropriate 
in Section X.D. of this Order. 
2 The RGS state that their proposal and Nicor’s storage allocation differ only insofar as the 
Utilities have both their own (Manlove) and leased storage.  RGS Init. Br. at 9. 
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suppliers and customers that mirrors Nicor’s Rider 16.”  Id.  The RGS also propose to 
revise the Utilities’ Rider AGG to include monthly storage targets, which would replace 
thepurpose of this proposal was to rectify the current inequity that exists on the 
Peoples/North Shore systems current month-end delivery tolerance in that rider.  The 
RGS’s “Nicor-like” storage program would not involve contractual release of on-system 
or off-system assets to RGS suppliers or their customers, who would continue to pay for 
storage through base rates and the ABGC.  Id.  Although the Utilities note that the RGS’s 
proposed storage targets for the winter months “provide substantially wider ranges than 
those in the Nicor Gas rider,” PGL-NS Init. Br. at 208, RGS reply that the storage assets 
“that CFY suppliers and customers pay for support wider storage targets than those in 
Nicor’s Rider 16.”  RGS Init. Br. at 15.between what CFY customers pay for “balancing 
services” and the service that is provided.   

The Utilities countered that, first, the gas consumption of CFY customers is not 
metered daily, so there is no way to verify that CFY supplier injections and withdrawals 
are within the RGS’ daily parameters.3  PGL-NS Init. Br. at 206.  Second, the Utilities 
point out, the RGS’s proposal uses peak day (maximum) capabilities, even though the 
Utilities’ maximum injection and withdrawal capabilities diminish over the course of 
injection and withdrawal seasons.  Id.  Third, RGS’s proposal was based on data from 
2006, a single, unusually warm year.  Id.  Fourth, while the RGS proposal refers to 
monthly injection and withdrawal rights, the proposal itself does not quantify those 
monthly rights.  Id.   

In response to the Utilities opposition to RGS’s initial proposal and rejection of 
RGS’s initial storage proposal as a starting point to develop a Nicor-like storage program, 
the RGS proposed a revised Rider AGG with specific monthly and daily injection and 
withdrawal parameters based upon the assets that are held by the Company and paid for 
by CFY suppliers and customers, in light of the deliverability of those assets.  The RGS’ 
proposed Rider AGG mirrors the storage and delivery rights approved by the 
Commission in Nicor’s Customer Select program but reflects the flexibility of the storage 
and balancing assets that support the Utilities’ CFY services given the cost to CFY 
customers and suppliers for those services. This was an attempt to take into consideration 
the level of service that should be provided given the existing cost structure for the 
balancing service. In order to address the Utilities’ concern over the use of peak day 
capabilities, RGS took into account all constraints that impacted the assets supporting 
CFY service in formulating the proposed Rider AGG.  However, it is important to realize 
that the Company builds its delivery system based upon peak day requirements, and the 
costs of assets are therefore driven by peak day needs and deliverability.  To create asset 
utilization rights that is based upon something short of peak day deliverability at its 
inception would be inappropriate; rather, the peak day is the basis, and from the peak day 

                                            
3 RGS points out that this argument is specious for a number of reasons, not the least of 

which is that none of the residential customers are daily measured, regardless of whether they 
are with a retail gas supplier or Company for commodity service, and that the Company, not the 
retail gas supplier creates and provides the delivery curves.  As such, if there are significant 
differences between daily usage and delivery curves, it is the same regardless for all residential 
customers, and it is the Company that is in essence creating the differences, not the rgs.     
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constraints are taken into consideration when dealing with specific periods of time during 
the heating season.  RGS relied on the data provided by the Company in its response to 
RGS data request 1.14.  (CNEG Ex. 3.0)  RGS countered that use of data from a warm 
year resulted in less flexibility being afforded to CFY suppliers but nevertheless offered 
to use data from a normal or colder year.  (RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 8)  Finally, RGS replied that a 
lack of daily metering is not a concern because CFY suppliers are required to meet a 
delivery target that reflects their customers estimated usage and none of the residential 
customers have daily metering, regardless of which entity provides the commodity 
services.  The daily delivery target is calculated in the sole discretion of the Company and 
substitutes for a daily meter read. 

The RGS maintain that the storage allocation method in their proposed Rider 
AGG is “consistent with the allocation of storage capacity to competitive suppliers in 
Nicor’s Rider 16, Supplier Aggregation Service, which defines the delivery parameters 
for suppliers serving small volume transportation customers in Nicor’s service territory.”4  
.RGS Initial Brief at 11.  Consistent with the design of the current Rider AGG and all of 
the Utilities’ other transportation riders, RGS’s “Nicor-like” storage program would not 
involve contractual release of on-system or off-system assets to RGS suppliers or their 
customers, who would continue to pay for storage through base rates and the ABGC.  Id.  
Although the Utilities note that the RGS’s proposed storage targets for the winter months 
“provide substantially wider ranges than those in the Nicor Gas rider,” PGL-NS Init. Br. 
at 208, RGS reply that the storage assets “that CFY suppliers and customers pay for 
support wider storage targets than those in Nicor’s Rider 16.”  RGS Init. Br. at 15. 

Ultimately, the parties’ arguments frame this question – can the additional storage 
flexibility sought by the RGS be accommodated by the Utilities’ storage assets, along 
with the Utilities’ obligations to their entire customer base?are CFY suppliers and their 
customers afforded flexibility over the use of storage that is commensurate with the 
storage-related costs that are recovered from CFY customers and their suppliers?  
Regarding the magnitude of their storage assets, the Utilities underscore the diminution 
of their “storage and injection and withdrawal capabilities as the applicable injection or 
withdrawal season runs its course.”  PGL-NS Rep. Br. at 160.  With respect to their 
overall obligations, the Utilities maintain that they, “rather than the CFY supplier, are 
responsible for handling CFY customer consumption changes as a result of weather 
changes and forecasting error under the CFY program.”  Id.  In effect, the Utilities 
perceive gas storage as a zero-sum game, in which the modicum of control (or 
“flexibility”) at issue here will either remain with the Utilities or be transferred to the 
RGS. 

The Utilities argue that the need to balance the difference between actual and 
estimated CFY customer usage prohibits the implementation of RGS; proposed Rider 
AGG.  RGS responds that the asset for which they currently pay would allow for a 
difference of over 50% between the daily delivery and consumption, given the assets for 
which they pay.  If Company is truly off on an average basis by greater than 50%, then 
there are fatal flaws in their delivery forecasting methodologies that must be examined 

                                            
4 The RGS state that their proposal and Nicor’s storage allocation differ only insofar as the 
Utilities have both their own (Manlove) and leased storage.  RGS Init. Br. at 9. 
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and rectified.  Further, since the Company does not hold 150% of a peak day in assets 
(which frankly is at a minimum the amount they would need to hold if their delivery 
methodology was so flawed as to require over 50% of a Thepeak day to be available to 
balance the system), it is very unlikely that this is the case. Further, the RGS respond that 
the Utilities offer large volume transportation tariffs to customers without daily metering 
that furnish “far greater flexibility” than is contemplated under the RGS proposal.”  RGS 
Init. Br. at 15.  Whether or not that is correct, we note that large volume customers are 
also demanding more storage flexibility in these proceedings (e.g.,  

through an unbundled storage service), while the Utilities themselves are seeking 
greater control of their storage assets.  Although none of these efforts are inappropriate 
(but simply reflect commercial enterprises pursuing their interests), the Utilities storage 
resources are, in fact, finite, and the Utilities do have the responsibility of providing 
enough storage for every stakeholder, even under harsh weather conditions.  As the RGS 
recognize, under their proposed rider, the Utilities “would remain the contract entity for 
off-system storage and maintain physical operation of on-system assets.”  Id., at 11. 

The Commission is unwilling to approve RGS’ proposed Rider AGG.  The RGS’ 
responses to the Utilities’ concerns about that rider are insufficient to justify transferring 
more storage flexibility to CFY suppliers and customers in the  manner proposed.  The 
RGS miss the point when they assert that the Utilities’ ”estimate of daily customer 
consumption is a substitute for daily metering.”  Id. at 13.  The Utilities are concerned 
about the inability to verify, without daily metering, the actual usage of CFY customers, 
not their estimated usage.  Also, while we agree with the RGS that the Utilities’ 
speculative scenario of CFY suppliers depleting their entire inventory by mid-December 
is commercially unreasonable, id., at 15, some of the RGS’ proposed winter minima 
(15% of total storage capacity at the end of January, zero in February), PGL-NS Init. Br. 
at 208, are scarcely better.  The Utilities would still need to be ready to respond to CFY 
customers’ significant heating requirements.  Moreover, despite characterizing their 
proposal as “Nicor-like,” the RGS acknowledge that their proposal affords CFY more 
storage flexibility than does Nicor’s scheme.  RGS Init. Br. at 15.  RGS’s explanation 
that the Utilities’ storage assets “support wider storage targets” than Nicor’s is 
unsupported by evidence or even a description of the differences.      

 

 

Commission Conclusion 
The Commission approves RGS’s proposed Rider AGG in RGS Ex. 2.1.  The 

Commission agrees with RGS that the current Rider AGG fails to provide the appropriate 
daily and monthly storage and delivery flexibility relative to the storage-related costs that 
are recovered from CFY suppliers and their customers.  The Utilities opposition to RGS’s 
proposed Rider AGG is misplaced.  The Utilities rely on a faulty hypothetical example of 
a CFY supplier drawing down its storage inventory to zero by mid-December when it is 
obvious from a simple review of RGS’ proposed Rider AGG that CFY suppliers are 
required to maintain a minimum storage inventory level of approximately 35% of total 
allocated capacity. 
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The lack of daily metering for CFY customers does not justify the rigid storage 
and delivery parameters that currently apply to the CFY program either.  CFY customers 
are still required to meet a utility-provided estimate of their customer’s daily usage 
through a combination of storage withdrawals/injections and pipeline deliveries.  What 
the Utilities fail to comprehend is that the requirement to meet a delivery target that 
incorporates estimated usage is an adequate substitute for daily metering.  We found this 
to be true when we approved the same design for allocating storage and delivery rights 
for Nicor’s Customer Select program in Docket No. 04-0779.  We also note that CFY 
suppliers, and not the Utilities, are responsible for meeting one hundred percent of their 
customers needs and are subject to penalties and possible civil action for non-
performance.  If a CFY supplier chooses to draw down storage to the minimum 
acceptable level under the parameters established in RGS’ Rider AGG, the CFY supplier 
will still be responsible for meeting the entire demand of its customer pool through 
increased city gate deliveries. 

The Commission recognizes that the Utilities are currently afforded much greater 
flexibility than CFY suppliers based on a review of leased storage contracts and the 
operational parameters of on-system storage.  The Commission also recognizes that it has 
approved more liberal storage and delivery parameters for Rider FST customers and 
those customers are not metered on a daily basis nor are they required to match deliveries 
and storage activity to estimated usage.  Although CFY suppliers tend to serve customers 
with different uses and needs for natural gas, we find their business interests to be aligned 
with suppliers that serve large volume customers.  Control of storage is the key to 
managing the costs associated with the gas supply portfolio and providing a 
competitively priced product to the consumer.  The Commission’s approval of RGS’s 
Rider AGG will provide a more equitable allocation of storage and delivery rights, level 
the competitive playing field for CFY suppliers, and provide the appropriate level of 
benefits to CFY customers. 

 

(First Alternative language to be added to the preceding conclusion) 

The Commission recognizes that some of the details of the CFY storage usage 
terms and conditions should be worked out between the Utilities and interested parties.  
Therefore, the Utilities shall hold a workshop process commencing no later than thirty 
days following the date this order is entered.  The workshop process shall focus on 
developing appropriate terms and conditions for the use of storage rights.   

The workshop process shall be available to all interested parties and shall 
conclude no later than sixty days following the date this order is entered.  No later than 
thirty days after the conclusion of the workshop process, the Utilities shall file tariffs to 
implement the agreed upon changes.  If no agreement can be reached, then the proposal 
RGS made in its rebuttal testimony shall be put into place. 

(Second Alternative language to be added to the preceding conclusion) 

The Commission agrees with RGS that the level of charges in the basic rates for 
delivery charges include the same cost for on-system storage that are assessed against 
sales customers.  To the extent that this order does not provide CFY customers with 
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storage and delivery rights that are equivalent to those of sales customers, those charges 
are excessive.  Similarly, the AGBC charge for CFY customer access to upstream assets 
needs to be adjusted to the extent tha this order does not provide CFY customers with 
storage and delivery rights comparable to those of sales customers.  The Company is 
therefore directed to file new tariffs providing CFY customers with base rate charges and 
AGBC charges that reflect the storage and delivery rights that they receive under this 
order.  Those tariffs and a study supporting those tariffs shall be filed within 45 days of 
the entry of this order.  

**** 
 

4.  Purchase of CFY Supplier Receivables  (page 288) 
The RGS propose a Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) program, under which the 

Utilities would reimburse CFY suppliers for all or a percentage of their total receivables 
associated with natural gas supply regardless of whether CFY customers pay their bills.  
In other words, the Utilities would assume responsibility forprogram.  RGS’ proposed 
POR program would require the utility to purchase the receivables of CFY suppliers.  
RGS explains that there are two basic methods that can be employed to compensate the 
utility for the amount of purchased collecting whatever is owed for gas service, including 
the commodity gas supplied by the RGS.  Any shortfall would be borne by the Utilities. 

The RGS assert that the Utilities would be “made financially whole by recovering 
the uncollectible amounts and program administration expenses through one of two 
options: (1) a discount rate equal to the utility’s actual uncollectible amount that offsets 
the payments to the supplier and is subject to a periodic reconciliation process; or (2) an 
element of the utility’s base rates.”  RGS Rep. Br. at 19.  That is, under the first option, 
the Utilities would remit to CFY suppliers something less than the face amount of the 
suppliers’ receivables, then hope that the difference (i.e., the discount) equaled or 
exceeded permanently uncollectible debt.  The RGS prefers that no discount be included 
in its proposed POR regime, however.  Under the second option, the Utilities would 
increase their uncollectible expense to account for the additional bad debt assumed from 
CFY suppliers. 

The RGS argue that their proposal would remedy several inequities they perceive.  
They stress that, at present, customers cannot be disconnected for non-payment of an 
alternative supplier’s gas charges, which undermine the suppliers’ collection leverage.  If 
receivables were assumed by the Utilities, the RGS believe receivables that become 
uncollectible.  The receivables can either be purchased at a discount rate that reflects the 
expected level of uncollectibles, or the receivables can be purchased at a 0% discount rate 
with uncollectibles being recovered directly from customers just as system-supply related 
uncollectibles are recovered.  RGS explain that uncollectibles under a 0% discount rate 
POR program could be recovered from customers either through base rate charges or 
through a rider.  Whether a 0% discount approach or discount off of receivables approach 
is employed, utilities are made whole by periodic adjustments to an uncollectible rider, 
base rate charges, or the discount rate applied to supplier receivables. 
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The RGS explain that under POR, utilities typically retain the right to disconnect 
customers for non-payment, require deposits, and initiate credit and collection processes 
for customers that fail to pay their bills.  The threat of disconnection provides customers 
with an additional incentive to pay their bills that does not exist when the switch to a 
CFY supplier under the current CFY program.  The Company already recovers credit and 
collection costs from CFY customers so it follows that the utility and not the CFY 
supplier should be performing the credit and collection duties. 

RGS tout numerous benefits associated with POR.  According to RGS, POR 
brings the benefits of competitive markets to customers that would otherwise be denied 
access due to low credit scores.  The RGS explain that in the absence of the threat of 
disconnection, CFY suppliers engage in rigorous credit checks before the agree to 
provide service to a customer.  This is because customers with low credit scores are less 
likely to pay their bills and even less likely to pay their bills when the threat of 
disconnection is absent.  POR allows competitive suppliers to market to all customers 
regardless of their credit scores. 

In addition, RGS note that POR eliminates duplicative credit and collection costs, 
reduces the number of credit checks which can have a negative impact on credit reports, 
capitalizes on the Company’s credit and collection apparatus that customers already pay 
for in base rates, and eliminates confusion associated with multiple parties attempting to 
collect for charges on the same customer bill.  RGS point out that bad debt associated 
with sales service will increase as CFY suppliers sign up customers with high credit 
scores that are more likely to pay their bills and avoid arrearages and customers with low 
credit scores and arrearages wind up on sales service. 

. 

disconnection would be permissible because the pertinent arrearages would be 
owed to the Utility involved.  They further assert that CFY customers currently “pay 
twice for debt collection efforts” because both the supplier and the Utility have debt 
collection costs built into their rates.  RGS Init. Br. at 31.   

The RGS additionally emphasize that POR programs are“POR is already in place 
in other jurisdictions with competitive retail energy markets such as Indiana, New York, 
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Virginia, Maryland, Michigan, and the Canadian 
provinces of Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, and British Columbia.  Utilities that offer POR 
programs include Consolidated Edison, Rochester Gas and Electric, NYSEG, National 
Grid, National Fuel Gas, Central Hudson, Orange and Rockland Utilities, PSEG, PECO, 
New Jersey Natural Gas, Nipsco, Dominion East Ohio, Columbia Gas, Consumers 
Energy, jurisdictions, involving both gas and electric utilities.  Id.,Michigan 
Consolidated, Terasen, and others.”RGS Init. Br. at 36.  Moreover, the RGS point out, a 
bill passed by the General Assembly, Senate Bill 1299, expressly requires ComEd and 
the Ameren Companies to offer a POR program in connection with electricity services.  
Id., at 37. 

The Utilities rejoin that the RGS’ proposal “is an inappropriate attempt to shift 
business risks from CFY suppliers to the Utilities and utility customers.”  PGL Init. Br. at 
219.  Additionally, they underscore that Senate Bill 1299 (which was signed by the 
Governor and became law on November 9, apparently still awaits the Governor’s 
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signature)2007) does not apply to gas utilities and expressly requires “’a just and 
reasonable discount rate to be reviewed and approved by the Commission after notice and 
hearing.  The discount rate shall be based on  the electric utility’s historical bad debt and 
any reasonable start-up costs and administrative costs associated with the electric utility’s 
purchase of receivables.’”  PGL-NS Init. Br. at 221 (quoting Senate Bill 1299).  In the 
Utilities’ view, “[t]here are no facts in the evidentiary record upon which the Commission 
could determine an appropriate discount rate.”  Id.  Similarly, the Utilities charge, if the 
Commission were instead inclined to adjust the Utilities’ revenue requirements to reflect 
a POR, “there is no data in the record that would come close to providing a basis for 
calculating how much the Utilities’ revenue requirements would need to be increased to 
offset the shift of risks, burdens, and expenses.”  Id., at 220. 

Staff also opposes the RGS’s POR proposal, stating that it may make the Utilities’ 
business “more risky if the POR induces marketers to target customers that are at a high 
risk of default.”  Staff Init. Br. at 264.  

The Commission rejects the RGS’ POR proposal.  The RGS endeavor to frame 
the dispute arising from their proposal as a supplier-versus-utility match-up, as if 
customers were unaffected third parties.  In fact, irrespective of the compensatory 
mechanism selected (whether the RGS’ preferred “zero discount,” an actual discount or 
an adjustment to the Utilities’ revenue requirement), ultimately responsibility for CFY 
bad debt will shift the Utilities’ customers, including sales customers.  The RGS 
understand this.  “Under a zero percent discount POR program, the [Utility] recovers 
uncollectible and any start-up and administrative expenses from CFY customers and sales 
customers through base rates.”  RGS Rep. Br. at 25-26.  The POR proposal thus shifts 
both the risk of bad debt and bad debt itself to all ratepayers, including those with no 
relationship with the CFY suppliers. 

This unwelcome shift is exacerbated by the ability the POR program would confer 
on suppliers to avoid credit assessments before signing up customers.  “It would no 
longer be necessary for CFY suppliers to examine customer payment histories or perform 
credit checks on potential customers because, under POR, CFY suppliers would be 
guaranteed of all their customers’ receivables at a discounted rate [although, as already 
noted, the RGS offer no discount].”  RGS Init. Br. at 33.  The RGS view these 
circumstances as desirable, because they “bring[] choice to customers where it was 
previously unavailable.”  Id.  The RGS is apparently referring to customers with 
unsavory credit histories (including, RGS acknowledges, customers with repeated 
arrearages for gas service, Tr. 1025-26 (Crist)), who would presumably obtain service 
under CFY without, for example, a deposit.  Such customers would indeed enjoy broad 
choice under the RGS’ zero discount POR, since neither they nor the CFY supplier would 
have any stake in their accountability5.  

Moreover, the Commission concurs with the Utilities that the evidentiary record is 
insufficient to establish either an appropriate discount or an increased revenue 
requirement.  Senate Bill 1299 contemplates a hearing before a discount rate can be set 

                                            
5 In contrast, when there is a meaningful discount, the alternative supplier at least retains an 
interest in monitoring bad debt, so that it does not surrender its receivables too cheaply. 
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for an electric utility.  As we understand that requirement, a detailed rate mechanism, 
supported by quantitative evidence, would be assessed.  Here, there is only a concept, 
with no discount rate (above zero) even proposed, much less supported with evidence.  
Similarly, there is no quantitative evidence to sustain a revenue requirement adjustment.  
In a proceeding in which, by comparison, NAE requests a billing cost study, it would be 
inconceivable to alter revenue requirement without quantitative analysis. states a general 
concern that POR may make the Utilities’ business “more risky if the POR induces 
marketers to target customers that are at a high risk of default.”  Staff Init. Br. at 264. 

Commission Conclusion 
The Commission approves RGS’ proposal to implement a 0% discount POR 

program.  The Commission views POR as a critical step forward in promoting 
competition for retail customers in the State of Illinois.  The Commission finds that POR 
is necessary to bring the benefits of a competitive market to all customers rather than just 
the subset of eligible customers that currently enjoy the benefits of competition in the 
natural gas industry.  The Commission is also persuaded by the widespread application of 
POR in competitive energy markets across North America as well as the Illinois General 
Assembly’s passage of legislation requiring POR for the Illinois retail electric market.   

A general rate case proceeding is the appropriate venue to implement a 0% 
discount POR program.  Despite the utilities claim that the record lacks sufficient data for 
calculating a revenue requirement for CFY customer uncollectibles, the Commission is 
not convinced that uncollectibles associated with CFY customers should be any more or 
any less than uncollectibles associated with sales service customers.  The appropriate 
level of uncollectibles at the outset of the POR program is the same as the level of 
uncollectibles approved in this Order for sales service customers.  Consistent with the 
Commission’s policy of allocating costs to cost causers, any start-up and incremental 
administrative costs associated with the POR program shall be assessed to CFY 
customers through a fixed per month charge based on an analysis of the Utilities’ cost of 
implementing POR. 

(Alternative language to be added to the preceding conclusion) 

The Utilities shall hold a workshop process commencing no later than thirty days 
following the date this order is entered.  The workshop process shall focus on developing 
appropriate terms and conditions and reviewing the Utilities estimated start-up and 
incremental administrative costs associated with administering the POR program.  The 
workshop process shall be available to all interested parties and shall conclude no later 
than sixty days following the date this order is entered.  No later than thirty days after the 
conclusion of the workshop process, the Utilities shall file tariffs to implement the POR 
programs. 

 

  

d) Customer Migration (page 279) 

**** 



 10

 Commission Conclusion 

The Commission approves the RGS’ request for reallocation of storage during the 
withdrawal season.  The concerns of the RGS are valid and their proposal is a reasonable 
remedy while the corresponding burden on the Utilities is minimal.   

The Commission approves the RGS’ request for reallocation of storage during the 
withdrawal season, though we will not adopt the RGS’ proposed addition to the Utilities 
Rider AGG.  The concerns of the RGS are valid and a reasonable remedy is readily 
available, while the corresponding burden on the Utilities is minimal.  When storage 
follows the customer, the potential that a competitive provider will have insufficient 
storage (or, more likely, pay a penalty for excess gas) is obviated.  The Commission is 
not inclined to discourage competitive switching by adding unnecessary risk to the cost 
structure of alternative suppliers.  Moreover, customers should not forfeit storage 
capacity when switching suppliers during the withdrawal season.  Conversely, the 
Utilities do not need to retain storage rights for customers it no longer serves.   

The Utilities’ aversion to withdrawal season gas purchases, when prices are likely 
to be higher, is understandable, but we do not assume that the Utilities will need to make 
significant withdrawal season purchases with the RGS proposal in effect.  We find it 
likely that virtually all changes in a CFY supplier’s volume will be associated with the 
movement of existing accounts among providers.  The Utilities provide storage and 
balancing for both RGS customers and sales customers, so the overall quantity of gas to 
be stored and balanced should remain essentially constant (except for new customers, 
whom either the Utilities or CFY providers will need to serve).  Nor will the Utilities 
have to develop new information systems to accommodate storage reallocation during 
withdrawal season.  The Utilities already recalculate monthly storage allocations as CFY 
customers change suppliers during the injection season, PGL-NS Ex. TZ 2.0 AT 51, so 
they have information and billing systems in place to process and allocate CFY-affiliated 
storage during the winter.   

However, the Commission does not regard RGS’s proposed text, quoted above, as 
a storage allocation requirement.  Rather, it is, in effect, a standby gas purchase and sale 
provision, at a predetermined price.  Whatever merits this provision might have in 
another context, it does not reallocate storage, which is what the RGS request.  
Accordingly, we will require the Utilities to perform the same storage reallocations 
during the withdrawal season that they perform during the injection season, as described 
by Utility witness Zack.  This will minimize the changes required of the Utilities to 
accommodate customer migration to CFY suppliers. 

 

 

Rider UBA (VII.D of ALJPO) 

The following should be added to the end of the Rider UBA conclusion on page 
176 of the ALJPO: 

The Commission notes that there was a consensus that the CFY customers should 
not be required to pay for the bad debt cost of sales customers associated with their gas 
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costs.  The Commission therefore approves the reduction in CFY charges calculated by 
Ms. Grace (Ex. VG 2.0). 

 

Hub Services  (V.B.5 of ALJPO 

The following should be added to end of this section on page 112 of the ALJPO. 

The Commission notes, however, that CFY customers should be considered 
customers for purposes of the flow-through of Hub revenues.  They pay the same rates as 
sales customers for storage assets.  Providing a flow-through of Hub revenues to sales 
customers but not CFY customers creates another roadblock to the development of 
competition in the State of Illinois.  A customer should not lose the benefit of the Hub 
when it switches suppliers from the Company to a CFY provider.  The Commission 
therefore directs that Hub revenues flow-through to sales customers through Rider 2 and 
to CFY customers as a credit to the AGBC charge.  

 


