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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM L. BARKAS 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My Name is William L. Barkas.  My business address is  2 

Q. Please provide your employment and job responsibilities. 3 

A. I am employed by Dominion Retail, Inc.  I am the Manager, State Government 4 

Relations for Dominion Retail, Inc. 5 

Q. Please describe your qualifications. 6 

A. My resume is attached to this testimony as WLB, Sch. 1. 7 

Q. On whose behalf are you providing this testimony? 8 

A. I am providing this testimony on behalf of Dominion Retail, Inc. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 10 

A. This testimony responds to the proposed tariff of Ameren for the operation of that 11 

company’s Utility Consolidated Billing / Purchase of Receivables (“UCB/POR”) 12 

as well as the direct testimony of Ameren witnesses supporting that tariff. 13 

Q. Please describe Dominion Retail Inc. 14 

A. Dominion Retail, Inc. (“DRI”) commenced operations in 1997 is a subsidiary of 15 

Dominion Resources, Inc.  DRI is both a licensed ARES and AGS in Illinois, 16 

having received its ARES certification in 2008 (Docket No. 08-0223) and its AGS 17 

certification in 2002 and 2003 (Docket Nos. 02-0362 and 03-0257). At present, 18 

DRI serves approximately 50,000 mostly residential Illinois gas customers on the 19 

Nicor and Peoples Gas systems. To date, DRI has made no electricity sales in 20 

Illinois.  21 

Q. Does DRI have operations in other states? 22 
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A. DRI is also a licensed electricity and/or natural gas supplier in the states of 23 

Pennsylvania, Ohio, Virginia, New Jersey, Maryland, New York, Massachusetts, 24 

Connecticut, Rhode Island, and the District of Columbia. DRI is currently an 25 

active electricity supplier in Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Massachusetts, 26 

Maryland, New York, and Maine, serving more than 300,000, primarily 27 

residential and small commercial, customers in those seven jurisdictions. 28 

Likewise, in addition to the 50,000 Illinois gas customers it currently serves, DRI 29 

sells natural gas to some 630,000 mostly residential and small commercial 30 

customers in the states of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and New York. 31 

Q. What is your overall reaction to the Ameren UCB/ POR proposal? 32 

A. Ameren has taken the first step toward development of a competitive retail 33 

electric mass market (residential and small commercial customers) with its tariff 34 

filing. At present more than 12,000 C&I customers (over 8 percent of customers 35 

and over 50 percent of load) have taken advantage of the opportunity to choose a 36 

third party provider. Residential and small commercial consumers have had little 37 

or no participation, but with the passage of SB 1299 (PA 095-0700), that included 38 

measures related to UCB/POR processes, certain barriers to market development 39 

may be removed and a  foundation  laid to stimulate retail choice for the smallest 40 

classes of customers. We believe the intent of the legislation was to authorize the 41 

means to develop the retail electric mass market both through the statute and 42 

implementation by the ICC.  43 

Q. What is your opinion on the process that led to the development of Ameren’s 44 

UCB/POR tariff? 45 
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A. The tariff is the product of workshops hosted by the newly-created Office of 46 

Retail Market Development (ORMD).  ORMD is to be commended for its efforts 47 

to organize the collaborative workshops, identify market barriers, and to develop 48 

Illinois’ retail electric market for residential and small commercial customers, in 49 

addition to enhancing the billing options for the already successful larger 50 

commercial and industrial market.  51 

Q. What is your opinion on Ameren’s tariff? 52 

A. Ameren’s filed plan is generally consistent with PA 095-0700  [220 ILCS 5/16- 53 

Sec. # 16-118 (a)]: “It is in the best interest of Illinois energy consumers to 54 

promote fair and open competition in the provision of electric power and energy 55 

and to prevent anticompetitive practices in the provision of electric power and 56 

energy.” 57 

 58 

Specifically, Ameren’s estimated development costs attributable to customer 59 

choice/consolidated billing and POR appear reasonable. It has also calculated a 60 

single POR discount rate that will both provide it with cost recovery and allow a 61 

retail mass market to develop thus removing a barrier to entry by simplifying the 62 

discount process and allow more consumers to participate in retail choice. 63 

Q. Why is it important that Ameren has calculated a single POR discount rate? 64 

A. The single POR rate is used by the majority of utilities in states with successful 65 

retail choice programs and is considered to be one of the primary reasons for the 66 

growth of the mass markets in those states. Its simplicity of administration 67 

enables marketers to pursue a socio-economic segment of the market that is often 68 
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over-looked and one that could indeed benefit from a retail choice program 69 

through a variety of product and service offerings. We are familiar with at least a 70 

dozen electric and gas utilities in Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, and Connecticut 71 

that have adopted POR programs or are considering doing so. Exhibit 1.1 of Lynn 72 

D. Pearson’s testimony lists several of these utilities. 73 

Q. Do you have any specific comments on Exhibit 1.1? 74 

A. Two items of note should be made about this chart: first, Connecticut Light & 75 

Power’s (CL&P) POR discount rate of 0.43 percent should be added to this list 76 

(this rate represents “Uncollectibles” and there are no other cost recovery rates 77 

included). Secondly, Duke Energy Ohio’s illustrated rate of 1.87 percent is 78 

actually composed of 0.73 percent “Uncollectibles” and 1.14 percent “Other”       79 

( negotiated accelerated payments  to suppliers- -  charges paid on the date of 80 

billing with no lag for normal customer payment due dates). Eliminating this 81 

“time value of money” adjustment would better indicate Duke’s true POR rate of 82 

0.73 percent uncollectibles and fall more in line with Ameren’s methods. 83 

Ameren’s 0.82 percent uncollectible rate appears slightly on the high side 84 

compared to these other utilities’ uncollectible rates shown on this chart. 85 

Similarly, Ameren’s total POR discount rate of 1.2 percent is also on the high 86 

side, largely attributable to the inclusion of UCB program costs which we believe 87 

should be excluded from the POR discount calculation. 88 

Q. Does DRI disagree with any aspect of Ameren’s proposed tariff? 89 

A. Yes.  DRI has two concerns with the tariff.  First, we disagree with Ameren’s 90 

proposed allocation of non-POR (UCB) costs to be partially borne by the retail 91 
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marketers. This allocation raises a typical barrier to market entry for the retail 92 

suppliers. Ameren proposes to allocate 25 percent of its $2.086 million of UCB 93 

costs to ARES via the POR discount rate and recover those costs through a 94 

“Supplemental Customer Charge.” These charges would be assessed in addition 95 

to the normal marketing/start up costs and risks incurred by marketers entering a 96 

new territory. Instead of recovering those charges in this manner, Ameren should 97 

use the authority granted it in PA 95-0700, which allows the utility to collect 98 

these costs via distribution rates.1  Such a methodology would be a much more 99 

efficient method of cost recovery than the 25 percent allocation (over $520,000) 100 

from the ARES providing full cost recovery for Ameren. Such charges, if they 101 

were instead allocated to the Supplemental Customer Charge, would add less than 102 

one (1) cent per month per Ameren customer bill over a five-year cost- recovery 103 

period.   [($520,000 / approx. 1,000,000 Ameren customers)/ 60 month Ameren 104 

cost recovery period]. 105 

Q. What is DRI’s second concern with the tariff? 106 

A. DRI is concerned that Ameren has created a dispute resolution procedure for 107 

customers of ARES that is inconsistent with the process being developed in 108 

ongoing workshops.  In those workshops, we are developing a process whereby 109 

when a customer contacts the utility because they object to an RES’ bill, they will 110 

                                                 
1   220 ILCS 5/20-130(b) provides as follows: 
(b) Reasonable costs associated with the implementation and operation of customer choice and referral 
programs may be recovered in an electric utility's distribution rates, except that any costs associated with 
any introductory discount for switching to a supplier shall be assumed by that supplier. Reasonable costs 
associated with the implementation and operation of a customer choice program may also be recovered 
from retail electric suppliers participating in a customer choice and referral program. In no event, however, 
shall the Commission mandate a cost recovery mechanism without first providing all interested parties 
notice and an opportunity to be heard in a hearing before the Commission. 
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first be instructed to contact the RES.  If the customer indicates reluctance to do 111 

so, they will be given the option of contacting the ICC.  Regardless of whether 112 

they contact the RES or ICC, a compliant resolution process will be initiated.  If 113 

the RES or the ICC determines, even preliminarily, that there is a probability that 114 

there is valid dispute, then RES will send the appropriate transactions to Ameren 115 

to adjust the customer's account. Once final resolution is attained, the supplier 116 

will send any additional transactions, if needed, to correct the customer's balance.  117 

This process would remove the utility from needing to become involved in the 118 

complaint.  I should add, however, that the details of this process are currently 119 

under discussion in the workshops. 120 

Q. How does that process differ from the one contained in Ameren’s tariffs?  121 

A. The first paragraph of 3rd Revised Sheet No. 5.017 states that a “bona fide dispute 122 

includes, but is not limited to, charges that are subject to an ongoing bill inquiry, 123 

pending litigation, arbitration, mediation, or any state or federal regulatory 124 

proceedings.” The second paragraph of Original Sheet No. 5.032 states that 125 

“charges billed by the Company to a Retail Customer for the RES’s electric 126 

power and energy supply service are deemed to be disputed if such Retail 127 

Customer contacts the Company and claims that such charges are not correct.”  128 

Based on this language, and Ameren’s response to Data Request TC-107, it 129 

appears that the process contained in the tariff would result in Ameren becoming 130 

involved in the dispute by itself reversing any disputed charges.  Moreover, it 131 

would do so upon the initiation of the dispute, without waiting to determine if the 132 

RES or ICC determine if there is any validity to the dispute. 133 
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Q. How would you propose to resolve this inconsistency? 134 

A. Ameren should revise the tariff to contain neutral language that could then be 135 

used to implement the agreement that should soon be reached in the workshops.  136 

Such neutral language would allow the process agreed to in the workshops to be 137 

implemented without the need to rewrite the tariff again. 138 

Q. Does DRI’s failure to object to other aspects of Ameren’s filing indicate its 139 

support of every element not discussed above? 140 

A. No.  Like any proposal that is the product of workshops with numerous parties 141 

with separate interests, there has been significant give and take on all sides.  Thus, 142 

DRI’s failure to object to other elements of the Ameren filing should not be taken 143 

as its wholehearted support of those elements. 144 

Q. Please summarize you testimony. 145 

A. Overall, DRI is supportive of Ameren’s filing and it is to be commended for its 146 

thoughtful and collaborative efforts to enhance customer choice in its service 147 

territory and its forward-thinking approach in the technical development of 148 

programs and processes to implement UCB/POR on their system. We believe that 149 

our recommendations stated above will further facilitate development of retail 150 

competition in Ameren’s territory and are more consistent with the intent of PA 151 

95-0700 and creation of the Office of Market Development to remove market 152 

barriers. We request that our recommendations be adopted in order to improve the 153 

opportunity for the success of retail electric choice in Illinois. 154 

Q. Does that conclude your testimony? 155 

A. Yes.156 
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WILLIAM L. BARKAS 
 
TITLE: Manager, State Government Relations for Dominion Retail, Inc. 
 
EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCE: With Dominion Retail, Inc. since January, 2001. 
Previous employment with Allegheny Energy Supply, Dynegy, Inc. (formerly Natural 
Gas Clearinghouse), Chevron Corp., and Shell Oil Company in both commercial sales 
and planning functions. Previous to the energy industry, I was employed by the National 
Association of Manufacturers (NAM) in Washington, D.C. following a graduate student 
internship on the Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress. More than 32 years in 
the energy industry.  
 
EDUCATION:  
 

• BA (Honors, Magna Cum Laude), Political Science, Gonzaga University 
 

• MA, School of Advanced International Studies, The Johns Hopkins University 
 

• MBA, Houston Baptist University 
 

• Holder of Chartered Financial Analyst (CFA) designation 
 
 
RETAIL ENERGY REGULATORY EXPERIENCE:  
 

• Have participated in numerous industry retail electric and gas collaborative work 
groups or developed written comments for state utility commission proceedings in 
the following states: Pennsylvania, Ohio, New York, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, West Virginia, New Jersey, Virginia, and Maine. Have a unique 
perspective on the retail energy market in various states assisting in the 
development of policies and standards and have closely observed the 
characteristics of successful markets and how to structure them. 

 
• Have testified numerous occasions before the Connecticut Legislature’s Energy 

and Technology Committee on legislation related to retail electric and natural gas 
choice bills and energy restructuring. 

 
• Member of the Executive Committee (Retail Electric Quadrant- Supplier 

representative) of the North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB). The 
NAESB “serves as an industry forum for the development and promotion of 
standards which will lead to a seamless marketplace for wholesale and retail 
natural gas and electricity, as recognized by its customers, business community, 
participants, and regulatory entities.” (source: NAESB website). 


