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NOW COMES the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), through its counsel, pursuant to 83 

Illinois Administrative Code Section 200.850, hereby supports its requests that the Illinois 

Commerce Commission (“Commission”) hear oral argument from the parties regarding the 

above-captioned proceeding.  CUB replies to the Response of Illinois Energy Savings Corp. 

d/b/a U.S. Energy Savings Corporation (“USESC”), filed on January 26, 2009, opposing oral 

argument. 

Although USESC is correct that the record in this proceeding is well-developed and 

extensive, this is precisely why oral argument would be appropriate.  The purpose of oral 

argument is primarily to benefit the Commissioners – not the parties.  The Company again 

demonstrates its unfamiliarity with Commission process in asserting that the record could not be 

more developed than it already is.  Response at 1.  That is certainly true, considering the record 

was marked “heard and taken” on January 8, 2010.  The point of oral argument, however, is not 
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to develop the record, but to serve the Commissioners’ understanding of the record and the 

parties’ positions therein.   

Further, the Company is simply wrong in baldly asserting that the Commission has 

decided similar cases “on several prior occasions.”  Response at 2.  The only other proceeding 

decided by this Commission involving allegations of fraudulent marketing practices of an 

alternative gas supplier (“AGS”) is Santanna Natural Gas Corporation d/b/a Santanna Energy 

Services, Application for Certificate of Service Authority under Section 19-110 of the Public 

Utilities Act, ICC Docket No. 02-0441.1  That proceeding concerned an application with the 

Commission seeking certification of an AGS.   

This case is, in fact, one of first impression for the Commission, because the Commission 

has never before acted on a complaint regarding an AGS’s compliance with 220 ILCS 5/19-115, 

which proscribes an AGS’s ongoing service obligations after certification.  And never before has 

the Commission been faced with a request to revoke an AGS certificate, pursuant to 220 ILCS 

5/19-120(c)(3).  CUB believes oral argument would aid the Commission in its deliberation of the 

serious issues presented by this proceeding. 

The Company’s claims of undue expense should be rejected in light of the fact that the 

Company has subjected itself to the Commission’s jurisdiction by seeking and obtaining a 

certificate of service authority to operate as an AGS, and is also subject to the Commission’s 

Rules of Practice, which clearly allow for oral argument.  83 Ill. Admin. Code Section 200.850.  

Any incremental additional costs oral argument would cause the Company to incur are dwarfed 

by the substantial profits the Company continues to derive from operating as an AGS in Illinois.  

See, e.g., CG Ex. 1.0 at 13-14. 

                                                 
1 Not surprisingly, Santanna also marketed its product through door-to-door sales at the time at issue in this docket.  
Santanna still operates in Illinois, but no longer markets its product through door-to-door sales. 
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WHEREFORE, CUB respectfully requests that the Commission grant its request for 

oral argument. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD  

Dated: January 28, 2010 

 
       Julie L. Soderna    
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