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JOINT REPLY BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS
OF INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY OF ILLINOIS, INC.

AND INTERSTATE GAS SUPPLY, INC.

Interstate Gas Supply of Illinois, Inc. (“IGS Illinois”) and Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. 

(“IGS, Inc.”) (collectively, “IGS Energy”), by and through their attorneys, pursuant to Section 

200.830 of the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) (83 Ill. 

Admin. Code 200.830), respectfully submit this Joint Reply Brief on Exceptions in the instant 

proceeding addressing the Administrative Law Judges’ Proposed First Notice Order (the 

“Proposed Order”) issued on March 18, 2011 and the parties’ Briefs on Exceptions filed on April 

12, 2011 regarding the proposed regulations (the “Proposed Rules”).1  

IGS Energy has a strong interest in the continued fair and consistent development of an 

efficient and robust competitive energy marketplace in Illinois.  IGS Illinois is a licensed 

Alternative Gas Supplier and is an active participant in the Illinois competitive natural gas 

market, providing service to residential and commercial customers in northern Illinois.  IGS, Inc. 

recently became a licensed Alternative Retail Electric Supplier (see ICC Docket No. 11-0178) 

and intends to become an active participant in the Illinois competitive electricity market.  In 

                                                          
1 The absence of comment regarding particular proposals in the Proposed Order and in other 
parties’ Briefs on Exceptions should not be taken as agreement with any such proposals.
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addition to Illinois, IGS Energy (through IGS, Inc. or its affiliates) is an active participant in 

competitive markets in six other states and in a total of fourteen public utility service areas.

At this point, there appears to exist a broad consensus in favor of robust and appropriate 

consumer protection measures that will assist with the development of an efficient and robust 

competitive energy market in Illinois.  (See, e.g., IGS Energy Brief on Exceptions at 1-3 

(recommending “additional protections that would be in the interest of consumers” for the 

purposes of “ensuring a long term, vibrant competitive market in Illinois”); Dominion Retail, 

Inc. Brief on Exceptions at 1-2 (recommending “changes [that] add consumer protections not 

contained in the proposed rules” in order to “help the ARES market” grow); ICEA Brief on 

Exceptions at 12 (noting “the need for adequate consumer protections [balanced] with the 

equally important goal of preserving and developing retail market competition.”); RESA Brief 

on Exceptions at 1 (noting RESA’s consistent “focus on protecting customers by providing full 

and accurate disclosures, while avoiding measures that would limit or mitigate products and 

innovations, or burdening customers with unnecessary costs.”); BlueStar Energy Services, Inc.’s 

Brief on Exceptions at 5 (“BlueStar supports well-balanced rules that provide meaningful 

consumer protections”); CUB/Attorney General Brief on Exceptions at 2 (noting the need to add 

certain “crucial consumer protections” in order to bring about competitive “benefits to 

consumers and suppliers”); Staff Brief on Exceptions at 14-16 (suggesting a variety of changes 

to avoid customer “confusion and frustration” without adopting “extreme remed[ies]” that might 

inhibit competition without associated benefits).)  

Although there are a considerable number of proposed modifications to the Proposed 

Order and the associated Proposed Rules, the thrust of the majority of proposals seems to be the 

worthy goal of enhancing consumer protection in a manner that leads to the equally laudable 
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goal of a robust competitive market.  Furthermore, although there certainly is not uniform 

agreement among the various parties on all of the Proposed Rules, it does not appear that any 

party would advocate erasing consumer protection rules in a manner that would harm the 

development of the competitive market.  Thus, the Proposed Rule modifications that IGS 

advocates appear to fit easily within the context of Proposed Rule modifications that are being 

proposed by the majority of parties that discuss changes to the consumer protection portions of 

the Proposed Rules. 

Accordingly, nothing in the Briefs on Exceptions changes IGS Energy’s recommendation 

that the Proposed Order and Proposed Rules – in particular Section 412.120 – relating to door-to-

door solicitation of residential customers should be modified to enhance consumer protection.  In 

particular, the Proposed Rules should ensure that door-to-door solicitations are made only by 

individuals that are: (a) properly screened, (b) properly trained, and (c) properly accountable.

Dominion Retail, Inc. (“Dominion”) makes a set of recommendations relating to criminal 

background checks and drug testing for door-to-door sales agents that, although not identical to 

the IGS Energy recommendations, are similar in spirit to the IGS Energy recommendations, and 

are aimed toward the same goal of protecting consumers and the integrity of the competitive 

market.  (See Dominion Brief on Exceptions at 3-4.)  Dominion also recommends revising the 

Proposed Rules to limit the hours for door-to-door solicitations; a revision that would further 

enhance consumer protection in a manner that would enhance the integrity of the competitive 

market.  (Id. at 4.)

The Proposed Order notes the need to “provide maximum protection to the consumer and 

to set forth the guidelines for customer solicitation in a clear fashion.”  (Proposed Order at 19.)  

That approach is sensible and appropriate, particularly with respect to door-to-door solicitations.  
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Nothing in the other parties’ Briefs on Exceptions questions the “unique nature of the personal 

contact with customers” involved in that type of sales approach.  (IGS Illinois Verified Brief on 

Exceptions at 3; IGS Energy Joint Brief on Exceptions at 3.)  Accordingly, for the reasons set 

forth in IGS Energy’s Brief on Exceptions and in Dominion’s Brief on Exceptions at pages 3-4, 

IGS Energy reiterates its request that the Proposed Order and the Proposed Rules be modified 

with the replacement language set forth on pages 6-8 of IGS Energy’s Joint Brief on Exceptions.

WHEREFORE, for the reasons discussed herein and in the IGS Energy Joint Brief on 

Exceptions, IGS Energy respectfully requests that the Commission modify the Proposed Order 

and Proposed Rule 412.120 in accordance with the arguments and exceptions language provided

by IGS Energy in its Brief on Exceptions.

Respectfully submitted,
Interstate Gas Supply of Illinois, Inc. and
Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.
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