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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET Nos. 11-0279, 11-0282 (Cons.) 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF  3 

VONDA K. SECKLER 4 

Submitted on Behalf Of 5 

Ameren Illinois 6 

I. INTRODUCTION 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. My name is Vonda K. Seckler.   My business address is One Ameren Plaza, 1901 9 

Chouteau Ave., St. Louis, MO 63103. 10 

Q. Are you the same Vonda K. Seckler who provided direct testimony and rebuttal 11 

testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 14 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 15 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois 16 

Commerce Commission (Commission) Staff witness, Mr. Mark Maple (ICC Staff Ex. 26.0) 17 

regarding the Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois' (AIC or Company) working 18 

capital allowance for gas in storage.  I also respond to the rebuttal testimonies of The People of 19 

the State of Illinois and Citizens Utility Board (jointly AG/CUB) witness, Mr. Christopher 20 

Thomas (AG/CUB Ex. 6.0), Retail Gas Suppliers (RGS) witness, Mr. James L. Crist (RGS Ex. 21 
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2.0) and Commission Staff (Staff) witness, Dr. David Rearden (ICC Staff Ex. 34.0), which 22 

concern Mr. Crist’s recommendation in his direct testimony that the Commission order Ameren 23 

Illinois to implement a residential natural gas choice program. 24 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your surrebuttal testimony? 25 

A. No, I'm not. 26 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, MR. MAPLE 27 

Q. What is Mr. Maple’s rebuttal position with respect to the volume of gas in storage 28 

for use in the working capital for gas in storage calculation?   29 

A. In rebuttal, Mr. Maple agreed with my rebuttal testimony recommendation to use AIC’s 30 

original proposed volumes.   31 

Q. In Ameren Exhibit 35.1, you provided revised values for the Company’s working 32 

capital allowance for gas in storage projected for the test year.  Does Mr. Maple agree with 33 

your revised values? 34 

A. Yes.  Mr. Maple now recommends that the amount of working capital for gas in storage 35 

be reduced by $9,471,410 for Rate Zone II (formerly the Central Illinois Light Company d/b/a 36 

AmerenCILCO (AmerenCILCO) service territory), $1,538,841 for Rate Zone I (formerly the 37 

Central Illinois Public Service Company d/b/a AmerenCIPS (AmerenCIPS) service territory), 38 

and $251,378 for Rate Zone III (formerly the Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP 39 

(AmerenIP) service territory).  Those adjustments are consistent with the revised values in 40 

Ameren Exhibit 35.1. 41 

42 
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IV. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS, DR. REARDEN 43 

Q. Dr. Rearden submitted rebuttal testimony responding to the direct testimony of Mr. 44 

Crist and his recommendations regarding a residential natural gas customer choice 45 

program.  Did you review Dr. Rearden’s rebuttal testimony? 46 

A. Yes, I did. 47 

Q. What is Dr. Rearden’s response regarding Mr. Crist’s perceived financial benefit to 48 

customers from a gas choice program? 49 

A. Dr. Rearden states Mr. Crist did not offer any empirical evidence to support his claim that 50 

customers will save money by buying their gas from Alternative Retail Gas Suppliers (ARGS).  51 

He concludes “information that directly shows that customers pay less is not present.”  (ICC 52 

Staff Ex. 34.0, pp. 3-4.)  Dr. Rearden further states, while innovative pricing may benefit 53 

customers as Mr. Crist asserts, Mr. Crist did not offer hard data and analysis to support that 54 

assertion.   55 

Q. Do you agree with Dr. Rearden’s concerns in that regard? 56 

A. Yes, and while I agree with the Staff, I also recognize that a rate case may not be the 57 

most appropriate vehicle for a full breadth examination of the barriers, program design, and 58 

implementation guidelines. 59 

Q. Does Dr. Rearden agree with Mr. Crist that the Commission should order Ameren 60 

Illinois to implement a residential natural gas customer choice program in this proceeding? 61 

A. No.  Dr. Rearden does not recommend that the Commission order the Company to 62 

implement such a program for three reasons.  First, Mr. Crist has not offered sufficient empirical 63 

support that customers are better served by a gas choice program.  Second, Mr. Crist’s proposal 64 
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lacks the detail needed to implement such a program.  Third, Dr. Rearden notes, under the 65 

recently amended Illinois Public Utilities Act (PUA) § 19-130, the Office of Retail Market 66 

Development (ORMD) must compile a report that investigates the state of retail gas competition 67 

in Illinois, the barriers to development of competition, and other relevant information, and must 68 

gather input from all interested parties in so reporting.  Dr. Rearden believes that avenue presents 69 

a better opportunity for RGS to advance its recommendations, rather than the instant ratemaking 70 

proceeding.  (ICC Ex. 34.0, pp. 5-6.) 71 

Q. What is your understanding of the provisions of PUA § 19-130? 72 

A. Although I am not an attorney, my understanding is the ORMD is preparing a report that 73 

analyzes the status and development of the retail natural gas market in Illinois and identifies any 74 

barriers to the development of the market (and solutions to address the barriers).  The ORMD 75 

should gather input from all interested parties for the report.  76 

Q. What is the impact of this statutory scheme on RGS’ recommendations? 77 

A. The RGS should at a minimum put forth its concerns to the ORMD to be considered in 78 

the analysis the ORMD is conducting to prepare its report.  In my judgment, the report process is 79 

a more appropriate vehicle to discuss RGS’ plans regarding a retail gas choice program. 80 

Q. Does Dr. Rearden have a recommendation? 81 

A. Yes.  He recommends, "rather than decide these issues in this case, the Commission 82 

should examine the report by the ORMD and decide whether to recommend to the General 83 

Assembly the programs that are proposed here."  Doing so provides the Commission a more 84 

comprehensive discussion of the costs and benefits of a small volume gas transportation 85 

program, along with the characteristics that the program should have, than this rate case allows.” 86 
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Q. Do you agree with Dr. Rearden’s recommendation? 87 

A. Yes.  As I have previously discussed, Mr. Crist’s recommendation lacks some detail.  88 

Implementation issues must be resolved and fundamental policy matters addressed by the 89 

Commission or the legislature prior to development and implementation of a gas retail choice 90 

program for AIC’s service areas.  Further, I agree with Dr. Rearden that a rate case is not always 91 

the proper forum to resolve these issues. Testimony and data request responses are not always 92 

the best means by which to communicate information and ideas. Not all stakeholders are present 93 

in a rate case.  Information from other retail gas choice programs may not be available in a rate 94 

case setting.  I support Dr. Rearden's recommendation that, rather than decide this issue in the 95 

instant proceeding, the Commission should examine the ORMD report and then decide whether 96 

to order implementation of a residential natural gas customer choice program in AIC’s service 97 

territory. 98 

V. RESPONSE TO AG/CUB WITNESS, MR. THOMAS 99 

Q. What is Mr. Thomas’ position with respect to Mr. Crist’s proposal on retail gas 100 

choice? 101 

A. He states RGS’s claimed benefits have not materialized for customers in Illinois’ existing 102 

small customer gas choice programs operated by Peoples Gas/North Shore Gas and Nicor.  He 103 

states AG/CUB’s Gas Market Monitor indicates that 91 percent of the different plans offered by 104 

alternative suppliers would have lost money for consumers when compared to utility Purchase 105 

Gas Adjustment Clauses (PGAs).  Therefore, he recommends the Commission deny Mr. Crist’s 106 

recommendation. 107 

Q. What is your response to AG/CUB’s position? 108 
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A. I have not evaluated Mr. Thomas' claims for accuracy but this information or these 109 

concerns would be of the type the Commission should review and consider in the Staff report 110 

discussed above. At least from AG/CUB's perspective, retail gas choice in its current form has 111 

not been a good deal for residential customers.  112 

VI. RESPONSE TO RGS WITNESS, MR. CRIST 113 

Q. Mr. Crist continues to recommend that the Commission order AIC to develop a gas 114 

choice program consistent with the “best practices” outlined in his direct and rebuttal 115 

testimonies.  (RGS Ex.2.0, p. 2.)  How do you respond? 116 

A. For the reasons stated in my rebuttal testimony and further addressed below, I disagree 117 

that the Commission should order AIC to develop and implement such a program at this time.  118 

Moreover, should the Commission order AIC to develop a gas choice program in this docket or 119 

in a future proceeding, all aspects of a gas choice program including Utility Consolidated Billing 120 

(UCB) coupled with Purchase of Receivables (POR), the use of established Electronic Data 121 

Interchange (EDI) and other “best practices” will need to be discussed.    122 

Q. Does Mr. Crist have a specific proposal now as to how to accomplish his 123 

recommendation? 124 

A. He states the Commission should require that, within one month of the entry of the Final 125 

Order, Staff and interested parties begin a six-month workshop process which will provide 126 

market rule recommendations and mass market choice tariffs for Commission approval. Mr. 127 

Crist recommends that the results of the workshop process be presented  in a separate proceeding 128 

initiated after the workshop process has concluded, rather than in Ameren Illinois’s next rate 129 

proceeding.  (RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 22.)  Mr. Crist contends the Commission need not rule on the final 130 
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design of a choice plan in its Final Order in this proceeding, but rather could order that AIC 131 

undertake development of a residential natural gas choice program subject to certain broad 132 

parameters and then rely on a workshop process to recommend final rules to the Commission.  133 

(RGS Ex. 2.0, pp. 20-21.)   134 

Q. What is your response to his proposal? 135 

A. Though I'm not an attorney, and given the response of the Staff in its rebuttal testimony, 136 

it would seem the legislature is expecting the Commission to undertake the work to prepare the 137 

aforementioned report as a next step to the policy question at hand.  It is also necessary to 138 

recognize AIC may not be able to make the necessary modifications to its billing systems in the 139 

timeframe presented.  Further, there may be other unknown obstacles that could impede the roll 140 

out of a successful retail gas choice program.  141 

Q. Mr. Crist contends concerns in your rebuttal testimony about his recommendations 142 

do not present an impediment to a residential natural gas customer choice program in 143 

AIC’s service territory.  (RGS Exhibit 2.0, p. 4.)  How do you respond?  144 

A. I disagree. Simply stated, there is not enough information to design and implement the 145 

program.  Furthermore the information that is being provided comes from two retail gas 146 

providers.  It is my understanding there are 17 registered retail gas providers in Illinois. Their 147 

views, if any, are absent.  Other stakeholders may have views which are also absent. 148 

Q. Couldn’t these other retail gas providers have participated in the rate case as has 149 

RGS? 150 

A. Yes. They could have intervened under the same basis as did RGS.  However, they did 151 

not.  What is important, however, is that their point of view is not present.    152 
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Q. Mr. Crist also believes the level of caution regarding implementation of such a 153 

program raised in your rebuttal testimony is “somewhat overstated.”  (RGS Ex.2.0, p. 2.)  154 

Do you have a response? 155 

A. I disagree for the reasons stated above and in my rebuttal testimony on this subject. In 156 

addition, AG/CUB's concerns as expressed by Mr. Thomas would suggest the contrary. Again let 157 

me restate our position: AIC is not opposed to retail gas choice but a poorly designed program, 158 

no matter how well intentioned, serves no one's interests.   159 

Q. How does Mr. Crist respond to your conclusion AIC will not implement a gas choice 160 

program absent direction from the Commission or General Assembly? 161 

A. Mr. Crist agrees that is appropriate.  He states such a position is consistent with 162 

recognition of the Commission’s policy setting role and a reflection of the Company’s right to 163 

full cost recovery.  (RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 5.) 164 

Q. Mr. Crist further concludes that the absence of customer requests for competition is 165 

not a justification for delaying implementation of a choice program.  He cites to USEIA 166 

report that enrollment programs “reached new highs in 2009” and prevalence of such 167 

programs in Illinois signifies strong policymaker support.  Do you agree? 168 

A. As stated in my rebuttal testimony (Ameren Ex. 35.0, p. 11), I agree the mere fact a 169 

customer has not requested a gas choice program does not mean they would not participate in 170 

one if offered.  However, customer interest in such a program is a pre-condition to its 171 

development and implementation. AIC does not believe it is prudent to undertake development 172 

and implementation of a program which its customers do not desire and which ultimately 173 

becomes superfluous.  In other words, at least some initial customer interest is necessary to 174 
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justify incurring the significant costs to develop and implement a gas choice program. 175 

 I also disagree with Mr. Crist’s interpretation of the USEIA reports he cites and his 176 

contention the statistics in the excerpts included in his rebuttal testimony “speak for themselves.”  177 

(RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 7.)  Neither report supports customer interest in gas choice programs, 178 

particularly in Ameren Illinois’s service territory.  Rather, the report excerpts included in Mr. 179 

Crist’s rebuttal testimony simply indicate increased enrollment in gas choice programs, which 180 

may be the result of factors other than interest in such programs alone, as Mr. Crist implies. 181 

Q. Mr. Crist also contends the “prevalence” of gas choice programs in Illinois indicates 182 

Illinois policymakers “strongly support” such programs.  (RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 8.)  Do you have 183 

any comments in this regard? 184 

A. To date, policy makers have not halted such programs. However, policy makers have said 185 

they want the Commission to take further steps in the evaluation of these programs and deliver 186 

the report described in Section 19-130 of the PUA. To me, this is telling that policy makers want 187 

more information before making any further decisions.  188 

Q. Do you have any comments regarding the 2005 and 2007 ORMD reports which Mr. 189 

Crist quotes in his rebuttal testimony as support for his argument that gas choice programs 190 

benefit consumers?  (RGS Ex. 2.0, pp. 9-11.)   191 

A. Yes.  Mr. Crist claims those reports make clear that “other utilities’ residential natural gas 192 

choice program[s] showed real, if not easily quantified, benefits for consumers.”  (RGS Ex. 2.0, 193 

p. 10-11.)  However, the report excerpts on which Mr. Crist bases that claim do not, in fact, 194 

quantify any such benefits.  Rather, the 2005 report excerpt speaks only in terms of potential 195 

benefits or assumed benefits based on the perceived popularity of gas choice programs.  Yet, the 196 
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report concludes, “there is no conclusive evidence that small volume customers receive a dollar 197 

benefit from the programs.”  Likewise, the 2007 report speaks only in terms of perceived 198 

benefits based on program participation.  Put simply, the ORMD report excerpts cited by Mr. 199 

Crist in his rebuttal testimony do not offer any quantified benefits of gas choice programs, and I 200 

fail to see how they support his claim that benefits of gas choice programs in Illinois are “real” or 201 

“quantifiable.”   202 

Q. Mr. Crist appears to disagree with your concern regarding the uncertainty of the 203 

cost of implementation of a gas choice program.  How do you respond? 204 

A. Mr. Crist states everyone should recognize that there are costs associated with program 205 

design and implementation, and that the concept of cost recovery has been addressed repeatedly.   206 

(RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 13.)  Certainly, AIC does not dispute the existence of such costs or disagree 207 

they should be recovered.  However, as stated in my testimonies, absent a specific proposal—and 208 

no specifics have been proposed to date - - AIC cannot properly estimate the costs of design and 209 

implementation of a hypothetical gas choice program. 210 

Q. Mr. Crist contends AIC’s alleged “lack of familiarity” with natural gas choice 211 

program designs is “overstated.” (RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 13.)  Do you have a response? 212 

A. Yes.  I believe Mr. Crist has misstated the concern I raised in my rebuttal testimony.  213 

(Ameren Ex. 35.0, p. 15.)  While I agreed AIC’s electric choice program can be reviewed for 214 

general knowledge of a choice program and some leverage could exist, I also stated, given the 215 

inherent differences between electric and gas markets, the design of a gas choice program will be 216 

significantly different than an electric choice program.  Mr. Crist seems to ignore those 217 
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differences in suggesting my concern is “overstated.”  He does not argue any similarities 218 

between gas and electric markets. 219 

Q. Would the cost of implementation of a gas choice program be lower for AIC because 220 

the Company has experience with electric choice program implementation?  (RGS Ex. 2.0, 221 

p. 14.) 222 

A. I do not know. As stated in my rebuttal testimony and discussed above, inherent 223 

differences between gas and electric markets necessitate differences between gas and electric 224 

choice programs which Mr. Crist seems to ignore.  Given that the design of a gas choice program 225 

will necessarily differ from that of AIC’s electric choice program, I disagree with Mr. Crist that 226 

it is “reasonable to assume” the cost of implementing a gas choice program will be “lower for 227 

Ameren.”   228 

Q. What is Mr. Crist’s response to AIC’s testimony that POR is a necessary component 229 

of a properly designed gas choice program? 230 

A. Mr. Crist continues to argue POR is essential.  He notes Nicor and Peoples Gas/North 231 

Shore Gas’ choice programs, which do not have POR, were created prior to the “widespread 232 

acknowledgement of the importance and benefits of a POR program,” and states, in the case of 233 

AIC, “there can be no legitimate dispute that the addition of POR would enhance the choice 234 

program from the outset.”   (RGS Ex. 2.0, pp. 18-19.) 235 

Q. Have you changed your position in this regard? 236 

A. No.  I do not believe POR is essential in all cases.  However, if AIC is required to provide 237 

a residential gas choice program, AIC believes POR cannot be a stand- alone service, but must 238 

be coupled with Utility Consolidated Billing (UCB) as a single combined service known as 239 
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Utility Consolidated Billing/Purchase of Receivable (UCB/POR).  UCB is another aspect of 240 

program design that would have to be addressed in designing and implementing any gas retail 241 

choice program. 242 

Q. Why would a retail gas choice program with POR also need a UCB component? 243 

A. UCB/POR enables the utility to put the ARGS charges on the utility bill, which is then 244 

mailed to the customer, and the utility purchases the ARGS receivable no later than one day after 245 

the customer’s bill due date.  With UCB/POR, the customer receives one bill for their gas 246 

commodity and delivery service.  The UCB component is required to allow customers receiving 247 

Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) to retain their full LIHEAP benefits, which 248 

otherwise might be lost because Illinois ARGS do not provide the capability to allow a LIHEAP 249 

customer to access their full benefits.  250 

Q. What is Mr. Crist’s response to your concern that a price-to-compare (PTC) is 251 

difficult to calculate and report? 252 

A. Mr. Crist agrees the concern is well taken.  (RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 20.)  However, he does not 253 

offer a solution.  Rather, he simply reiterates his belief PTC is important and notes the factors 254 

that should be taken into consideration in determining PTC.  (Id.) 255 

Q. In your rebuttal testimony, (Ameren Ex. 35.0, p. 11), you stated AIC does not 256 

oppose a residential natural gas customer choice program, subject to the following 257 

conditions: (1) its customers are requesting competition for supply; (2) there are 258 

identifiable customer benefits to offering such a program, the costs of implementation are 259 

reasonable; and (3) the Commission approves a program that allows the Company to 260 

recover from ratepayers all prudently incurred costs of such a program in a timely 261 
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manner.  Did Mr. Crist sufficiently address those conditions in his rebuttal testimony? 262 

A. No.  With the exception of the third condition, on which AIC and Mr. Crist agree, Mr. 263 

Crist has presented no empirical data either suggesting that AIC’s customers are requesting 264 

competition for supply or quantifying identifiable benefits to AIC’s customers from such a 265 

program. 266 

Q. Has anything in Mr. Crist’s rebuttal testimony changed your position regarding his 267 

recommendation that the Commission order AIC to develop and implement a residential 268 

natural gas customer choice program at the conclusion of this proceeding? 269 

A. No. 270 

VII. CONCLUSION 271 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 272 

A. Yes, it does. 273 


