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I. Introduction of Witness and Purpose of Testimony  1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Stephen E. Puican.  My business address is 215 Piedmont Road, 3 

Columbus, Ohio 43214. 4 

Q. Are you the same Stephen E. Puican who offered Direct Testimony on behalf 5 

of the Illinois Competitive Energy Association (“ICEA”)
1
 and the Retail 6 

Energy Supply Association (“RESA”)
2
? 7 

                                                 
1
 ICEA’s members include Champion Energy, LLC; Constellation NewEnergy Inc.; Direct Energy 

Services, LLC; FirstEnergy Solutions Corp.; Homefield Energy; Integrys Energy Services, Inc.; MC2 

Energy Services, LLC;  Nordic Energy Services, LLC; NRG Retail; and Verde Energy USA Illinois, LLC.  

The views expressed in this filing represent the position of ICEA as an organization but may not represent 

the views of any particular member of ICEA. 

 
2
 RESA’s members include AEP Energy, Inc.; Champion Energy Services, LLC; ConEdison Solutions; 

Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.; Direct Energy Services, LLC; Energetix, Inc.; GDF SUEZ Energy 

Resources NA, Inc.; Hess Corporation; Homefield Energy; IDT Energy, Inc., Integrys Energy Services, 

Inc.; Just Energy; Liberty Power; MC Squared Energy Services, LLC; Mint Energy, LLC; NextEra Energy 

Services; Noble Americas Energy Solutions LLC; NRG, Inc.; PPL EnergyPlus, LLC; Stream Energy; 

TransCanada Power Marketing Ltd.; and TriEagle Energy, L.P..  The comments expressed in this filing 
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A. Yes. 8 

Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony? 9 

A. The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to respond to the Direct Testimony of 10 

the following witnesses:  Mr. James Crist, on behalf of the Retail Gas Suppliers 11 

(“RGS”); Dr. David Rearden, on behalf of the Commission Staff; and Mr. Martin 12 

R. Cohen, on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”).  In addition, I will 13 

respond to the Rebuttal Testimony of the following witnesses for Ameren Illinois 14 

Company (“AIC” or “Ameren”): Mr. Craig Nelson, Mr. Leonard Jones and Ms. 15 

Vonda Seckler.  All of these witnesses offer testimony regarding the creation and 16 

implementation of a small volume transportation (“SVT” or “Choice”) program.   17 

II. RESPONSE TO MR. CRIST 18 

Q. What is your response to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Crist on behalf of the 19 

RGS? 20 

A. Generally, I agree with Mr. Crist.  The workshop process did develop an 21 

acceptable gas Choice Program for the residential and small-volume non-22 

residential customers of AIC, one that I believe will provide substantial benefits 23 

to customers in its service territory.  However, as Mr. Crist notes when referring 24 

to AIC Ex. 13.2 (which has been revised by AIC as reflected in AIC Ex. 26.1), 25 

while the changes to the SVT Program reflected in that exhibit may allow for a 26 

workable SVT program, there may be additional changes that would be merited as 27 

this case proceeds.  (RGS Ex. 1.0, p. 11, lines 238-240)  In fact, I have proposed 28 

                                                                                                                                                 
filing represent the position of RESA as an organization but may not represent the views of any particular 

member of RESA. 
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modifications to improve the SVT Program in my Direct Testimony at pages 6-29 

14. 30 

III. RESPONSE TO DR. REARDEN 31 

Q. In his Direct Testimony, Dr. Rearden states that Staff does not oppose an 32 

SVT Program for AIC, quoting from the Commission’s Final Order in AIC’s 33 

last gas rate case, Ill. C. C. Docket 11-0282, however Staff recommends that 34 

the Commission review and approve SVT-related tariffs in a future 35 

proceeding, not the instant proceeding.  (ICC Staff Ex. 7.0, p. 9, lines 170-36 

182)  Do you agree? 37 

A. I agree with Dr. Rearden that the Commission should approve an SVT Program in 38 

this proceeding. I disagree however that the Commission should delay approving 39 

specific tariffs until a subsequent proceeding. Although I am recommending 40 

certain modifications to the current program design, AIC Ex.  26.1 provides a 41 

solid basis for an SVT Program.  In fact, as a fallback position, Dr. Rearden also 42 

proposes to make changes to certain riders relating to the SVT Program, proposals 43 

which I will address subsequently in this Rebuttal Testimony.  AIC has responded 44 

to these proposed changes in the Rebuttal Testimony of Ms. Seckler.  Thus, the 45 

issues are obviously in play in this proceeding and there is no compelling reason 46 

why the Commission should not approve specific tariffs to implement AIC’s SVT 47 

Program in its order in this proceeding.   48 

Q. After discussing AIC’s Rider GTA, Dr. Rearden, recommends that Rider 49 

GTA should be rejected.  (ICC Staff Ex. 7.0, pp. 9-11, lines 190-224)  Do you 50 

agree?  51 
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A. In my Direct Testimony I stated that I had no objection in principle to Rider GTA. 52 

I did however have an issue with the recovery period being open-ended. Ms. 53 

Seckler’s Rebuttal Testimony proposed limiting the applicability of Rider GTA to 54 

a period of three years while reserving the right to request an extension should 55 

AIC deem it necessary. As I address later in my Rebuttal Testimony, I find that 56 

compromise acceptable.  57 

Q. With respect to Rider GSIC, Dr. Rearden recommends that AIC detail which 58 

assets to include in the Rider and to provide a more complete explanation for 59 

how decisions as to which assets are included in Rider GSIC are made.   (Id., 60 

pp. 11-12, lines 230-247)  Do you agree? 61 

A. Ameren’s proposal to remove the balancing assets from the PGA and charge those 62 

costs to both sales and transportation customers through Rider GSIC is 63 

appropriate. I agree with Dr. Rearden however that the specific components that 64 

will make up the balancing portfolio need to be reviewed before Rider GSIC is 65 

approved.  I also believe that the design of such a portfolio can easily be handled 66 

in this proceeding and should not be so contentious as to require a separate docket 67 

for its consideration.    68 

Q. With respect to Rider SVT, Dr. Rearden states that he is concerned with how 69 

pipeline penalties are assessed in Rider SVT.  Specifically, he states that SVT 70 

customers should not be excluded from paying the penalties regardless of the 71 

situation or penalty cause.   (Id., p. 12, lines 252-258)  Do you agree? 72 

A. I believe the program as currently designed allocates penalty charges 73 

appropriately. My understanding is that pipeline penalties incurred by SVT 74 
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suppliers that are assigned pipeline and storage assets are assessed directly to 75 

AGS by the pipeline in question. Further, in the event Ameren incurs a penalty 76 

due to an SVT supplier over or under-delivering, the SVT Supplier Terms and 77 

Conditions already provide that the penalty be passed through to the responsible 78 

supplier. Whether to pass such penalties on to their customers should at that point 79 

be at the discretion of the AGS.  Any penalties beyond those incurred by SVT 80 

suppliers should be allocated solely to Rider S and Rider T customers. It would be 81 

inappropriate for SVT customers to be allocated any share of penalties incurred in 82 

the provision of service to Rider S and Rider T customers.     83 

Q. With respect to Rider SVT, Dr. Rearden states that he is concerned with how 84 

pipeline assets are allocated to AGS.  (Id., p.13, lines 261-271)  Specifically, he 85 

states that to the extent that the on-line information on AIC’s website affects 86 

how AGS and customers receive service, such on-line information should be 87 

subject to Commission approval.  Do you agree? 88 

A. Yes. The proposed tariffs state the intention to use the “Cities by Pipeline” to 89 

determine which pipeline’s capacity is released to the AGS for each SVT 90 

customer. I agree with Dr. Rearden that to the extent this information affects how 91 

marketers and customers receive service from the utility the list should be 92 

appended to the tariffs such that any changes would be subject to Commission 93 

approval. However, as I discuss further in this Rebuttal Testimony, I find the 94 

compromise proposed in Ms. Seckler’s Rebuttal Testimony to be acceptable.  95 

IV. RESPONSE TO MR. COHEN 96 



 6 

Q. In his Direct Testimony, Mr. Cohen states that if an SVT Program is to be 97 

introduced into AIC’s service territories, development of consumer 98 

protections should be considered in light of experience in other service 99 

territories. (CUB Ex. 1.0, p. 5, lines 106-107)  How do the consumer 100 

protections in Illinois compare to those in Ohio? 101 

A. In Illinois, protections for residential and small-volume non-residential natural gas 102 

customers are set forth in Section 19-115 of the Public Utilities Act.  These 103 

protections are extensive and include provisions relating to: 104 

 Customer call centers 105 

 Customer switching 106 

 Customer complaints 107 

 Penalties for violations 108 

 Assignment of contracts 109 

 Marketing 110 

 Billing 111 

 Early termination fees 112 

 Rescission rights 113 

In addition the Consumer Fraud Act and Deceptive Business Practices Act 114 

provides additional protections. 115 

Unlike many states where protections are by rule Illinois has placed protections 116 

into statute where the ICC cannot waive any requirements or lessen these 117 

protections. In Ohio, protections for small-volume transportation customers are 118 

contained in Chapter 4901:1-29 of the Ohio Administrative Code. These rules 119 
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were adopted subsequent to passage of House Bill 9 which formally incorporated 120 

the Customer Choice program into the statutes.  Prior to that, consumer 121 

protections were included in a code of conduct for suppliers which were 122 

incorporated into the host utilities’ tariffs. I did a comparison of the Ohio and 123 

Illinois regulations and found that the same issues are covered in both sets of 124 

regulations. In no case did I find the Illinois regulations to be in any way 125 

inadequate on any of these issues for ensuring appropriate consumer protections.   126 

Q. In his Direct Testimony, Mr. Cohen states the “threshold issue for the 127 

Commission’s consideration is whether or not benefits to consumers are 128 

likely to result from implementation of an SVT Program”. (Id., p. 6, lines 129 

127-129)  Are consumers likely to benefit from implementation of an SVT 130 

Program?  What are those benefits? 131 

A. I believe customers will benefit from the introduction of a competitive natural gas 132 

market as an alternative to the PGA. I have no issues with AIC’s gas purchasing 133 

practices but any PGA mechanism by its inherent design does not provide 134 

appropriate price signals to customers. The PGA is based on a forecast of 135 

expected prices in the upcoming period as well as true-ups to recover or refund 136 

differences between those forecasts and actual gas prices in previous periods. A 137 

PGA customer does not see current prices but instead sees an estimate of the 138 

current price bundled with true-ups from prior periods.  Assuming a utility can 139 

pass a hindsight prudence review customers bear all the risk of fluctuations in 140 

market prices.  A competitive market provides more transparency and currency to 141 

market prices whether it is a variable rate tied to an index or a fixed price offer. It 142 
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allows consumers to choose among competitive offers based on the current state 143 

of the market. Instead of being a passive price recipient, customers can lock in 144 

prices and thereby shift some of the risk of fluctuations in the market to the 145 

natural gas provider.  146 

Ultimately competition has led to complete elimination of the Gas Cost 147 

Recovery (GCR) mechanism (Ohio’s equivalent to the PGA) in three of the four 148 

largest service territories in Ohio. Those utilities no longer have management and 149 

performance audits and financial reviews of the GCR mechanism, because it no 150 

longer exists.  No longer in those service territories do consumers use gas, without 151 

the transparency of knowing what their price will be until months, sometimes 152 

even years after the consumption occurred.  No longer is regulatory time, dollars 153 

and effort expended trying to ascertain whether a purchase a utility made months 154 

and at times years ago was reasonable and prudent, because for most utility 155 

consumers in Ohio, the competitive market provides the pricing.  Consumers 156 

know each month before they consume a single molecule of natural gas, what 157 

their price will be.  This is true for the almost 2 million households that have 158 

affirmatively selected a competitive supplier and the products that they offer, and 159 

this is true for the million or so customers who have yet to make a choice, but 160 

nonetheless are provided service by competitive suppliers through Ohio’s auction 161 

process.  I am not suggesting that Ameren is in the same place or should move to 162 

retail auctions but the fact is the reason Ohio reached this point is because Choice 163 

was approved and supported.  164 
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 Q. In his Direct Testimony, Mr. Cohen refers to the $7.026 million of 165 

incremental costs forecasted by AIC for the SVT Program. (Id., p. 7, lines 166 

137-138)  In your opinion, is it likely that the consumer benefits from the 167 

SVT Program will exceed $7.026 million? 168 

A. Over time the benefits should easily exceed those incremental costs. In Ms. 169 

Seckler’s Rebuttal Testimony at lines 631-632, she updates Ameren’s estimate of 170 

the total expected cost to implement the SVT program to be approximately $10.6 171 

million.  In response to ICEA/RESA Data Request No. 3.09, Ameren responded 172 

that the $10.6 million updated SVT program cost would translate to an annualized 173 

amount of $2.12 million if that amount were to be included in base rates.  174 

Schedule E-4, Present and Proposed Billing Units as Adjusted, filed in this 175 

proceeding contains test year billing units for the GDS-1 and GDS-2 rate classes. 176 

These are the two rate classes that would be eligible to participate in the SVT 177 

program.  That total annual consumption is 724,981,645 therms. Using that 178 

consumption amount, the $2.12 million in estimated implementation costs 179 

translates to $0.00292 per therm.   On page 5 of my Direct Testimony in this 180 

proceeding I presented a table showing a comparison of the historical differences 181 

between the NYMEX natural gas settlement price and Ohio’s Gas Cost Recovery 182 

rate and the difference between the NYMEX and the current auction based Retail 183 

Price Adjustment for three Ohio utilities. The following is that same comparison 184 

expressed in dollars per therm using a thermal content of 1,030 Btu per cubic foot.  185 

The third column shows the historic differences between Ohio’s regulated GCR 186 

rates and the market-based auction results. I made this calculation in order to 187 
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provide an equivalent comparison with the $0.00292 per therm estimated 188 

incremental cost. 189 

 190 

     Benchmark Current RPA   Difference 191 

Dominion East Ohio       $0.2427     $0.0583         $0.1845 192 

Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio          $0.2291     $0.1019         $0.1272 193 

Columbia Gas of Ohio                            $0.2971     $0.1252         $0.1718 194 

 195 

 Comparing these historical differences with the $0.00292 per therm incremental 196 

costs of the SVT program demonstrates a significant likelihood that the benefits 197 

of introducing competition into the natural gas marketplace will exceed the 198 

estimated incremental costs of implementing the SVT program. I recognize that 199 

the experience in Ohio is not directly transferrable to Ameren but I think the order 200 

of magnitude of the difference between the costs and benefits I have shown 201 

illustrates a high probability that Ameren’s customers will benefit from 202 

implementation of the SVT program. 203 

Q. Is it possible to quantify, at this time, the consumer benefits that will result 204 

from the SVT Program? 205 

A. Not at this time. There are simply too many variables that are unknown to make a 206 

specific quantification at this point. As I stated above however I am confident that 207 

the benefits of an SVT program to customers will exceed its costs over time.   208 

Q. In his Direct Testimony, Mr. Cohen states that AIC’s sales customers 209 

purchase competitively sourced natural gas and that gas utilities execute gas 210 



 11 

procurement strategies designed to provide the lowest possible price to 211 

customers consistent with sufficiency, reliability, and mitigation of price 212 

volatility.  (Id., p. 7, lines 139-147)  Are you aware of any information that 213 

shows that gas suppliers can offer prices lower than those of public utilities? 214 

A. Yes. Referring again back to my Direct Testimony in this proceeding, I showed 215 

some historical analysis that illustrates that competitive suppliers can offer prices 216 

lower than utilities.  I will refer back to my testimony on page 4-5 lines 79-101 217 

and will not repeat it in this Rebuttal Testimony. In my opinion this outcome is 218 

not due to a lack of concern or effort by the utilities but rather to the skewed 219 

incentive structure inherent in a PGA process. That incentive structure 220 

discourages risk taking by retroactively penalizing decisions that don’t work out 221 

while good decisions are unrewarded. In making their gas supply decisions, 222 

utilities must always consider how such decisions will be evaluated in this 223 

retroactive review process. As a result they do not have the same financial 224 

incentives as competitive suppliers to minimize gas supply costs. 225 

V. RESPONSE TO MR. JONES   226 

Q. On page 16, lines 317-319, of his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Leonard Jones 227 

states:  “There is no reason to assume that the average uncollectible 228 

percentage for Rider SVT UCB/POR customers will be different than the 229 

uncollectible percentage for customers taking gas service from the Company 230 

under Rider S-PGA.” How do you respond? 231 

A. I would put it differently.  I would say that there is no reason to assume that the 232 

average uncollectible percentage for Rider SVT customers will be the same as the 233 
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uncollectible percentage for customers taking gas service from Ameren under 234 

Rider S-PGA. The Discount Rate under Rider SVT should reflect the actual 235 

uncollectible experience of Rider SVT customers after a reasonable amount of 236 

time has passed and reasonable participation levels have been achieved. I am 237 

recommending however that the initial discount rate be set at the Uncollectible 238 

Factor rate contained in Rider S for each rate zone only until such time as we have 239 

actual experience based on customers of AGS participating in the program.    240 

Once there is sufficient use of the program then an analysis should be conducted 241 

of the actual uncollectible rate for the program and replace the discount factor 242 

with that rate.  The uncollectible percentage charged to customers taking gas 243 

service from Ameren under Rider S-PGA should reflect the uncollectible 244 

experience of those customers.  245 

Q. On pages 18-19, lines 347-378, of his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Jones 246 

addresses your proposal that the POR Discount Rate should be based on the 247 

uncollectible experience of Rider SVT customers once there is sufficient 248 

experience under the SVT Program and, specifically, your suggestion that 249 

this be reviewed after 12 months of actual experience.  Based on that 250 

testimony, are you willing to reconsider your position with respect to a 251 

review based on 12 months of actual experience? 252 

A. Yes, Mr. Jones makes a valid point. I will revise my previous testimony to 253 

propose that the review of SVT customers’ uncollectibles be conducted after a 254 

minimum of 12 months actual experience and a minimum participation rate has 255 

been achieved. I propose setting that participation rate at 20% of eligible 256 
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customers. Until such time I agree it is appropriate to set the initial discount rate 257 

at the Uncollectible Factor rate contained in Rider S for each rate zone. 258 

Q. On page 17, lines 327-331, of his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Jones states that 259 

grouping Rider S-PGA and Rider SVT customers together within Rider 260 

GUA eliminates the need for Ameren to provide a true-up for Rider SVT 261 

customers; customers in the Rider S-PGA and Rider SVT groups will receive 262 

the same Rider GUA Adjustment value.  Please comment.  263 

A. I believe that there should be a true-up for Rider SVT customers based on the 264 

uncollectible experience under Rider SVT, not a true-up to the uncollectible 265 

experiences of Rider SVT and Rider S-PGA customers. Rather than merge the 266 

two in a single true-up mechanism, I would suggest SVT customer uncollectibles 267 

be trued-up through adjustments to the receivables discount percentage. However 268 

as I will address below, there must be sufficient experience with the SVT program 269 

to evaluate SVT customers’ uncollectibles on a stand-alone basis. Until that time I 270 

believe the grouping of Rider S-PGA and Rider SVT customers together within 271 

Rider GUA is appropriate. 272 

VI. RESPONSE TO MS. SECKLER 273 

Q. In her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Vonda Seckler, sponsors AIC Exhibit 26.1 274 

which is a modified version of her Exhibit 13.2, submitted with her 275 

Supplemental Direct Testimony in this proceeding.  Are the modifications 276 

made to the SVT Program in AIC Exhibit 26.1 acceptable to ICEA and 277 

RESA? 278 
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A. I will address several issues in responses to other questions in this Rebuttal 279 

Testimony, but I will address one other specific issue in this response. That issue 280 

is the revisions to switching provisions that are not related to the SVT Program.  281 

In “Section 10 Switching and Terminations – B. Supplier Enrollment 282 

Procedures”, of the SVT Suppliers Terms and Conditions, customers switching to 283 

an SVT supplier have a ten day period to rescind the request to switch as set forth 284 

in 220 ILCS 5/19-115 (g) (7) (B). This provision limits the applicability of the ten 285 

day rescission period to customers with consumption of 5,000 therms or less. 286 

However under the “Switching Rules and Procedures – A. Supply Switching 287 

Options” of the Customers Terms and Conditions (which are applicable to all 288 

customers, not just SVT customers), Ameren has inserted ten day rescission 289 

periods that would apply to all switching customers regardless of size.   290 

RESA and ICEA believe the addition of a rescission period for customers with 291 

greater than 5,000 therms consumption is unnecessary and inappropriate.  Larger 292 

business customers simply don’t need the added protection of a rescission period.  293 

These customers will tend to be more deliberative in their energy purchasing 294 

decisions than smaller customers and can negotiate with the supplier on the issue 295 

of whether there should be a rescission period and, if so, how long it will be. 296 

More importantly, it greatly increases the financial risk to suppliers as they will 297 

have a price on hold potentially involving tens of thousands of dollars while 298 

waiting for the rescission period to expire. The loss of a small customer through a 299 

decision to rescind, while financially burdensome to a supplier, is nonetheless 300 

mandated by law.   The costs only increase for a large customer and would result 301 
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in a serious financial hit should the market change significantly during the 302 

rescission period.  303 

Moreover, these added provisions are unrelated to implementation of the SVT 304 

program which is the purpose of the tariffs proposed in Exhibit 26.1and beyond 305 

the requirements of the law.  I recommend Ameren delete all references to a ten 306 

day rescission period applying to customers with consumption greater than 5,000 307 

therms per year.  308 

Q. On pages 11-12, lines 228-244, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler 309 

addresses Dr. Rearden’s proposal that SVT customers should not be 310 

excluded from paying the penalties regardless of the situation or penalty 311 

cause.   Please comment. 312 

A. Ms. Seckler correctly states that there was no modification to the Customer Terms 313 

and Conditions to include SVT customers in the assessment of pipeline penalties 314 

since Ameren is requiring suppliers to deliver a specific amount of gas on a daily 315 

basis, and the SVT Supplier Terms and Conditions have penalties to be charged if 316 

the suppliers do not deliver the gas as required.  However, she goes on to say that 317 

Ameren agrees to include the SVT customers in the assessment of penalties and to 318 

bill the SVT supplier the penalty charges for their SVT group, as applicable, if the 319 

Commission agrees with Dr. Rearden’s proposal. I disagree with this proposal.  320 

As I stated elsewhere in this Rebuttal Testimony, my understanding is that 321 

pipeline penalties incurred by SVT suppliers that are assigned pipeline and 322 

storage assets are assessed directly to AGS by the pipeline in question. Further, in 323 

the event Ameren incurs a penalty due to an SVT supplier over or under-324 
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delivering, the SVT Supplier Terms and Conditions already provide that any such 325 

penalty be passed through to the responsible supplier. Whether to pass such 326 

penalties on to their customers should at that point be at the discretion of the 327 

AGS. Any additional penalties beyond those incurred by SVT suppliers should be 328 

allocated solely to Rider S and Rider T customers. It would be inappropriate for 329 

SVT customers to be allocated any share of penalties incurred in the provision of 330 

service to Rider S and Rider T customers.     331 

Q. On pages 12-13, lines 245-266, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler 332 

responds to Dr. Rearden’s concern with how pipeline assets are allocated to 333 

AGS and his position that to the extent that the on-line information on AIC’s 334 

website affects how AGS and customers receive service, such on-line 335 

information should be subject to Commission approval.  Ms. Seckler 336 

disagrees but, as an alternative, states that Ameren is willing to send an 337 

informational letter to the Commission when the “Cities by Pipeline” list 338 

changes, describing the reasons for the change.  Is this acceptable to ICEA 339 

and RESA? 340 

A. This is acceptable for the time being however ICEA and RESA reserve the right 341 

to petition the Commission to have it included in tariffs should issues arise with 342 

Ameren’s less formal proposal. 343 

Q. On page 15, lines 309-310, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler, in 344 

responding to your Direct Testimony, states that Ameren does not agree with 345 

a stand-alone POR program.  Are you proposing that there should be a 346 

stand-alone POR Program? 347 
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A. No. I support POR only within the context of consolidated billing.   348 

Q. On pages 16-20 of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler states her 349 

disagreement with your proposal regarding monthly asset allocations.          350 

Instead, she proposes a change to Rider SVT to address your concern 351 

regarding asset allocations, namely Ameren will not charge the PGA prices 352 

for gas supplies until the daily delivery requirement exceeds the maximum 353 

daily quantity (MDQ) of the individual SVT group.  In this satisfactory to 354 

ICEA and RESA? 355 

A. RESA and ICEA strongly believe that a monthly reallocation is the most efficient 356 

process for allocating assets as suppliers gain and lose customer load. Such 357 

reallocation would take place whenever a supplier’s customer load increases or 358 

decreases by a threshold amount. It also allows a supplier to more accurately 359 

forecast its gas costs if it knows it will get a certain amount of assets once the 360 

monthly threshold is reached. Utilities operating in other jurisdictions have 361 

demonstrated the feasibility and efficiency of this approach. RESA and ICEA 362 

continue to believe that this is the approach that Ameren should be striving to 363 

implement. We recognize however that it may not be practicable to implement 364 

monthly reallocation at the inception of the SVT program. We will accept 365 

initially, Ameren’s proposal to reallocate assets twice a year and to not charge the 366 

PGA prices for gas supplies until the daily delivery requirement exceeds the 367 

maximum daily quantity (MDQ) of the individual SVT group. RESA and ICEA 368 

will continue to take the position that monthly reallocation is the preferred 369 

approach and Ameren should be directed to put the personnel and processes in 370 
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place to accomplish this goal unless and until it is demonstrated to be impractical 371 

from an operational perspective.   Many utilities did not start out with monthly 372 

reallocation and moved to this when their programs grew to the point it became a 373 

necessity.  Therefore RESA and ICEA recommend that Ameren continue to look 374 

for resources to implement monthly reallocation when the program has grown to 375 

at least 20% switching. 376 

Q. On pages 20-21, lines 424-454, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler 377 

disagrees with your recommended changes to the method and pricing for on-378 

system storage allocation. Please comment. 379 

A. Ms. Seckler’s testimony clarifies that the 50% of index purchase price only 380 

applies when a supplier completely leaves the SVT program and is intended as an 381 

incentive for that supplier to transact with another supplier. Although these are 382 

more limited circumstances, 50% of index is still unnecessarily punitive should 383 

the situation arise. More importantly, it will impact the market for such a sale by 384 

setting a heavily discounted default price. As this price would be known by any 385 

other potential buyer, it is extremely unlikely the seller would receive a fair 386 

market value for the gas. I frankly disagree with Ms. Seckler’s position that there 387 

is a need for an incentive for suppliers to deal with one another to begin with, and 388 

particularly one that has such negative unintended consequences.  I recommend as 389 

I did in my Direct Testimony that if it is necessary for Ameren to purchase any 390 

storage inventory, it should be at a first of the month index from an agreed upon 391 

source such that Ameren doesn’t make or lose money on the transaction. Ameren 392 

would simply facilitate the volumes to be transferred and the exchange of money 393 
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associated with it.  However it is ultimately accomplished, the goal is elimination 394 

of the default price being set at 50% of the Chicago index price.   395 

Q. On page 23, lines 486-490, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler states, 396 

with certain disclaimers, that Ameren could agree to a three year time frame, 397 

from the start of an SVT Program, for operation of Rider GTA.  Is that 398 

acceptable to ICEA and RESA? 399 

A. This is acceptable to ICEA and RESA with the proviso that only costs related to 400 

contracts in effect at the time the SVT program is approved would be eligible for 401 

inclusion in Rider GTA. Costs associated with contracts entered into subsequent 402 

to the program’s approval should not be eligible for inclusion. With that 403 

clarification a three year time frame is acceptable given it only encompasses 404 

contracts entered into prior to approval of this program. However any order 405 

approving this program should  also ensure this Rider is not used to discourage 406 

customers from switching to the SVT tariff . 407 

Q. On page 25, lines 530-536, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler disagrees 408 

with your position that Ameren’s tariff should include a requirement that 409 

Ameren will conduct annual meetings with suppliers to review any 410 

unaddressed issues or desired changes in the SVT Program.  Instead, Ms. 411 

Seckler notes that Ameren has collaborated with all stakeholders to design 412 

the proposed SVT program and will continue to address issues as they arise.  413 

Is this acceptable to ICEA and RESA? 414 

A. I accept Ameren’s good faith willingness to continue to meet with suppliers on an 415 

as-needed basis but I believe we need regularly scheduled meetings that would 416 
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encompass a comprehensive review of the program rather than addressing issues 417 

piecemeal. Including a requirement for a mandatory annual meeting will ensure 418 

suppliers have a forum to comprehensively address issues that have arisen in the 419 

program to that point.   I believe a requirement for such an annual meeting should 420 

be included in the SVT tariffs  421 

Q. On pages 25-28, lines 537-620, of her Rebuttal Testimony, Ms. Seckler 422 

explains the operation of Ameren’s Budget Billing Program as it relates to 423 

Rider SVT customers.  Does that explanation satisfy your concerns?   424 

A. Yes it does. Ameren has a comprehensive plan in place to provide budget billing 425 

to SVT customers. 426 

VII. CONCLUSION 427 

Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 428 

A. Yes, it does. 429 
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