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I. INTRODUCTION 8 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 9 

A. My name is Vonda K. Seckler, and my business address is 1901 Chouteau Avenue, PO 10 

Box 66149, St. Louis, Missouri 63166-6149. 11 

Q. Are you the same Vonda K. Seckler who previously sponsored supplemental direct 12 

and rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 13 

A. Yes, I am. 14 

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

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to certain Illinois Commerce Commission 16 

(Commission) Staff and Intervenors' rebuttal testimonies.  Specifically, I respond to Commission 17 

Staff (Staff) witnesses, Ms. Burma C. Jones and Dr. David Rearden; The Illinois Competitive 18 

Energy Association/The Retail Energy Supply Association (ICEA/RESA) witnesses, Messrs. 19 

Kevin Wright and Stephen E. Puican; and Retail Gas Suppliers (RGS) witness, James L. Crist; 20 

and Citizens Utility Board (CUB) witness, Mr. Martin R. Cohen. 21 
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Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 22 

A. No, I’m not. 23 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESSES 24 

A. Response to Dr. David Rearden 25 

Q. Dr. Rearden addresses Rider GTA. Can you please explain his understanding of the 26 

issue? 27 

A. Dr. Rearden essentially addresses three areas regarding Rider GTA – Gas Transition 28 

Adjustment (Rider GTA).  First, Dr. Rearden is skeptical that AIC will need Rider GTA due to 29 

the delay in the start of a SVT program until the fourth quarter of 2014 but agrees that a three 30 

year sunset provision is prudent if the rider is approved.  Second, he clarifies his reference to” 31 

market prices” in his Direct Testimony is the same as the price of “gas liquidated” referenced in 32 

my Rebuttal Testimony.  Third, Dr. Rearden continues to argue that the system weighted average 33 

cost of gas (WACOG) is appropriate to compare to the market price to determine the amount to 34 

allocate between Rider GTA and Rider PGA but agrees “WACOG of system gas” needs to be 35 

defined and then suggests Factor CGC of the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) could be used.   36 

Q. Do you agree with his positions regarding Rider GTA? 37 

A. Partially, and I will discuss each item separately. 38 

Q. Does Dr. Rearden have a clear understanding of why Rider GTA is necessary? 39 

A. No.  Dr. Rearden relies on responses to a series of data requests submitted to AIC 40 

regarding baseload physical and price hedged gas purchased by AIC.  He accurately states that 41 

“Ameren has locked in the price for less than 2% of its expected purchases in 2015, which is the 42 

first full year of SVT”.  However, he neglects to consider the baseload gas that is not price 43 
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hedged and the storage inventory withdrawals in the Company’s portfolio.  AIC has an 44 

obligation to flow all baseload gas and cycle storage, not just an obligation to purchase gas that is 45 

price hedged.  If the planned storage withdrawals are added to the current baseload gas 46 

purchased for winter 2015/16, a total of approximately 66% of the gas is contracted under “must 47 

take” provisions.  In other words, AIC has an obligation to purchase all of this supply.  If a large 48 

number of customers switch to SVT, AIC will not have the required level of load necessary to 49 

fulfill the obligation of purchased supply and will need a mechanism such as Rider GTA to 50 

liquidate the contracts so that the sales customers are held harmless.  Rider GTA is designed to 51 

liquidate any physical baseload supply purchased but not needed due to customers switching to 52 

SVT and not just supplies that are price hedged. 53 

Q. Does Dr. Rearden agree with the three year sunset for the Rider GTA? 54 

A. Yes, he does. I note parenthetically that AIC has reached the same understanding with 55 

ICEA/RESA and RGS (the Marketers), with the sunset ending April 30, 2017, however, AIC 56 

reserves the right to request reinstatement of Rider GTA, or a similar rider, after it sunsets should 57 

the circumstances warrant, as determined in the discretion of AIC. 58 

Q. Did Dr. Rearden eliminate your concern about using the market price to compare to 59 

the system WACOG for Rider GTA? 60 

A. Yes.  Dr. Rearden clarifies his reference to the market price is the same as the contract 61 

liquidation price I reference in my testimony.  I do believe that “market price” has different 62 

meanings to different people, and using the “liquidation price” in Rider GTA is much clearer. 63 
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Q. Dr. Rearden continues to argue the system WACOG is the proper comparison to the 64 

liquidation price in Rider GTA. Do you agree? 65 

A. Dr. Rearden makes good points in his testimony about the system WACOG having a 66 

consistent impact to the PGA; so I agree system WACOG should be used provided it is properly 67 

defined. 68 

Q. Did Dr. Rearden agree that system WACOG should be defined? 69 

A. Yes. 70 

Q. Did Dr. Rearden provide a definition of system WACOG? 71 

A. Not specifically. He states that in some circumstances, Factor CGC in the PGA could be 72 

used or another more directly calculated method might be viable. 73 

Q. Do you agree Factor CGC in the PGA is the appropriate definition of system 74 

WACOG? 75 

A. No.  The Factor CGC in the PGA includes costs such as transportation variable costs and 76 

pipeline fuel use and loss to move the gas from the supply basin to the AIC citygate.  Typically, 77 

gas that is required to be liquidated will be sold in the supply basin where it was purchased and 78 

pipeline transportation will not be necessary.  Factor CGC also includes over/under collections 79 

from prior periods which are not appropriate to include in the calculation. 80 

Q. Do you have a recommendation for the definition of system WACOG? 81 

A. Yes.  I recommend the definition should be: “the weighted average of supply purchases 82 

plus related price hedges at the location of the liquidation regardless of which pipeline”. 83 
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Q. Did Dr. Rearden respond to your testimony as it relates to Rider GSIC? 84 

A. Yes, he did. To summarize, Dr. Rearden recommends the tariff include the specific assets 85 

whose cost will be recovered in Rider GSIC – Gas System Integrity Charge (Rider GSIC) and 86 

requests an understanding as to why costs are recovered in Rider GSIC  instead of Rider PGA, or 87 

Rider GTA prior to their inclusion in the rider. 88 

Q. Are you in agreement with his positions regarding Rider GSIC? 89 

A. No. I will not reiterate the explanations from my rebuttal testimony but emphasize that a 90 

significant number of contracts in the Company’s portfolio are expiring in March of 2015, 91 

shortly after the proposed effective date of SVT in November 2014.  Every year contracts expire 92 

with no guarantee to be renewed for the exact same volumes on the same pipeline. Some 93 

pipelines change designated contract numbers every time a contract is renewed even if it is for 94 

the exact same volumes on that pipeline.  My point is, it is not logical to file a list of contracts in 95 

a tariff when the contracts will be out of date shortly after being filed and constantly changing. 96 

Q. Do you have a proposal regarding Rider GSIC that will address Dr. Rearden’s 97 

concerns? 98 

A. Yes.  I propose that AIC file a list of contracts with the ICC Manager of Accounting by 99 

October 1 of each year, for the following November 1 through October 31 time period, 100 

identifying the costs that will be removed from Rider PGA and recovered through Rider GSIC. 101 

The Marketers have also agreed to this recommendation. 102 
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Q. Dr. Rearden had addressed an issue pertaining to the document “Cities by 103 

Pipeline”, which associates each SVT customer to a specific pipeline, not being in the tariff. 104 

Where is Staff on this issue? 105 

A. Dr. Rearden acknowledges AIC agreed to language changes to the tariff, as identified in 106 

the rebuttal testimony of Ms. Jones. 107 

Q. Dr. Rearden also addresses the monthly allocation of assets issue that had been 108 

raised by ICEA/RESA.  Do you agree with Dr. Rearden's observations?  109 

A. I agree it is appropriate to maintain the proposed biannual allocations and to evaluate the 110 

issue as experience is gained administering the SVT program. 111 

B. Response to Ms. Burma C. Jones 112 

Q. Ms. Jones continues to advocate language changes to Rider PGA to exclude 113 

reference to the annual reconciliations associated with the Riders GTA and GSIC. What is 114 

your response? 115 

A. I continue to support the cross-reference among Rider PGA, Rider GTA and Rider GSIC. 116 

I do not disagree that there will be separate reconciliations for each rider, and it is AIC's position 117 

that they should be consolidated in a single reconciliation proceeding. The costs associated with 118 

each rider are intertwined and are incurred to support system sales, to support the SVT program, 119 

to balance the system and to maintain operational integrity of the system. Perhaps the differences 120 

between AIC and Staff on this subject is a matter of semantics or wordsmithing, but the fact is, 121 

the reconciliations of Riders GTA and GSIC is part and parcel to the Rider PGA reconciliation.  122 
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III. RESPONSE TO INTERVENORS 123 

A. Response to CUB witness, Mr. Martin R. Cohen 124 

Q. Mr. Cohen indicates particular scrutiny should be applied to the proposed POR due 125 

to the recent ruling for Nicor Docket No. 12-0596. Do you have any comments? 126 

A. AIC believes Utility Consolidated Billing/Purchase of Receivables (UCB/POR) is an 127 

important aspect to a successful SVT program based on its experience on the electric side of its 128 

business and has included the provision in its tariffs and cost projections. 129 

Q. Do you have any other comments? 130 

A. As I discuss elsewhere, AIC is supportive of collaborative meeting with suppliers and 131 

other stakeholders to be held in 1st quarter of 2014, to discuss issues concerning the SVT 132 

program rollout including consumer education and awareness. 133 

B. Response to ICEA/RESA witness, Mr. Stephen E. Puican 134 

Q. Mr. Puican agrees with Dr. Rearden’s recommendations for Rider GSIC. How do 135 

you respond? 136 

A. As indicated above responding to Dr. Rearden, I have proposed language that should 137 

address his concerns regarding the identification of specific assets whose costs will be recovered 138 

in Rider GSIC. 139 

Q. Mr. Puican compares the NYMEX natural gas settlement price to the Ohio’s Gas 140 

Cost Recovery Rate (GCR) to demonstrate the order of magnitude of the difference 141 

between the cost and benefits of alternative gas supply.  Is the NYMEX natural gas 142 

settlement the appropriate price to use?  143 

A. No.  Although I am not intimately familiar with the Ohio GCR, I have concerns with the 144 

comparison for those not as familiar with pricing for the natural gas markets. The NYMEX 145 
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natural gas settlement price represents the price of gas at Henry Hub, Louisiana.  Its pricing does 146 

not include any interstate pipeline transportation or fuel use and loss to move the gas to the Ohio 147 

markets.  That understates the benchmark Mr. Puican uses in his comparison.  Additionally, to 148 

the extent the Ohio GCR parallels the Illinois PGA, the fixed pipeline transportation reservation 149 

costs are included in the rate which again impact a comparison using the NYMEX natural gas 150 

settlement price which does not include any fixed transportation costs. 151 

Q. Mr. Puican and the Marketers believe the addition of a rescission period for 152 

customers with greater than 5,000 therms consumption is unnecessary and inappropriate. 153 

What is your response?  154 

A. AIC agrees in principle that SVT switching rules apply to customers eligible for SVT 155 

service. AIC will use the Commission approved switching rules for non-SVT eligible customers 156 

at the time SVT tariffs are filed. 157 

Q. Mr. Puican takes issue with AIC's position to include the SVT customers in the 158 

assessment of penalties and to bill the SVT supplier the penalty charges for their SVT 159 

group, as applicable. Can you please comment?  160 

A. Dr. Rearden recommended and AIC agreed to the proposed change. Dr. Rearden and Mr. 161 

Puican both make valid points to whom the Company should assess pipeline penalties and the 162 

Company will leave it to the Commission to decide the appropriate action. 163 

Q. With regard to AIC's position, to send an informational letter to the Commission 164 

when the “Cities by Pipeline” list changes, was this acceptable to the Marketers? 165 

A. Yes.  166 
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Q. Did Mr. Puican respond to your concern that ICEA and RESA were advocating a 167 

stand-alone POR program? 168 

A. Yes, he did and indicated they were only supporting POR in the context of consolidated 169 

billing.  170 

Q. Ms. Seckler, in your earlier testimonies you took issue with the ICEA/RESA 171 

recommendation that called for a monthly reallocation of assets.  Did Mr. Puican respond 172 

to AIC’s reasons for its objections to the recommendation? 173 

A. No, not in any detail. However ICEA and RESA did concede the issue, and has requested 174 

the Company examine the issue particularly when there is a 20% or more level of switching. AIC 175 

and the Marketers have agreed that the frequency of asset reallocation will be a discussion topic 176 

at the annual stakeholder meeting.  But to be clear from AIC's perspective, no commitment to 177 

change the asset reallocation is implied, only a commitment to discuss. 178 

Q. Mr. Puican continues to recommend that if it is necessary for AIC to purchase any 179 

storage inventory, it should be at a first of the month index from an agreed upon source 180 

such that AIC doesn’t make or lose money on the transaction. He testifies that AIC would 181 

simply facilitate the volumes to be transferred and the exchange of money associated with 182 

it, and concludes the goal is elimination of the default price being set at 50% of the Chicago 183 

index price. Please reply.  184 

A. I would first like to clarify that AIC doesn’t make or lose money on transactions that are 185 

recovered through Rider PGA.  The sales customers would be subsidizing the SVT transactions.  186 

AIC will support the change to the first of the month index on the condition that the cost of any 187 

storage inventory transaction is recovered in Rider GSIC not Rider PGA to ensure the impact to 188 
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the sales customers is minimized. The Marketers have agreed to this condition, that is, the cost of 189 

any storage inventory transaction is recovered in Rider GSIC not Rider PGA. 190 

Q. Regarding AIC's recommendation that Rider GTA be in place for a three-year 191 

period, does ICEA/RESA find that acceptable?  192 

A. Yes, with the provision that only costs related to contracts in effect at the time the SVT 193 

program is approved would be eligible for inclusion in Rider GTA. 194 

Q. You had taken issue with the proposal that AIC's tariffs tariff include a 195 

requirement that AIC conduct annual meetings with suppliers to review any unaddressed 196 

issues or desired changes in the SVT Program. How did Mr. Puican respond? 197 

A. AIC appreciates ICEA/RESA's agreement that AIC will meet with suppliers on an as 198 

needed basis.  Assuming the Commission orders AIC to file the SVT tariffs in a later proceeding 199 

Rider SVT will include a provision for annual meetings with stakeholders, including third party 200 

suppliers,  to review desired changes in the SVT program. AIC agrees to a provision in the SVT 201 

tariff that will include a provision for annual meetings with stakeholders for a three year period.  202 

Thereafter, the requirement would be removed from the tariff. Further, AIC is in agreement to 203 

hold a collaborative meeting with stakeholders prior to the beginning of the next docket for the 204 

purpose of reviewing the tariff language that will be filed. AIC agrees to have one meeting with 205 

stakeholders and a second meeting if time permits, as determined in its discretion.  206 

Q. Mr. Puican has earlier raised some question about the budget billing plan for SVT 207 

customers. Can you restate those concerns?  208 

A. Yes, Mr. Puican states it is not clear how customers switching from Rider S to Rider SVT 209 

would impact AIC’s Budget Billing Program. After reviewing my response in Rebuttal 210 
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Testimony, Mr. Puican testifies AIC has a comprehensive plan in place to provide budget billing 211 

to SVT customers. 212 

C. Response to ICEA/RESA witness, Mr. Kevin Wright 213 

Q. Now referring to the testimony of Mr. Wright, he refers to your testimony that any 214 

material change to the proposed tariffs or operational features of the program in this or a 215 

later proceeding may delay the implementation of the program beyond the fourth quarter 216 

of 2014, and the goes to explain why the Commission should approve the SVT program in 217 

this proceeding.  Please reply. 218 

A. If there is another proceeding, and as a result there are system changes that are needed, 219 

then they simply have to be made. Mr. Wright is effectively saying to the Commission approve 220 

the SVT program now because there's the possibility system changes might be warranted that 221 

would delay SVT implementation.  I do not agree with his premise as reason to approve the SVT 222 

program in this docket.  223 

Q. Does AIC have a position regarding when the SVT tariff filing will take place, 224 

should the Commission require same in its final order in this proceeding? 225 

A. Yes, AIC  will submit SVT tariffs as soon as possible but no later than 45 days from the 226 

date of the Commission’s final order.  AIC will propose an expedited schedule for the 227 

proceeding, asking for a final order 150 days after the filing.  228 

D. Response to RGS witness, Mr. James L. Crist 229 

Q. Have you reviewed the testimony of Mr. Crist? 230 

A. Yes.  231 
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Q. Mr. Crist discusses at length the issue of Price-To-Compare. Can you summarize 232 

your understanding of his position on this matter?  233 

A. Yes.  Mr. Crist asserts the Price to Compare (PTC) should include the utility’s gas 234 

commodity rate, any reconciliation for over and under collection, utility cost of gas procurement 235 

and associated uncollectibles for utility supply.  He states an accurate PTC is important to 236 

provide appropriate information to customers and to establish a level playing field. 237 

Q. Please explain AIC's response to Mr. Crist's view regarding the price to compare 238 

matter.  239 

A. AIC agrees to the importance of having an accurate PTC but disagrees with the 240 

components Mr. Crist lists to include in it.  AIC states the PGA would be an accurate PTC 241 

because it includes all the costs the utility incurs to serve the sales customers, is readily available, 242 

is publicly filed and is the price sales customers pay.  The utility cost of gas procurement is 243 

included in the delivery rates and is not tracked by the customers served since all customers 244 

benefit from the activities to maintain and balance the delivery system. 245 

Q. What is your understanding regarding the Marketers' position as to this matter? 246 

A. The Marketers have agreed the PTC issue will be, and we agree, a topic of discussion at 247 

the stakeholder meeting prior to the SVT tariff filing. Any changes to the PTC will also be a 248 

discussion topic at the annual stakeholder meeting. 249 

Q. Mr. Crist addresses Rider GSIC.  Do you agree with his remarks? 250 

A. While he finds the rider is acceptable, he has overly simplified the issue of "balancing the 251 

system".   AIC's system is different and unique for the reasons I gave earlier in testimony. Mr. 252 

Christ does not refute these facts. But as noted, RGS does not take issue with the rider. For 253 
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clarification, AIC’s proposal charges Rider GSIC to customers not suppliers as Mr. Crist 254 

describes how NIPSCO’s program works. 255 

IV. CONCLUSION 256 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 257 

A. Yes, it does. 258 
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