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M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: Heather M. Jorgenson, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE: September 9, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company 
 
 Proposed Establishment of Rider 17, Purchase of 

Receivables with Consolidated Billing. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Deny the request for rehearing. 
 
 
 On September 5, 2012, Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas 
Company (“Nicor,” “Nicor Gas,” or the “Company”) filed with the Illinois Commerce 
Commission (“Commission”) a proposed tariff Rider 17 pursuant to Section 9-201 of the 
Public Utilities Act (the “Act”) seeking to establish Purchase of Receivables with 
Consolidated Billing (“PORCB”).  On July 29, 2013, the Commission entered an Order 
denying Nicor’s request. 
 
 On August 29, 2013, pursuant to Section 10-0113 of the Act and 83 Ill. Admin. 
Code Section 200.880, the Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”) and Interstate 
Gas Supply of Illinois, Inc. (“IGS”) (collectively “RESA/IGS”) submitted a Verified 
Petition for Rehearing of the Commission’s Order. 
 
 The Public Utilities Act provides, in pertinent part, that: 
 

Within 30 days after the service of any . . . order or decision 
of the Commission any party to the action or proceeding may 
apply for a rehearing in respect to any matter determined in 
said action or proceeding and specified in the application for 
rehearing. 

 
 In its petition, RESA/IGS state that the Order failed to analyze all the benefits of 
Rider 17 contained in the evidentiary record.  According to RESA/IGS, analysis of the 
evidentiary record supports approval of Rider 17.  RESA/IGS argue that the record 
states the substantial benefits that would be derived from a PORCB program, and that 
these benefits are at the present time qualitative rather than quantitative.  RESA/IGS 
further argue that, on rehearing, RESA and IGS are prepared to offer evidence 
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concerning the positive impacts of POR programs in other jurisdictions, including the 
State of Maryland.  RESA/IGS state that the evidence in relation to Maryland was not 
available previously because the Maryland report was issued on May 1, 2013, which is 
after the filing dates for all evidence in this proceeding. 
 
 RESA/IGS argue, again, that the Order departs from prior Commission orders in 
Section 9-201 proceedings because of the apparent requirement of a showing of the 
rate impact of Rider 17.  RESA/IGS misconstrues the Commission Order.  The Order 
states that “there must be some Commission analysis, test or weighing of interests to 
determine whether a proposed rider is just and reasonable.”  Order at 17.  The Order 
further states that there is a distinct lack of evidence in the record that the Commission 
can rely on to support that benefits would occur.  Evidence of the rate impact of Rider 
17 would be just that – evidence, which is what the Order states is lacking in the record.  
If no rate impact evidence is available, the parties could always rely on other types of 
evidence that would provide a sufficient basis for the Commission to find that the rider is 
just and reasonable.  However, sufficient evidence was not provided.  While the Order 
does reference analysis of the potential rate impact on customers, the Order does not 
list all relevant factors and types of evidence that the parties may have presented. 
 
 In its request for rehearing, RESA/IGS reiterate the same arguments that were 
previously considered in the Commission’s Order.  RESA/IGS again argue that there 
are benefits, but that these benefits are unquantifiable, therefore it is unclear what 
RESA/IGS would present on rehearing that would alter the Commission’s decision.  
RESA/IGS appears to be able to provide additional evidence demonstrating other 
states’ experience with POR programs.  However, with the exception of one Maryland 
report, there is no indication that this purported evidence was unavailable and could not 
have been introduced earlier into the record.   
 
 Aside from the issues regarding the purported benefits of the PORCB program, 
there were additional concerns with Nicor’s proposed PORCB including, but not limited 
to, intangible costs and the discount rate.  These concerns and the parties’ arguments 
were taken into consideration in the Commission Order and, as such, rehearing is not 
warranted.   
 
 Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission deny the request for rehearing.  
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