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INITIAL BRIEF OF THE RETAIL GAS SUPPLIERS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Retail Gas Suppliers (“RGS”), consisting of Dominion Retail, Inc. (“Dominion”) and 

Interstate Gas Supply of Illinois, Inc. (“IGS”), pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Rules of 

Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”), submits its Initial Brief in this 

proceeding for the purpose of addressing a single issue: the tariff proposed by Ameren Illinois 

Company (“Ameren”) for small commercial and residential customers to obtain service from 

alternative gas suppliers.  That tariff, Small Volume Transportation service, or Rider SVT, is the 

culmination of several years of efforts by RGS, Ameren and other parties interested in bringing 

to Ameren’s gas customers the same competitive benefits available to Ameren’s electric 

customers and the electric and gas customers of Illinois’ other large public utilities.   

In ICC Docket No. 11-0282, RGS proposed that Ameren adopt a customer choice 

program for residential and small commercial customers.  The Commission saw such a program 

as consistent with its own views and those of the General Assembly, stating: 



The Commission notes that it has long had a policy favoring competition in 
energy markets, and the Commission believes that customers will generally 
benefit from being given the opportunity to participate in a well-designed 
competitive market. The Commission also recognizes that the Act also generally 
supports competition in the market, and that the Commission has consistently 
advanced this view.  

Order, 11-0282 at 193 

The Commission rejected the proposal of Commission Staff (“Staff”), the Citizens Utility 

Board (“CUB”) and Ameren that the consideration of a choice program be delayed until after the 

release of the report of the Office of Retail Market Development required by Section 19-130 of 

the Act on the state of competition in Illinois’ gas and electric markets.  Id.  The Commission 

determined that this new section of the Act supports the immediate consideration of a customer 

choice program: 

The Commission finds the language of Section 19-130 to be pro-competition, 
noting that Section 19-130 appears to presume that there should be competitive 
markets in Illinois, with an apparent mandate to the ORMD to identify barriers to 
the development of those competitive markets and propose solutions to eliminate 
those barriers. The Commission believes it would be contrary to both the letter 
and the spirit of Section 19-130 to use that section as a reason not to advance 
competition in Illinois, and we decline to read the section in that manner.  
 
Id. at 194. 
 
The Commission therefore directed the Staff to host workshops “on the issue of whether 

an SVT is appropriate for the AIC service territories.”  Id.  The Commission found that six 

months of workshops “will give all parties a sufficient opportunity to identify and debate any 

operational issues presented by an SVT; and as CUB notes, to address any needed consumer 

protections.”  Id.  If the parties reached consensus on all issues, then Ameren would file a 

petition within petition within 60 days of the conclusion of the workshops along with suggested 

SVT tariffs.  Id.  If the parties could not reach consensus on all issues, then the Staff would 
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provide the Commission with a report “detailing the workshop process and the issues and 

discussions presented by the parties.”  Id. at 195 

At the conclusion of the workshops, it was determined that there was consensus on all but 

a few issues.  Thus, rather than Ameren filing an SVT Tariff, the Staff submitted a report to the 

Commission outlining the remaining issues to be resolved.  Ameren witness Mr. Nelson stated 

that the unresolved major issues, which were identified by workshop participants in confidential 

surveys submitted to the company at the conclusion of the workshops, were as follows:  

(i) consumer protections;  
(ii) the legality of providing consolidated billing for natural gas customers; and  
(iii) the recoverability of expenditures for gas billing and management system 

improvements necessary to support an SVT program. 
 
Ameren Ex. 1. P. 6 

 Only two of those issues were raised in this proceeding.  CUB witness Martin Cohen 

made several proposals characterized as consumer protections that RGS believes are 

unnecessary.  Thus, that issue is still disputed and will be briefed below.   

While one of the parties to the workshops apparently listed the legality of providing 

consolidated billing for natural gas customers as an unresolved issue in their confidential survey 

provided to Ameren, no party raised that issue during this proceeding.  As discussed in this brief, 

there is no issue regarding the legality of consolidated billing.  On the contrary, the Public 

Utilities Act requires Ameren to provide consolidated billing as part of its customer choice 

program. 

The third issue listed by Mr. Nelson, the recoverability of expenditures, is reflected in 

specific cost recovery tariffs filed by Ameren, including Rider GTO and Rider GSIC.  Rider 
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PGA is also affected by the cost recovery.  Some aspects of these tariffs are still contested and 

will be addressed by other parties in this proceeding. 

As noted above, the Commission explicitly directed the parties in the workshops to 

address the issue of whether there should be a small commercial and residential alternative gas 

supplier program.  No party described this as a contested issue in their confidential surveys 

provided to Ameren at the conclusion of the workshops.  Additionally, no party objected to the 

detailed provisions for a purchase of receivables component of Ameren’s customer choice 

program that had been negotiated by workshop participants. Nevertheless, the Citizens Utility 

Board has taken the position that both of these issues are still contested: whether the Commission 

should approve Rider SVT in any form and whether such a service should include a purchase of 

receivables option.  As described below, these two issues were resolved in the workshops and 

raising them now flies in the face of the Commission directive that they be addressed in the 

already concluded workshops.  In any event, the record supports the conclusion that there should 

be an SVT program and it should include a purchase of receivables option.  

 

VIII. SVT PROGRAM 

A. Resolved Issues 

1. SVT Program Separate Proceeding 

The parties have made considerable progress in resolving issues related to Rider SVT.  

Nevertheless, there are still several details to be worked out before the SVT program can become 

operational.  Although RGS believes that the Rider SVT tariff filed by Ameren is just and 

reasonable and could be approved in this proceeding, it is willing to defer a ruling on Rider SVT 
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and have any unresolved issues addressed in a separate proceeding.  Therefore, RGS has agreed 

with Ameren’s proposal to defer the resolution of those issues into a separate tariff proceeding to 

be initiated by the filing of a tariff no later than 45 days from the date of the final order in this 

proceeding.  Thus, some of the issues listed below under the “Resolved Issues” in the brief 

outline are indeed resolved and others will be resolved in stakeholder meetings held prior to the 

filing of the Rider SVT tariff or in the next proceeding. 

2. Budget Billing Plan for SVT Customers 

3. Rider SVT 

i. Assessment of Pipeline Penalties 

ii. Utility Consolidated Billing 
 

Consolidated billing, which is also known as single billing, is a process whereby the 

utility will issue one consolidated bill consisting of the utility’s delivery charges and the 

alternative gas supplier’s commodity charges.  Residential and small commercial customers 

generally prefer receiving just one bill, and making one payment instead of having to write two 

separate checks, one to the utility and one to the supplier.  Thus, consolidated billing eliminates 

one of the barriers to competition.  RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 4.  Recognizing that fact, the General 

Assembly has required gas utilities that offer customer choice programs to also offer a 

consolidated billing option to their alternative gas supplier customers.  220 ILCS 5/19-135.   

Nicor Gas, Peoples Gas, and North Shore Gas all have consolidated billing programs pursuant to 

tariffs that have been approved by this Commission.   RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 4. 

Although Mr. Nelson listed the legality of consolidated billing as one of the unresolved 

issues in the workshops (Ameren Ex. 1, p. 6), no party raised this issue during this proceeding.   

This is not surprising given that the Public Utilities Act clearly mandates that it be offered in the 
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event that a utility has a customer choice program for small commercial customers.  Mr. Crist 

testified that the workshop participants devoted several sessions to billing systems and 

information technology improvements necessary for consolidated billing and both bill-ready and 

rate-ready capabilities.  Given that the consolidated billing provision in the Rider SVT tariff is 

required by the Public Utilities Act and its provisions agreed to by workshop participants, this 

issue is now considered to be uncontested. 

iii. Stakeholder Meetings 
 

Ameren has also agreed to hold a collaborative meeting with stakeholders prior to the 

beginning of the next docket for the purpose of reviewing the tariff language that will be filed. 

Ms. Seckler indicates that Ameren agrees to have one meeting with stakeholders and a second 

meeting if time permits, as determined in its discretion.  Ameren will propose an expedited 

schedule for the tariff proceeding, asking for a final order 150 days after the filing.  Ex. 40.0 p. 

10-11. 

iv. Rescission Period 

v. Tariff Language Changes 

4.  Rider GTA 

i. Sunset Provision 

ii. Use of System Weighted Average Cost of Gas 

iii. Tariff Language Changes 
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5.  Rider GSIC 

i. Identification of Costs to be Recovered 

ii. Storage Inventory Transactions 

iii. Tariff Language Changes 

6.  Price to Compare 

The price-to-compare is a single commodity rate that appears on a retail customer’s bill 

that allows the customer to compare the natural gas supply rates offered by the utility and 

alternative gas supplier.  Mr. Crist testified that the components of the price-to-compare should 

include: (1) the utility’s gas commodity rate; (2) reconciliation for over and under collection; (3) 

the costs of gas procurement by the utility, and (4) the cost of uncollectibles associated with the 

utility’s supply cost.   Mr. Crist’s rebuttal testimony explained basis for each of these 

components.  RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 8-10.   

Having an accurate price-to-compare ensures that that the utility does not include in the 

price of its delivery services (which are paid by both its own commodity customers and the 

customers of alternative gas suppliers) costs that should be allocated solely to the utility’s 

commodity customers.  It is thus a key element in ensuring that the utility and alternative gas 

suppliers compete on a level playing field. 

While the parties have not been able to agree upon the elements of the price-to-compare 

in this proceeding, Ms. Seckler indicated that Ameren does not object to working with the 

stakeholders to identify and develop one.  Ameren Ex. 26.0, p. 30.  RGS is agreeable to that 

proposal, so this issue will be addressed in a future proceeding. 
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B. Contested Issues 

There are seven contested issues listed in the brief outline.  The primary focus of RGS in 

this brief will be the first three issues: (1) whether the Commission should determine now that 

Ameren should adopt a residential and small commercial competitive program, with the 

remaining unresolved issues with Rider SVT to be addressed in a separate proceeding; (2)  

whether that residential and small commercial competitive option should include a purchase of 

receivables option, and; (3) whether that residential and small commercial program should 

include the additional consumer protections proposed by the Citizens Utility Board.   

While RGS has an interest in the resolution of the remaining contested issues, other 

parties have ably addressed the issues in their testimony and will be addressing those issues in 

their briefs. 

1. Approval of SVT 

In its final order in Docket 11-0282, the Commission determined that the primary focus 

of the workshops will be whether there should be a customer choice program in the Ameren 

territory: “The Commission finds it appropriate therefore, to direct Staff to host workshops on 

the issue of whether an SVT is appropriate for the AIC service territories . . .”  Id. 

The Commission then directed the parties to address the following issues:  

1. whether there would be any benefit to customers from such a program;  
2. whether the costs of implementing such a program would be reasonable;  
3. whether there is utility support for the competitive market;  
4. will there be full utility cost recovery for the utility; and  
5. a properly adjusted price-to-compare.  

 
Id. 
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Pursuant to the Commission’s directive, the Staff hosted eight workshops that were held 

from March through September of 2012.  The workshops were either in-person meetings or 

conference calls.   During those workshops, the parties developed operational rules that 

eventually became a draft a tariff.  RGS Ex. 1.0, p. 6.  Ms. Seckler testified that Ameren Ex. 13.1 

is the last version of a draft tariff that was circulated to the parties during the workshop process.  

(Ameren Ex. 13.0, p. 2.)  Mr. Crist testified that the parties were generally in agreement that this 

tariff:  “At the conclusion of the workshop we had agreement on the tariff, and believe that it 

would enable a choice program that would meet the needs of the Company, marketers, and 

customers.”  RGS Ex. 1.0, p. 11.  Subsequent to the workshops, Ameren made minor 

modifications to the tariff, so the current proposed tariff is set out in Ameren Exhibit 13.2.    

At the conclusion of the workshops, Ameren requested that parties provide it with 

confidential surveys indicating which, if any, issues that party believed remained unresolved.  

Mr. Nelson testified that the only unresolved major issues identified by workshop participants 

were the following:  

(i) consumer protections;  
(ii) the legality of providing consolidated billing for natural gas customers; and  
(iii) the recoverability of expenditures for gas billing and management system 

improvements necessary to support an SVT program. 
 
Ameren Ex. 1. P. 6 

No party identified as an open issue the question of whether or not there should be a 

customer choice program.  Nevertheless, CUB witness Martin Cohen, who did not participate in 

the workshops, has provided testimony challenging the appropriateness of a customer choice 

program for Ameren’s gas customers. 
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As a threshold question, the Commission should seek evidence of qualitative and 
quantitative benefits from SVT, how those benefits would be derived, and how 
the  projected benefits compare to projected costs of implementation and 
operation of the SVT program. 
 
CUB Ex. 1.0, p. 2. 
 
Similarly, Mr. Cohen testified that the parties who support the implementation of Rider 

SVT should “offer evidence of its benefits so that the Commission can make a determination as 

to whether or not implementation of SVT in the AIC territories is in the public interest.”  Id., p. 

8. 

Initially, it should be noted that the examination of the costs and benefits of a customer 

choice program is exactly what the Commission directed the parties to address in the workshops.  

No party to the workshops found that discussion lacking or this issue unresolved in the 

confidential surveys submitted at the conclusion of the workshops.  Having failed to raise this 

issue during the workshop process, CUB should not be allowed to raise it now.  

In any event, the record contains considerable evidence supporting a finding that the 

adoption of Rider SVT is in the public interest.  Mr. Crist testified that the ultimate determinant 

of whether a choice program benefits customers is whether customers take advantage of 

competitive gas supply options.  Each customer must perceive a benefit from a choice program, 

based on factors that are relevant to them.  The fact that numerous states have choice programs 

with hundreds of thousands of customers demonstrates that customers do indeed perceive a 

benefit from obtaining gas from an alternative supplier.  RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 5. 

Mr. Cohen’s suggestion that the Commission require that Rider SVT be shown to meet a 

quantitative cost benefit analysis is unsupported by any analysis or prior case law.  This 

Commission itself has determined that customer benefits from such a competitive program 

cannot be based on a purely quantitative analysis.  For example, in the proceeding to approve the 
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expansion of Nicor Gas’s pilot customer choice program to all Nicor customers, the Commission 

concluded that customers would benefit from the introduction of competition in the following 

qualitative ways: 

The expansion of the revised Program will provide all of Nicor Gas’ customers 
with the ability to choose their gas supplier, which should facilitate gas service 
unbundling and foster competition. Hopefully, the increased competition will 
result in the development of new services and lower costs for customers. 
 
Order, Docket 00-0620, p. 13. 

The Commission also noted that customer interest in customer choice is itself 

evidence of its benefits. 

The expansion of the Program is also supported by the interest shown by the more 
than 100,000 customers that have exercised their option to participate in the 
program. 
 
Id. 
 
Finally, the Commission noted that a relevant factor is whether the expansion of the 

Nicor customer select program would benefit suppliers: 

The Commission also finds that the expansion of Customer Select will benefit 
suppliers by allowing them to group additional small customers together and 
make a single gas supply nomination for the entire group, and to achieve 
economies of scale with regard to functions such as advertising and marketing.  
 
Id. 

ICEA/RESA witness Mr. Kevin Wright provided testimony that addressed these and 

other benefits that Ameren’s customers could experience if they are allowed to choose their own 

supplier.   First, he stated that many members of ICEA and RESA are both electric and natural 

gas competitive suppliers and therefore may be able to offer “multi-product” discounts for 

natural gas in combination with electricity offerings. Second, he noted that the consumer 

education conducted by this Commission and Ameren in the retail electric market has created an 
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existing customer base of knowledge.  Third, he testified that a customer choice program will 

result in greater and more diverse product and service innovation that may include multiple price 

options.  Fourth, alternative gas suppliers that serve multiple states have the ability to leverage 

economies of scale between their customers throughout the Midwest by utilizing storage assets 

in the region along with local production contracts and spot market purchases.  Fifth, alternative 

gas suppliers can offer customers other value-added services that include the ability to set a 

fixed-price for a set number of years or more innovative service offerings that could fuel a 

natural gas vehicle or provide free gas with installation of a fuel efficient furnace.  Sixth, because 

they must compete against each other, Ameren and alternative gas suppliers will have a strong 

incentive to provide satisfactory service to customers.  ICEA/RESA Ex. 1.0, p. 6-7. 

ICEA/RESA witness Mr. Puican provided an analysis showing how alternative gas 

suppliers may be able to procure gas at a price that is lower than the average price paid by public 

utilities.  Very simply, the purchase gas adjustment clause used by Ameren and other gas utilities 

in Illinois provides little incentive to minimize gas purchasing costs.  Under the PGA, bad 

procurement decisions are penalized and good decisions are unrewarded.  Mr. Puican testified 

that “This skewed incentive structure provides the utility an incentive to make only the most 

conservative gas purchasing decisions. It rewards risk minimization and discourages innovation.”  

Alternative gas suppliers will not be subject to the disincentive of the PGA and can therefore 

make more efficient procurement decisions than Ameren.  ICEA/RESA Ex. 2.0, p. 4. 

Illinois’ gas customers have shown that they believe that there are benefits to customer 

choice programs.  The other large natural gas utilities in this state have the following 

participation in their residential and small commercial customer choice programs: 

Nicor Gas   203,760 residential and 32,700 non-residential customers 
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Peoples Gas   67,900 residential and 10,500 non-residential  

North Shore   13,500 residential and 1,200 non-residential customers  

ICEA/RESA Ex. 1.0, p. 9 

The potential for lower prices than those available from public utilities is not the only 

benefit seen by these customers.  Those customers have also benefitted from the ability to choose 

among several product offerings, instead of the single product generally available from a public 

utility.  For example, as of May 31, 2013, Nicor Gas residential customers had their choice of 

nine suppliers making 22 product offerings.  Peoples Gas residential customers had their choice 

of five suppliers making 16 product offerings.  North Shore residential customers had their 

choice of four suppliers making 12 product offerings.  ICEA/RESA Ex. 1.0, p. 10. 

In summary, the record supports the finding that the adoption of Rider SVT will provide 

significant benefits to Ameren’s customers.  The Commission should therefore enter an order in 

this proceeding finding that Ameren should adopt a customer choice program.  In that way the 

parties can focus their attention in the next case on addressing the mechanics of the tariff rather 

than re-litigating an issue that should have been settled in the workshops and that was certainly 

settled in this proceeding. 

 

2. Purchase of Receivables 

A Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) program allows a supplier to assign to the public 

utility its rights to all amounts due (i.e., receivable) from its participating customers for the 

provision of gas supply service billed by the public utility under the Utility Consolidated Billing 

program.  In exchange, the public utility pays the supplier for the receivable at a discount on the 

full face value of the receivable. The rate applied to determine this discount is also known as the 

Discount Rate.  Ameren Ex. 23.0 (Jones) p. 15. 
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Ms. Seckler indicated that such a program, in conjunction with a consolidated billing 

program, is crucial to the development of a competitive gas market.  

AIC believes Utility Consolidated Billing/Purchase of Receivables (UCB/POR) is 
an important aspect to a successful SVT program based on its experience on the 
electric side of its business and has included the provision in its tariffs and cost 
projections. 

Ameren Ex. 40.0 p. 7. 

Given the importance of a properly designed POR program, workshop participants 

devoted a considerable amount of time to formulating tariffs.  Thus, the final tariff submitted by 

Ameren at the workshops contained a detailed plan for implementing a POR program.  (Ameren 

Ex.  13.1).  No party raised POR as an issue in their confidential surveys provided to Ameren at 

the conclusion of the workshops.  Ameren Ex. 1.0 (Nelson), p. 6.  

The only real issue in this proceeding has been the level of the Discount Rate (Parties will 

address that issue in Section VIII.B. 4 below).  Nevertheless, CUB witness Cohen now argues 

that there is a lack of consensus whether Ameren’s SVT tariff should include a POR program.  

Thus, he recommends that the Commission require the parties to submit a cost benefit analysis of 

the POR program prior to allowing its implementation.  CUB Ex. 2.0, p. 1-2.  Notably, he does 

not challenge any particular provision in the POR section of Rider SVT; he simply objects to any 

POR program. 

It is too late for CUB to raise that argument.  As noted above, the parties to the 

workshops negotiated the details of the POR tariff and no party considered the issue of POR to 

be unresolved in the confidential surveys submitted at the conclusion of the workshops.   Mr. 

Crist testified that raising issues such as POR at this late stage ignores the process established by 

the Commission in its final order in Docket 11-0282. 
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The Commission directed the Company to host workshops for interested 
stakeholders and CUB choose not to actively participate, yet now complains about 
the workshop product.    Hard work and efforts of the Company, Staff, and 
stakeholders deserve better.  The men and women that took the Commission’s 
order to heart and worked to productively assemble the plan that Ms. Seckler 
submitted, deserve to see their hard work used to launch the SVT program.  Mr. 
Cohen’s testimony on issues that could have been discussed at the workshops 
should be disregarded.   It would be a shame and a mockery of the opportunity 
that the Commission Order created, and a disservice to the ratepayers of Ameren 
to allow that amount of hard work and effort of the workshop participants to be 
dismissed. 

RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 4-5. 

Ameren has experience with POR, having already offered it to its electric 

customers that have chosen alternative suppliers.  As noted above, the POR provisions in 

Rider SVT were worked out by interested stakeholders during the workshops ordered by 

the Commission.  Parties should not be forced to re-litigate this issue in the next 

proceeding for approval of Rider SVT.  The Commission should therefore find in its 

order in this proceeding that the record supports the implementation of a POR program. 

3. Consumer Protections 
 

The first item of the Staff’s agenda for the first workshop was: “What consumer 

protections are needed?”.   ICEA/RESA Ex. 2.0, p. 7.  Dr. Rearden and other Commission staff 

members with expertise in consumer issues attended the workshops.  During one of the 

workshops, Ameren staff members that are involved in Ameren’s electric choice program gave 

presentations about the education and consumer information materials that the Company 

provides to residential and small commercial customers regarding choice, and reviewed the 

training received by Ameren call center customer service representatives. RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 3. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Cohen argues that the Commission should add several “consumer 

protections” to Rider SVT: 
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1) A customer shall be absolved from paying any termination fees if, prior to the 
due date of their first bill, they notify the supplier that they are terminating the 
contract.   
 
2) When a customer has accepted service from a supplier after solicitation by a 
door-to-door salesperson, there shall be no termination fees assessed if the 
customer terminates during the first 6 billing cycles.  
  
3) If a supplier’s marketing materials include a price comparison of the supplier 
rate and the gas utility rate, the depiction of such comparison shall display at least 
three years of data in no greater than quarterly increments and shall also display 
the supplier’s offered price for the same or equivalent product(s) or service(s) for 
each of the same increments. 
 
CUB Ex. 2.0, p. 9-10. 

The Commission should reject these provisions for several reasons.  First, CUB is again 

making a proposal that it could have made during the workshops.  At no time during those 

workshops did a CUB representative indicate dissatisfaction with the consumer protections being 

proposed by Ameren, nor did any CUB representative make any consumer protection proposals.  

RGS Ex. 2.0, p. 3.  While a party (presumably CUB) indicated in their confidential survey that 

they believed consumer protection was an unresolved issue (Ameren Ex. 1, p. 6), this was not an 

issue raised by CUB during the workshops themselves.    

Second, alternative gas suppliers are already subject to statutory consumer protection 

requirements that address the concerns raised by Mr. Cohen.  Section 19-115 of the Public 

Utilities Act provides an extensive list of consumer protection obligations of alternative gas 

suppliers, including the requirements that they: 

• comply with many of the requirements imposed on public utilities by the PUA; 19-

115(b)(1) 

• continue to comply with the requirements for certification stated in Section 19-110; 

19-115(b)(2)  
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• comply with complaint procedures established by the Commission; 19-115(b)(3).  

Additionally, the Act sets forth mechanisms for enforcement and penalties in the 

event of adverse complaint findings.  19-115(d) 

• file with the Commission bill formats, standard customer contract and customer 

complaint and resolution procedures and contact information.  Gas suppliers that 

engage in door-to-door solicitation must comply with subsection (c) of Section 2DDD 

of the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act [815 ILCS 505/2] and 

shall file related documents with the Commission; 19-115(b)(4) 

• maintain a customer call center; 19-115(b)(5) 

• follow explicit rules for change of customer requests; 19-115(c) 

• follow explicit rules for marketing and provision of services, including a restriction 

on early termination charges; 19-115(g) 

• follow other requirements for the provision of services. 19-115(e) and 19-115(f). 

 

Mr. Wright noted that these consumer protections were added to the Public Utilities Act 

after the Commission proceedings mentioned by Mr. Cohen in his direct testimony-- CUB v. 

Santanna (Dockets 02-0425 and 02-0441) and U.S. Energy Savings (now doing business as Just 

Energy) (Docket 08-0175).  The combination of those statutory provisions and this 

Commission’s orders in those cases has had a positive effect on consumer protection in this state.  

The Complaint in Docket 08-0175 states that CUB received over 1500 informal complaints 

against Just Energy from January 2007 through March 3, 2008, the date of the Complaint, a 

period of approximately 14 months. CUB’s response to ICEA/RESA Data Request No. 2.06 

indicates that from January 2013 through the date of the response, July 25, 2013, a period of 
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almost 7 months, CUB has received only 16 informal complaints/inquiries regarding Just 

Energy.  ICEA/RESA Ex. 3.0, p. 7.  Mr. Cohen is not aware of any formal Commission 

complaints against an alternative gas supplier in the past five years.  RGS Ex. 3.0, no. 1.07. 

Finally, there is no record supporting the three proposals themselves.  With no analysis of 

the implications of adoption of these proposals, the need for them or their costs, Mr. Cohen 

simply suggested them as remedies to the conditions that existed more than five years ago for 

customers of Santanna and U.S. Energy Savings.  Those proposed consumer protections should 

be rejected. 

4. Discount Rate for SVT and UCB/POR Customers 

5. Rider GTA 

i. Definition of System Weighted Average Cost of Gas 

6. Rider GSIC 

7. Rider PGA 
 

CONCLUSION 

Ameren’s gas customers are the only energy consumers in the state being served by a 

large public utility that have not been able to take advantage of the competitive market.  Ameren 

has committed to take the steps necessary to provide its customers with competitive alternatives 

by the 2014 heating system.  The next stage in this process should be focused on the tasks 

necessary to finalize Rider SVT.  Neither the parties nor the Commission should be diverted 

from that task by being forced to litigate issues that have already been addressed in workshops 

and in this proceeding.  RGS therefore respectfully requests that the Commission order make the 

following findings: 
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1. The record supports Ameren’s proposal to implement a residential and small 

commercial competitive tariff.  The future proceeding to review its filing of Rider 

SVT will be limited to determining if the terms and conditions of that tariff are just 

and reasonable. 

2. The record supports the inclusion of a purchase of receivables provision in Ameren’s 

Rider SVT.   

3. The additional consumer protection proposals of CUB are rejected. 

 

Dated:  September 20, 2013    

     Respectfully submitted, 
     The Retail Gas Suppliers 
 
      By:    /s/_Stephen J. Moore______________ 
     One of its Attorneys 
 

Stephen J. Moore 
Thomas H. Rowland 
Kevin D. Rhoda      
 
Rowland & Moore LLP 
200 West Superior Street 
Suite 400 
Chicago, Illinois 60654 
(312) 803-1000 (voice) 
(312) 803-0953 (fax) 
steve@telecomreg.com 
tom@telecomreg.com 
krhoda@telecomreg.com 
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