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SUGGESTED CONCLUSIONS OF THE RETAIL GAS SUPPLIERS 
 

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

Interstate Gas Supply of Illinois, Inc. (“IGS”), submit its Suggested Conclusions, pursuant to the 

schedule in this proceeding. 

RGS’s briefs addressed the first three “Contested” issues in the brief outline agreed upon 

by the parties.  These suggested conclusions are limited to those issues. 

1. Approval of SVT 

In its final order in Docket 11-0282, the Commission directed the Commission Staff to 

host workshops during which the parties would determine “whether an SVT is appropriate for 

the AIC service territories . . .”1.  Those workshops were held and no party challenged the 

implementation of SVT in the Ameren territory.  By not raising the issue during the workshops 

and instead arguing here that the Commission can only direct Ameren to implement an SVT 

program if there is evidence in this record that SVT is appropriate for the Ameren territory, CUB 

ignored the process established by the Commission.   

1   Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois Proposed general increase in natural gas 
rates, ICC Docket 11-0282, (Order, Jan. 10, 2012) at 194. 
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In any event, the record supports the implementation of an SVT program for Ameren.  

This Commission’s orders approving the choice programs of Nicor Gas2 and Peoples Gas Light 

and Coke Company3 and the Public Utilities Act support the concept that customers benefit from 

the introduction of competition for the supply of gas to residential and small commercial 

customers.   

Among the reasons that an SVT program is appropriate for Ameren are the following: 

• companies that provide competitive gas and electric service can offer multi-

product discounts; 

• the consumer education conducted by this Commission and Ameren in the retail 

electric market has created an existing customer base of knowledge; 

• competitive providers can offer products that Ameren cannot offer, including 

greater and more diverse product and service innovation that may include 

multiple price options; 

• multiple state providers have the ability to leverage economies of scale between 

their customers throughout the Midwest; 

• alternative gas suppliers can offer customers other value-added services; 

2   Citizens Utility Board Request for an investigation into the current structure of the Nicor 
Customer Select Pilot Program and the Proposed Changes filed August 10, 2000, Meet the 
Public Interest Standards and Other Requirements Set Forth in the Public Utilities Act. 220 
ILCS 5/4-101; 220 ILCS 5/8-101; 220 ILCS 8-102; Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor 
Gas Company Proposed changes to Riders 15 and 16 and related provisions, ICC Docket 00-
0620 (Cons.) 00-0621 (Order, July 5, 2001). 
3   The Peoples Gas, Light and Coke Company; Proposal to revise Riders SVT, AGG, Rider 2, 
Terms and Conditions, and Table of Contents, ICC Docket 01-0470 (Order, March 5, 2002) at 
16.   
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• Ameren and alternative gas suppliers will have a strong incentive to provide 

satisfactory service to customers 

ICEA/RESA Ex. 1.0, p. 6-7. 

Additionally, because they are not subject to the inefficient incentives inherent in the 

purchase gas adjustment clause, alternative gas suppliers may be able to procure gas at a price 

that is lower than the average price paid by public utilities. ICEA/RESA Ex. 2.0, p. 4. 

More than a quarter of a million customers in Northern Illinois now obtain gas from 

alternative gas suppliers, so it is a program that customers have shown that they will use.  

ICEA/RESA Ex. 1.0, p. 9.  Those customers are now choosing their supply from numerous 

suppliers and taking advantage of numerous alternative product offerings from those suppliers. 

ICEA/RESA Ex. 1.0, p. 10. 

CUB proposes an incorrect test when it argues that an SVT program should be allowed to 

proceed only if there is “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’s test goes far beyond the test applied 

by the Commission in previous proceedings examining gas utilities’ requests to implement SVT 

programs.  See the Commission orders approving the choice programs of Nicor4 and Peoples Gas 

Light and Coke Company.5   

CUB’s reliance on the Commission order in the proceeding involving Nicor’s request for 

approval of a Purchase of Receivables (“POR”) tariff is misplaced.6  In Nicor, the Commission 

4   ICC Docket 00-0620 (Cons.) 00-0621 
5   ICC Docket 01-0470  
6   Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company Proposed Establishment of Rider 
17, Purchase of Receivables with Consolidated Billing, ICC Docket 12-0569 (Order, July 29, 
2013). (“Nicor”) 
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was deciding whether the addition of a POR program would add benefits not already inherent in 

Nicor’s choice program.  Here, the question is whether customers benefit when they have a 

choice of gas suppliers.  As shown above there is extensive evidence of the benefits of choice 

and this Commission has repeatedly supported the introduction of competition to the industries 

that it regulates, including in the orders of Nicor and Peoples Gas as well as the last Ameren rate 

case order.  Also, the Staff objected to the POR program in Nicor. It has no objection to Ameren 

instituting an SVT program.  Staff Ex. 16.0, at 1-2. 

CUB had argued that the evidence showing the benefits of competition for gas supply are 

speculative and based entirely on theoretical arguments, but it bases that argument on its own 

view of what is theoretical and what is not.  In this case, it argues that all of the benefits listed 

above are theoretical because no competitive supplier testified that it has “specific plans or 

commitments to make such offerings.”  CUB Initial Brief, at 33-34.  That evidentiary 

requirement is absurd.  Evidence of realistic programs that retail gas suppliers could offer to 

Ameren’s customers is sufficient without proof that retail gas suppliers also have completely 

developed service products at this time.   

CUB’s argument that the Commission should ignore evidence of the success of the gas 

choice program in Ohio and electric choice programs in Illinois is not supported by any 

evidentiary rule, especially when, as here, the laws of economics are universal and are not 

restricted by state boundaries or form of energy supply.  

CUB’s argument that the introduction of electric competition in the Ameren territory has 

not created an existing customer base of knowledge and awareness regarding retail energy 

shopping has no evidentiary support.  
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CUB’s argument that there is no evidence that the benefits of an SVT program exceed its 

costs is not supported by the record.  Mr. Puican demonstrated that based on the costs savings 

customers of Ohio’s alternative gas suppliers experienced, the costs that Ameren has projected to 

implement an SVT program will be dwarfed by the savings customers will see in reduced gas 

costs.   

CUB argues that it will be a challenge for alternative gas suppliers to achieve profitability 

“without use of false or misleading marketing or taking unfair advantage of consumers’ 

ignorance about gas markets and pricing.”   CUB’s argument fails to recognize the incentives for 

efficient behavior that alternative gas suppliers have over utilities because the latter are subject to 

cost plus regulation and a purchase gas adjustment clause.  Additionally, alternative gas suppliers 

can offer innovative services and pricing packages that Ameren cannot provide.  CUB’s 

insinuation that retail gas suppliers can only be profitable if they use false or misleading 

marketing or take unfair advantage of consumers’ ignorance about gas markets and pricing is 

insulting to the employees of retail gas suppliers, their customers and this Commission. 

The record supports Ameren’s proposal to implement an SVT program.  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. Purchase of Receivables 

Ameren witness Ms. Seckler indicated that a purchase of receivables (“POR”) program, 

in conjunction with a consolidated billing program, is crucial to the development of a 

competitive gas market.   Ameren Ex. 40.0 p. 7.  The workshop participants devoted a 

considerable amount of time to formulating tariffs for POR and no party raised POR as an issue 
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in their confidential surveys provided to Ameren at the conclusion of the workshops.  Ameren 

Ex. 1.0 (Nelson), p. 6.  

Nevertheless, CUB recommends that the Commission require the parties to submit a cost 

benefit analysis of the POR program prior to allowing its implementation.  It is too late for CUB 

to raise that argument.  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.   As noted by RGS witness Mr. Crist,  

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

proceeding for approval of Rider SVT.   

The record supports the inclusion of a purchase of receivables (“POR”) provision 

in Ameren’s SVT program.  Details of that program can be addressed in the proceeding 

investigating Ameren’s SVT tariffs. 

3. Consumer Protections 
 

CUB recommends that the Commission impose several new requirements prior to 

approving any SVT program.   

The Commission rejects 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 
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Ameren, nor did any CUB representative make any consumer protection proposals.  RGS Ex. 

2.0, p. 3. 

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.  Third, the evidence of alternative gas supplier’s acting unreasonably occurred prior to 

the enactment of the new statutory requirements and the recent history of such abuses shows that 

they are not occurring.  Finally, there is no record supporting the three proposals themselves.  

The additional consumer protection proposals of CUB are rejected. 

 

 

 

Dated:  October 7, 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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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the Suggested Conclusions of the Retail Gas Suppliers has 
been served upon the parties reported by the Clerk of the Commission as being on the service list 
of this docket, on the 7th day of October, 2013, by electronic mail. 
 
 
     /s/_Stephen J. Moore______________ 
     Stephen J. Moore 
     Rowland & Moore LLP 
     200 West Superior Street 
     Suite 400 
     Chicago, Illinois 60654 
     (312) 803-1000 
     steve@telecomreg.com 
      

ATTORNEY FOR DOMINION RETAIL, INC. AND Interstate Gas 
Supply of Illinois, Inc. 
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