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The Illinois Competitive Energy Association (“ICEA”) appreciates the opportunity to provide Reply Comments to the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) regarding the above-referenced Notice of Inquiry (“NOI”) that has been initiated by the Commission regarding retail electric market issues.
I. Introduction

ICEA is an Illinois-based trade association organized to represent the interests of competitive energy suppliers, including licensed Alternative Retail Electric Suppliers (“ARES” or “RES”), in preserving and enhancing opportunities for customer choice and competition  in the electric and natural gas industries in Illinois.  ICEA’s members are some of the most active and largest competitive energy suppliers both in Illinois and nationally, and include ARES that serve residential, municipal aggregation communities, commercial, industrial and public sector customers.
 
ICEA believes that the November 13, 2014 Office of Retail Market Development (“ORMD”) Workshop discussion regarding product definitions and other aspects of Illinois’ residential electricity market were informative and productive.  ICEA is hopeful that the understanding achieved during the course of that discussion will reduce or eliminate some areas of initial disagreement among stakeholders and will serve as a platform upon which all stakeholders, working with the ORMD, will be able to construct meaningful market improvements through the NOI process.

As ICEA indicated in its opening comments at the Workshop, actual improvements to the Illinois residential power market and residential customer experience are not possible without a clear understanding of how the market is functioning and intended to function at the present time.  ICEA further points out that its experience in Illinois’ commercial and industrial (“C&I”) market and in other competitive retail electric market states as well as the experience of regulators and consumer advocates in retail choice jurisdictions are equally critical to consider throughout the NOI process. 

When looking to the C&I market, while considering ways to improve the residential market, one must first acknowledge that the C&I market is significantly more mature and is one in which customers have markedly different experience with and relationship to their energy costs.  That said, it would be foolish to not leverage the knowledge gained in these markets where there are commonalities or where differences are illustrative.  In its comments, ICEA has endeavored to keep all three market experiences mentioned above in mind and will continue also to bring perspective from those areas into future NOI Workshops.  

In these Reply Comments, ICEA discusses product definitions, related enhancements to consumer noticing, accelerated switching, recommended changes to PlugInIllinois, a further exposition on what constitutes “relevant, actionable information” to consumers – as requested by the ORMD.  These issues are in direct response to questions raised during the most recent ORMD workshop; ICEA is addressing them in an effort to be responsive and facilitate further discussion at the upcoming workshop currently scheduled for December 8, 2014.  In addition, ICEA responds to several specific items in CUB’s Initial Comments, which fall outside of the above mentioned issues.  
II. Product Definitions
A. ICEA Recommendation on Commission Defined Products
The ORMD Workshop discussion appeared to suggest that the majority of the electric supply products being purchased by Illinois residential customers fall under either Fixed or Non-Index Variable products.  As such, ICEA believes that if the Commission is going to define products, the Commission should define these two product types.  Additionally, despite the fact that Index Variable products are not widely, if at all, in use in Illinois at this time for residential customers, ICEA believes that the Commission could define this product given the amount of discussion around Index Variable products.  Although ICEA is comfortable with the Commission defining these terms for customer education and standardization purposes, ICEA urges the Commission to not “over-define” these or other terms in a way that stifles product innovation.  To that end, if the Commission does define these terms, ICEA recommends that the Commission adopt ICEA’s proposed definitions as set out in its Initial Comments and below.
B. Fixed Price Products
ICEA believes that Fixed Price (i.e. fixed rate) products are relatively straightforward from a customer understanding perspective.  ICEA is unaware of any objection to ICEA’s proposed definition of a Fixed Price product, as outline in its Initial Comments (at 6.), from any other stakeholders.  For the reasons stated in its Initial Comments (at 5-6), ICEA recommends that the Commission should adopt the definition for a Fixed Price product as follows:
“A product where other than for a legal, regulatory, utility or non-market based change the price does not change and remains fixed for a minimum of 3 months.”
C. “Variable” as a Category, Not a Product

Conversely, ICEA believes that “Variable” products encompass too many variants to be considered a single, monolithic product, and instead should be considered a category of products that are addressed by unique characteristics of different variable product types.  Moreover, ICEA believes that it will be possible for stakeholders to reach consensus regarding the definition of Index and Non-Index Variable products.  ICEA believes that the fundamental differences between Index Variable and Non-Index Variable products logically dictate how RESs should communicate with customers on each product and outlines its recommendations in the Noticing Section that follows.
D. Index Variable Products

An Index product is by definition one whose price cannot be predicted in advance of both the market movement of the underlying index and the particular consumption of the customer at the varying times of those index-driven prices.  Accordingly, it is impossible for either the RES or the customer to know what blended average unit price will be until after the usage month.  On the other hand, it is formulaic: once the relevant index (or indices) have been accounted for at the appropriate time, consumers will know their prices.  Thus, simply stated, the consumer trades advance notice for transparency in pricing methodology.
  For the reasons stated in its Initial Comments (at 7-8), ICEA believes the Commission should adopt the definition for a Index Variable product as follows:
“A product in which the price changes more frequently than every 3 months other than for legal, regulatory, utility or on-market based changes and the price changes are wholly in direct and formulaic correlation to an index.”

E. Non-Index Variable Products

A Non-Index or Managed Month-to-Month product stands in contrast to an Index product in that RESs are actively managing their book of business on an ongoing basis according to their particular hedging strategies.  On the other hand, the customer is given advance notice of the price, and can adjust their usage (or choice of supplier) accordingly.
  For the reasons stated in its Initial Comments (at 6-7), ICEA believes that the Commission should adopt the definition for a Variable Non-Index product as follows:
“A product that changes more frequently than every 3 months other than for legal, regulatory, utility or non-market based changes and which price is not formulaically tied directly to an index.”
F. Additional Products

Finally, ICEA would like to address several products that do not currently warrant definition by the Commission due to the fact that they are either not currently widely offered to residential customers, are more appropriate for the C&I segment or a combinations of both: TOU and Collar products.

In its preamble to answering the questions around Variable offers, CUB states that “Time-of-use rates could be considered ‘variable,’ in that they are determined at different times of the day”.  On the contrary, ICEA believes that they could even more readily be considered Fixed Price products.  The fact that the unit prices of each interval are fixed for the entirety of the term of a TOU contract, irrespective of wholesale market movements, leads ICEA to conclude that if given no choice but one of the two definitions, one would have to characterize TOU as Fixed.  ICEA, of course, also recognizes the infinite possibilities in pricing a dynamic priced product enabled by smart meters—of which TOU with fixed prices for defined intervals is one example—may lead to rates that defy ICEA’s current proposed categorizations.  Thus, it is important to recognize TOU and other products are not necessarily Fixed or Variable – they are TOU or dynamic rates.  

While it is true that individual consumption patterns of customers on TOU rates will inevitably result in different average unit costs for different customers (and for each customer month-to-month), and that there are different unit prices for the different TOU intervals, neither of those factors are sufficient to characterize a TOU rate as more Variable than it is Fixed.  The essence and central value proposition of a Fixed Price product lies in the fact that for the agreed-upon term of the contract, the unit price will not change.  This is true of the vast majority (if not all) TOU products in the marketplace.

The above is emblematic of the challenges in attempting to fit all products into a limited set of defined product types.  As ICEA indicated in its initial comments, the recommendation to the Commission that certain products be defined should in no way be construed as a recommendation that all products be defined.  

If in the course of the NOI, stakeholders determine that TOU products should likewise be defined prior to being widely offered or purchased by Illinois residential customers, ICEA would welcome the opportunity to flesh-out the brief description included in our response to the CUB’s comments.

III. Consumer Noticing Enhancements
A. Fixed Price Products
ICEA believes there is, at present, no need to change in any way noticing requirements for Fixed Price products. 

B. Variable Products
ICEA agrees with CUB that customers on Variable products are at present inadequately served by current practice, and that more robust noticing requirements/furnishing of information to these customers would be of substantial benefit to the consumers, the residential electric market and retail choice.  

Changes in noticing requirements for Variable products should reflect the important differences in products within that category as outlined above.  ICEA’s recommendation is that RESs be required to provide the most valuable information possible to consumers.  

1. Non-Index Variable (“Managed Month-to-Month”) Products
Illinois is not the only state to address Non-Index Variable products, and ICEA believes the work by sister Commissions could be instructive for Illinois.  For example, ICEA members have experience working with the Public Utility Commission and consumer advocates in Pennsylvania in the wake of last winter’s Polar Vortex to arrive at what ICEA believes to be a workable solution which empowers consumers on Non-Index Variable products.  The solution recognizes customers’ need to understand what their upcoming month’s electric supply unit cost is scheduled to be and ability to effectuate a switch prior to incurring charges on that rate by either choosing another product with their supplier or switching from their incumbent supplier to another, or back to default service.  The new Pennsylvania requirements state that a supplier must make available to customers currently being served on Managed Month-to-Month (“MTM”) products with the upcoming month’s rate between 45 and 60 days prior to that month’s start.  

As Constellation mentioned at the November 13 NOI Workshop, noticing requirements and switch times are inextricably linked and it is to the benefit of the market that where possible the number of days in advance that suppliers are required to notice MTM customers be reduced.    
2. Index Variable Products

As previously noted, Index products are a different kind of Variable product altogether.  Due to the fact that there is simply no way to know how much supply costs will be in advance, ICEA recommends that noticing/educational requirements around Index products focus on clear and concise disclosure of the product before a customer signs up on it.  Of course, such a disclosure would be fully consistent with preexisting rules in Part 412.  (See, e.g., 83 Ill. Admin. Code § 412.110(d).)  This includes a description of the underlying index upon which the rate is based.
C.  Accelerated Switching
Although ICEA appreciates the other topics being discussed in this NOI, no market improvement would be do more to improve the market than reducing the time it takes for Illinois electric customers to effectuate their desired changes to their electricity supply.  Last winter’s Polar Vortex highlighted the urgency of solving this problem, especially for lower income customers and those on fixed incomes.  Efforts have been undertaken in a number of states including Connecticut, Maryland and Pennsylvania while other jurisdictions are doing likewise.  ICEA believes that Illinois residential consumers should likewise be afforded the opportunity to take meaningful and timely control of their energy supply costs. 

Illinois is better situated than some other jurisdictions in that ComEd and Ameren have made substantial progress toward the installation of AMI.  While ICEA is happy to work with utilities and other stakeholders as to the particulars, it is generally recognized that AMI infrastructure can be a substantial boon to the development and implementation of more efficacious switching.

ICEA does recognize, however, that AMI is not a panacea and that reasonable limits need to be a part of any Accelerated Switching solution.  ICEA does not, for instance, believe that Accelerated Switching should necessarily be made available to municipal aggregations given the sheer magnitude of transactions that would need to be processed in such a scenario.  ICEA recognizes that ComEd has a significant volume of bills that it handles every night, and ICEA does not intend to adversely impact that process.

As with advance noticing for Non-Index Variable customers, it may benefit the Commission to explore the experience of other states and utilities with Accelerated Switching to identify whether challenges, solutions, opportunities and insights germane to Illinois’ situation may be gleaned from them.

Finally, as previously noted, Advance Notice of mark to market (“MTM”) price changes is inextricably linked to the time necessary for a switch to be effectuated. ICEA reiterates the many benefits to the consumer of making that as short as possible, which are not limited to those MTM customers who wish to change suppliers or products.  

V. PlugInIllinois Recommended Changes
A. Inclusion of Product Definitions
ICEA supports the inclusion of product definitions on PlugInIllinois and believes that the best location for them is on the Glossary of Terms page (where there already are descriptions of Fixed and Variable products).  This approach is consistent with what we see in other jurisdictions, such as Pennsylvania’s PAPowerSwitch, where they do likewise on their Glossary page (http://www.papowerswitch.com/glossary/) and Ohio’s Apples-to-Apples site’s Glossary of Terms page (http://www.energychoice.ohio.gov/Pages/Glossary%20of%20Terms.aspx).  In Texas, the PUC has a “Plan Options” page (http://www.powertochoose.org/en-us/Content/Resource/Plan-Options) which defines products; but ICEA believes that the most appropriate approach is to remain aligned with neighboring states and simply augment what PlugInIllinois already has with more detailed descriptions (especially of Variable type plans).  However, ICEA cautions once again that definitions should not become so rigid that suppliers are prevent or discouraged from placing offers on PlugInIllinois over concerns regarding fitting into an overly rigid definition. 
B. Meaningful, Actionable Consumer Information

Per the ORMD’s request at the November 13, 2014 workshop, ICEA would like to submit for consideration its view of what constitutes meaningful, actionable information to consumers.  At its core, ICEA recognizes that a market only works when customers have sufficient information upon which to make a decision—a fundamental economic principle.  However, there appears to be an open question amongst stakeholders as to what information, if provided to residential customers, would actually help residential customers in making decision.  
For example, at least one stakeholder suggested that historical pricing information of a particular product is of value to consumers who are making determinations of what solution best suits their needs for their future energy consumption.  ICEA believes that this is misguided and that the reasons as to why it is so also point to an appropriate view of what considerations consumers ought to be taking into account.
As a threshold matter, although ICEA does not monitor its members’ product offerings, it understands that RES products generally may be individually customized, change over time, and may offer very different prices depending on the day offered.   Thus, if an obligation to provide “historical” information was imposed, the fact that a product may not have existed yesterday as offered to a customer today would at minimum raise compliance issues and likely confuse consumers.  ICEA certainly does not believe that creating imagined historical performance would help a customer either—due in no small part to the fact that a particular product may only be offered during certain market conditions.  Simply stated, historical performance is not the same as clipping the close of the Dow Jones out of the newspaper or taking a picture of a gas station’s marquee every day—electricity products are priced very differently.  To the extent that stakeholders still believe this is relevant information, ICEA believes serious and significant discussion would be necessary to implement such a program.
Setting the threshold compliance issue aside, no serious participant in any market would contend that the best way to attempt to predict what the market will do in the future is to look at the past.  Markets fluctuate based upon a vast array of factors and participants develop their own set of inputs which they deem relevant and in cases in which they share a view of the relevance of a given input, will often weigh each shared input differently. 

So if past performance cannot be used to determine future experience what, then, are consumers to do?  ICEA recommends that instead of attempting to predict the future of the retail market based on past results, consumers should be encouraged to carefully consider three factors: 1) their individual energy needs, consumption patterns and priorities, 2) their own view of potential future volatility and their individual risk tolerances and 3) the value propositions and potential risks of each product offering available to them in the marketplace today.   ICEA points out that this is in no way different from the calculus that consumers must make with regard to any other economic choices they make.
Once they have an understanding of their opinions, needs and desires, consumers will be better positioned to make informed choices about what product types, term lengths and other product attributes or incentives make the most sense for them.  
ICEA strongly supports all efforts to provide transparency and clear, concise plain-language descriptions of the products that its members offer to Illinois residents, as a well-functioning market requires informed consumers.  But ICEA strenuously argues that backward-looking “analyses” fall outside of the realm of relevant information and urges all stakeholders in the NOI to focus on consumers’ needs and the available solutions to those needs rather than historic information that has no bearing on those key factors and which has no magic ability to predict future market movements.
VI. Response to CUB Initial Comments
ICEA would like to respond to several of the points brought up by the Citizens Utility Board in their initial comments on the NOI.  ICEA will attempt to do so in the context of the discussion at the November 13 NOI Workshop...  Although ICEA believes after the most recent ORMD Workshop that there is significant overlap of viewpoint between CUB and ICEA, ICEA notes that failure to respond to any particular argument raised by CUB in this document does not indicate ICEA’s agreement unless specifically noted.
A. Variable Rate Offers Section - Question #1:
As mentioned above, the proposal that CUB makes in answering this question is problematic.  CUB describes a product that can change, but which would have a defined band in which the unit prices would be constrained.  What CUB is describing is not a Variable product.  Rather, it is a Collar product.  

ICEA members have experience offering Collar products to their C&I customers in various jurisdictions – including Illinois.  The Collar is a product that is suited to the needs of certain C&I customers who are willing to pay a premium for the protection that the cap in a Collar provides.  

However, ICEA notes that the Collar product’s price will tend to be artificially higher than it would otherwise be without a band.  This is due to the fact that guaranteeing that unit prices will not increase above a certain threshold has a cost in the form of necessary risk premiums.  Thus, a mandate that all Variable products contain such a ceiling in effect results in mandating that Illinois consumers who choose a Variable product be forced to pay a surcharge at CUB’s behest.

If there are sufficient Residential customers who desire a Collar product, ICEA is confident that the market will satisfy that demand.  However, if all Variable products had to be Collar products, the risk premiums required for such a product would be shouldered by all Illinois residents who wish to be on a Variable product (even those who prefer the high risk-high reward of an uncapped Variable product), as opposed to individual consumers who value such a cap and are thus willing to pay for it on a specialized product.
With regard to the “disclosure” of the Price-To-Compare (“PTC”), ICEA does not wish to rehash the substantial debate around the PTC in Illinois, but does note that differences of opinion remain and that the PTC alone cannot provide consumers with a complete picture of all avoided costs of taking third party supply.  ICEA would, however, like to point out the fundamentally anti-competitive and asymmetrical nature of a requirement that all RESs include the PTC on their customers’ bills.  

Despite substantial organic growth of the residential market and large municipal aggregations, retail choice remains a new concept in many consumers’ minds.  However, outside of Texas, residential choice markets are sufficiently nascent such that the legacy utilities are for all intents and purposes every RES’ primary competitor.  There will come a time when this is not the case, but that time has not yet come.

As such, CUB’s assertion that the PTC should be displayed on all bills amounts to a requirement that RESs advertise their main competitor’s price on their customer’s bills with no concomitant requirement for ComEd or Ameren to do likewise.  Thus, one segment of the population – RES customers – see a competitor’s price on their bill while those taking bundled utility service do not.

As outlined above, one of the central tenets when discussing any market is that past performance is no guarantee of future experience.  ICEA argues that specific historic unit prices are not meaningful data for a consumer when attempting to ascertain the course of action that best suits their desires and risk tolerances with regard to future electricity consumption.  

In that light, CUB’s proposal that “all historic depictions of utility prices shall display at least three years of data in no greater than quarterly increments and shall also show the RESs offered price for the same or equivalent product(s)” warrants particular scrutiny.

Taken in parts, ICEA will first address the notion that somehow 36 months of data represents an optimal historical record for predicting the future of commodity costs and potential hedging/auction strategy changes.  Again, it cannot be over-stated that markets function on their own logic and respond to a panoply of inputs, none of which are static or predictable in the future.  Much as we may desire to achieve the ability to predict future market fluctuations – whether in securities or commodity or other markets – that desire will always remain unattainable; and no amount of wishing for the correct data inputs or historical examples will change this fundamental fact.  

Next, ICEA is curious as to what the requirement that the reported historical data be in no greater than quarterly increments is designed to accomplish.  The choice of the degree of granularity is ultimately irrelevant, due to the aforementioned nature of markets and the fact that future movements are dependent upon future events in all areas deemed relevant by the market and as such will inevitably remain unknowable; but the quarterly proposal was curious.  

Finally, CUB’s proposal that historical depictions “also show the RESs offered price for the same or equivalent product(s)” is overly vague and ICEA argues will be in virtually all instances inapplicable.  As ICEA identified above, this is not necessarily possible.  However, setting aside the serious risk of impossibility, as a practical matter, to ICEA’s knowledge most RESs are not currently in Illinois offering the “same or equivalent product(s)” as default service to residential customers.
  As previously referenced, ComEd and Ameren’s default rates are seasonal Fixed Price contracts with one unit cost for Summer and another for Non-Summer months.  

While there may be RESs offering such at present, there equally may not be (or may not be in future periods).  Would it only be RESs who have such offers which are required to provide CUB’s imagined historical reporting?  What happens for those periods when a RES does not have such offers?  Or does CUB contemplate comparing the seasonal PTC with all-in FP contracts of 12 months in length?  If so, ICEA submits that such comparisons are in no way apples-to-apples and would result in even less well informed consumers as the cyclical nature of wholesale prices would make Competitive offers appear more beneficial in Summer months and artificially less so in Non-Summer months.

CUB is also silent on what in this scenario constitutes an historic depiction.  Is it a reference to the currently-effective PTC?  Or to the PTC as it has been for some arbitrary period – perhaps also quarterly?  ICEA again stresses that a focus on historical experience is a misguided focus.  Market participants should instead focus on the types of product offerings and their value propositions, individual consumers’ anticipated energy needs and use patterns and their particular appetite for risk or desire for price certainty over time.

B. Variable Rate Offers Section Question #2:
ICEA was heartened at the productive dialogue at the most recent ORMD workshop with regard to Variable/Index/Managed Month-to-Month (“MTM”) products and believes that our collective efforts to come to an understanding of the true nature of the products to which Residential consumers are availing themselves is helpful as we continue to work to improve the market.  

In that context, ICEA supports CUB’s proposal in the second paragraph of their response to this question for Variable Index Products, namely: that the RES should provide the formula/underlying Index upon which the product is based as well as the margin “adder” (a practice that mirrors that undertaken for these products in the C&I marketplace).  ICEA stresses, however, that while such disclosure may be appropriate for Index products, it is wholly inappropriate for Non-Index Variable products.  Margin strategies are the very essence of proprietary information; and while individual members would assuredly welcome the opportunity to learn of their competitors’ margin strategies, collectively ICEA strongly argues against forcing RESs to make such information publicly available and avers that such a requirement could pose a serious risk to the future of Choice in IL, with some RESs determining that it is better to exit a market than to make public such sensitive information.
C. Variable Rate Offers Section Question #7:
All RESs welcome the opportunity to engage with their customers, and as has been previously noted, suppliers face substantial challenges due to the market’s immaturity and the fact that their customers continue to be billed on Utility Consolidated Billing by an entity that they have considered for the majority of their lives “the Electric Company”.  As such, many RESs put substantial time, effort and resources into providing best-in-class customer service in an attempt to differentiate themselves in the marketplace.  

That said, CUB’s proposal that RESs be required to maintain and staff 24/7 customer service centers is not supported by the Public Utilities Act or other Illinois statutes.  ICEA notes that one differentiator between RES is customer service, and consumers (with aid of reference material produced by the Commission or third parties) can make a decision on suppliers based in part on customer service.
D. Price to Compare Section Question #1:
ICEA continues to maintain that any meaningful Price to Compare must include within it all avoided costs of taking supply from a RES.  This is the self-evident gold-standard of PTCs in competitive energy markets, and ICEA believes the Commission should support this standard and continue to work to incorporate reconciliation charges into the PTC to the extent possible.  Accordingly, ICEA objects to CUB’s proposal that RESs be required to publish the PTC absent the PEA.  

Further, many RESs primarily sell long-term Fixed Price contracts and the value of price protection over time.  Such a product (and value proposition) has little to do with the current Seasonal Price to Compare.  CUB’s suggestion that all marketing materials be required to reference the PTC assumes that the only paradigm is one of savings vis-à-vis Default service.  Nascent as the residential electricity market in Illinois may be, it has evolved beyond that extremely limited view of the value propositions possible with the more flexible contract terms available through Choice.  Although ICEA agrees that the PTC should be readily publicly available on PlugInIllinois and may be displayed by third parties in their materials to customers, it would confuse customers who may be taking a non-comparable product from a supplier to have the PTC displayed on marketing materials.
E. Consumer Education Section Question #2:
ICEA mentioned the Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs’ recent series of collaboratives with suppliers and utilities around the development of a new shopping website for Natural Gas Choice customers in ICEA’s Initial Comments on an unrelated matter and believes that the debate in Michigan around that website can be of value in assessing CUB’s proposal in their answer to this question.

During the course of those collaboratives, the gas utilities in Michigan argued suppliers be required to include the URL for the new site on all of their marketing materials, contracts, websites, welcome letters, flyers, and the like.  Retailers in the proceeding strenuously objected to the proposal, arguing that there are no examples of other industries in which companies are required to spend their marketing dollars advertising a website on which their competitors can be found.  In its comments on the proposal, RESA argued that such requirements would have the unintended consequence of discouraging suppliers from allocating valuable marketing dollars in Michigan and instead focus efforts on markets where they are not required to in essence advertise for their competitors.

The Michigan PSC ultimately recognized the merit of the suppliers’ arguments, ruling that “any reference or promotion of the website by the utilities or the AGSs should be discretionary and cannot be compelled.”   
VII. Conclusion
ICEA submits its Reply Comments for the Commission’s consideration based on its member companies substantial experience in competitive retail electric markets in Illinois and other retail choice states.  ICEA looks forward to continued discussions on these issues at the next scheduled ORMD Workshop on December 8, and through Responses to Replies due on December 19.
� Each member of ICEA expressly reserves the right to present its own individual position during the course of this inquiry.  ICEA members include: Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.; Direct Energy Services, LLC; Homefield Energy, Inc.; MC Squared Energy Services, LLC; NextEra Energy Services, Nordic Energy Services, Inc; and Verde Energy Illinois-USA.


� As with all products, ICEA believes that customers themselves are the best judge of what they value in a product.


� As noted in ICEA’s Initial Comments, ICEA believes that shortening customer switching times is an important component of any reforms to be considered by the Commission.


� Of course, nothing would stop a RES from offering such a product, if one or more RES believed that there was an appetite for such products in the competitive retail market.
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