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Please state your name and business address, and identify on whose behalf 

you are testifying? 

I am James L. Crist, President of Lumen Group, Inc. a consulting firm focused on 

regulatory and market issues, located at 4226 Yarmouth Drive, Suite 101, Allison 

Park, Pennsylvania 15101. I am presenting testimony on behalf of Interstate Gas 

Supply of Illinois, Inc. (“IGS”) and Dominion Retail, Inc. (“Dominion”), jointly 

known as the Customer Select Gas Suppliers. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

My testimony provides an outline of the steps that the Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Commission”) should take in this proceeding to further its goal of 

delivering the benefits of competition to residential and small commercial 

customers. There are a number of issues pertaining to the operational 

requirements that Nicor Gas Company (“Nicor”) places on Customer Select 

suppliers along with the treatment of costs connected with the Customer Select 

program. The Commission’s overall objective should be to promote fairer rules 

that will create a level playing field with Nicor system supply or “Sales” service 

and transportation service, so that the customers of Nicor can experience the 

benefits of Customer Select. My testimony guides the Commission through the 

various improvements that will remove obstacles from customers’ ability to make 

fair and informed choices regarding their gas supplier along with improving the 

customer experience. 
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I have nearly thirty (30) years of experience in the energy markets. Currently, I 

run a consulting practice that for the past 14 years focused on developing 

regulated and deregulated energy company strategies, market strategies, and 

regulatory issues. During 2004 and 2005, I undertook a consulting assignment as 

the Vice President of Consumer Markets for ACN Energy. ACN is a natural gas 

and electric marketer that is active in eight (8) states. Prior to that I worked at 

three (3) major energy companies for a total of 19 years. Most recently I was 

Vice President of Marketing for Equitable Resources, an energy exploration, 

production, transmission, distribution and marketing company. In that function I 

was responsible for the development of the strategy for customer choice programs 

and oversaw the company’s participation in the first residential customer choice 

program in Rock Valley, Iowa, in 1996. 

Prior to that I was Vice President of Marketing for Citizens Utilities responsible 

for gas, electric, water and wastewater marketing activities a several service 

territories in the United States. Under my direction, Citizens Utilities initiated 

commercial and industrial transportation and supply services at its natural gas 

operation in Arizona. I directed significant natural gas supply contracting 
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activities with large industrial and commercial customers in Citizens Utilities’ 

natural gas operation in Louisiana. 

From 1988 through 1994, I was the Marketing Director at Peoples Gas, where I 

was actively involved in many gas transportation programs as the company 

relaxed transportation requirements so that residential customers would have 

supply choices. In summary, I have considerable experience, both in Illinois and 

nationally, involving customer choice programs. 

Have you presented testimony before this Commission previously? 

Yes, I presented testimony in the most recent Nicor rate case (ICC Docket 04- 

0779), in the WPSReoples Energy merger case (ICC Docket No. 06-0540) and in 

the most recent Peoples Gas rate case (ICC Docket No. 07-0241-0242 (consol.). 

Can you provide some background regarding customer choice in the Illinois 

natural gas market. 

Yes. Unlike competition in the Illinois retail electric market which was created 

by statute, competition for the commodity of natural gas for residential and small 

commercial customers is a creation of the Commission. In 1997, the Commission 

approved Nicor’s “Customer Select” pilot program, allowing Nicor to offer a pilot 

transportation program to small volume industrial and commercial customers. In 

1998, the Commission entered an Order expanding the availability of its program, 

allowing residential customers in Nicor’s service territory to choose their own 
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natural gas supplier starting in May 1999. The Commission’s Order in ICC 

Docket No. 00-0620 and 00-0621 (consol.) (the “2000 Nicor Customer Select 

Proceeding”) made Customer Select permanent, and customer choice made was 

available to all residential and small commercial customers in Nicor’s service 

territory. In short, the Commission consistently has been supportive of the 

development of Customer Select, expansion of the program to all customers and 

creation of a fair and equitable system. 

II. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Have you had an opportunity to review Nicor’s existing and proposed 

natural gas tariffs? 

Yes, I have reviewed Nicor’s existing and proposed natural gas tariffs, 

specifically focusing on Nicor’s Terms and Conditions, Rider 6 and Rider 16. 

Should there be any changes to Nicor’s existing and proposed tariffs, terms 

and conditions affecting Customer Select customers? 

Yes. The Nicor system was developed and is operated for Nicor’s ratepayers. 

Now that Customer Select exists as a result of Commission direction, the 

Commission must work to remove obstacles and internal subsidies to ensure equal 

treatment of all Nicor ratepayers. The numbers and types of residential and small 

commercial customers in the Nicor service territory has not materially changed. 

What has changed is that some of those customers now are selecting alternate gas 

suppliers -- but that choice should not make those customers subordinate to the 

4 
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customers that choose to remain with Nicor as a gas supplier. Until the crucial 

terms and conditions relating to use of storage and gas delivery are made equal as 

applicable to all customers, those customers that select gas suppliers other than 

Nicor will be penalized and customers will be denied the full benefits of an 

effective, efficient competitive market. 

Q. 

A. 

What improvements need to be made to the Customer Select program? 

The Customer Select issues fall into two broad categories: (1) issues related to 

Nicor's the treatment of costs connected with the Customer Select program; and 

(2) issues pertaining to the operational requirements that Nicor places on 

Customer Select suppliers. 

103 
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First, the costs associated with the Customer Select program must be reevaluated 

and the cost recovery mechanisms must be revised to eliminate existing obvious 

106 cross-subsidies and artificial barriers to the further development of the 

107 competitive market. Specifically, 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

1. Customer Select Customers Should Not Cross-Subsidize Sales 

Customers' Costs Associated With Working Capital - The costs 

associated with working capital related to Nicor's system gas in storage is 

a cost that should be borne solely by the customers that consume Nicor's 

system gas. This cost presently is included in base rates, charged to all 

customers. This cost should be removed from base rates and be charged 

5 
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only to those customers who use Nicor’s system gas. If, for any reason, 

the Commission decides not to remove this cost from base rates, Customer 

Select customers should receive a throughput credit for these costs via an 

existing rider. 

2. Customer Select Customers Should Not Be Required To Pay 

Monthly Administrative Fees - Nicor currently charges monthly 

administrative fees to Customer Select suppliers. These fees, currently 

listed in Rider 16 as $0.59/month, are not cost-justified, and serve as an 

artificial barrier to customers that wish to participate in the Customer 

Select program. Customer Select is designed to provide the benefit of 

customer choice to all Rate I ,  4 and 5 customers; it is inappropriate to 

charge the costs associated with creating and maintaining this program 

only to those who decide to take advantage of the program. Alternatively, 

if the monthly administrative fee is not eliminated, the Commission should 

require Nicor to identify and justify each cost component before it is 

included in an administrative charge to Customer Select customers. 

Second, there are a number of improper, unfair and unjustified operational 

requirements that Nicor places upon Customer Select suppliers. Although the 

precise costs associated with these requirements oftentimes are more difficult to 

quantify, the negative impact upon the competitive market is just as real. 

Specifically, 
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1. Storage Rights Should Be Equally Apportioned. Nicor has 

significant on-system storage assets, the costs of which are recovered in 

Nicor’s base rates. The rights associated with these rights should be 

equally apportioned. The Commission should not allow Nicor to twist the 

rules to limit Customer Select customers’ rights to those storage assets. 

(A) Access to On-System Storage - The Commission should 

direct Nicor to adjust the level of access that Customer Select suppliers 

have to storage each month to reasonably reflect changes in the actual 

customer counts and in load for each Customer Select supplier. Currently, 

this level is determined on November 1 for the entire heating season. It 

should be adjusted monthly based on changes in Customer Select 

participation for each supplier. 

(B) On-System Storage Withdrawal Rights - The on-system 

storage withdrawal rights for Customer Select suppliers should be equal to 

1.8 times MDCQ which is the same as are proposed for other 

transportstion customers. As an aside, it appears that Sales customers do 

not have any withdrawal limitations. 

2. Customer Select Customers Should Be Given Equal 

Opportunity To Use Upstream Assets - Nicor currently holds upstream 

assets (interstate pipeline storage and capacity) that are capable of 

delivering approximately 50% of the system peak day usage. Nicor 
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recovers the costs associated with these upstream assets from Customer 

Select customers through its Customer Select Balancing Charge 

(“CSBC”). Customer Select customers are paying for these upstream 

assets at the same rate as Sales customers, hut Customer Select customers 

do not get comparable benefits or use of those assets. There are three (3) 

potential remedies for this inequity: 

(i) Nicor can recover the capacity cost by assigning a pro-rata share of the 

assets to Customer Select suppliers instead of collecting the cost through 

the CSBC. This way Customer Select customers would he able to equally 

benefit from the assets; 

(ii) Nicor could provide a peaking service such that Customer Select 

suppliers’ delivery curves stop at 50% of a peak day. Such a service 

would provide benefits greater than balancing services Nicor asserts it 

presently provides using these assets; or 

(iii) If neither asset assignment nor a peaking service is provided, Nicor 

should significantly reduce, or eliminate, the CSBC charge altogether for 

Customer Select customers. At base, Nicor has not provided support for 

the current charge to Customer Select customers for upstream assets, even 

after being directed to provide such evidence. 

3. Customer Collection Issues Should Not Create Artificial 

Barriers To Competition. Nicor’s request for a bad debt tracker should 

he permitted only if it implements a Purchase of Receivables program 

8 
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similar to the program mandated for electric utilities in Illinois. If a 

Purchase of Receivables program is not established, the credit provided to 

Customer Select to adjust the Gas Cost Portion of Uncollectible Expense 

should be calculated using the same proportion of costs that system gas 

supply represents to overall costs, approximately 80% at most. 

4. Nicor Should Improve Customer Communication To Clearly 

Identify Its Supply Component. Bills rendered by the Company should 

be redesigned to show the costs for gas purchased from a Customer Select 

supplier as “Gas Supply” not “Other Products and Services” to improve 

the understanding of the customers. 

How would these revisions impact the competitiveness of the Customer Select 

program? 

Each of these recommendations will remove duplicative or inappropriate costs 

that are imposed on those residential and small commercial customers who chose 

to participate in the Customer Select program - those costs are not imposed on 

customers that remain Nicor Sales customers. These costs are approximately 

$0.20/Dth for upstream assets (the CSBC), $0.59 for the monthly administrative 

fee, and the impact of working capital cost for gas in storage. What this means is 

that a Customer Select supplier must beat Nicor’s posted Purchased Gas 

Adjustment (“PGA) by those amounts simply to maintain equity in their 

commodity offerings. Those additional costs are inequitable and anticompetitive. 

9 
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111. 

THE COMMISSION SHOULD ORDER NICOR TO REVISE 
ITS CHARGES RELATED TO THE CUSTOMER SELECT PROGRAM 

Please summarize the Customer Select charges that Nicor should be required 

to revise. 

As discussed below, there are two (2) charges that, as presently configured, are 

not justified, clearly are not cost-based and operate as an artificial barrier to 

competition for residential and small commercial customers: (1) the rate base 

charges that Customer Select customers must pay for working capital for Sales 

customers’ gas in storage; and (2) the Administrative Fee that was established in 

the 2000 Customer Select Proceeding, and that has never been revisited. 

A. CUSTOMER SELECT CUSTOMERS SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED 
TO PAY FOR WORKING CAPITAL FOR SYSTEM GAS I N  STORAGE 

Please define “working capital.” 

Working capital is the amount of money which the utility has furnished from its 

own funds for the purpose of achieving several results, including enabling it to 

bridge the gap between the time expenses are incurred for certain elements, for 

example putting gas into the ground in the summer with billing and receipt of 

receivables for that commodity not being achieved until the winter consumption 

occurs, as well as the time gap of rendering utility service are paid and the time 

revenues from the same service are collected. 

What is Working Capital for System Gas in Storage? 

10 
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Nicor maintains gas in storage to meet the needs of Sales customers. Because the 

Company purchases the gas that it puts into storage and the gas remains in storage 

for several months, there is a significant amount of working capital associated 

with the cost of the gas in storage. 

How is that Working Capital for System Gas in Storage amount currently 

recovered? 

Nicor currently recovers its working capital cost in its base rates. (See Nicor 

response to data request IGS 2.26, attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 1 .I .) 

Do both Sales customers and Customer Select customers pay for working 

capital in their base rates? 

Yes. Both Sales customers and Customer Select customers pay the same base 

rates, which include the working capital for gas in storage. 

What is the working capital amount which Nicor used in the 2009 test year 

for inclusion in its base rate calculation for recovery related to gas in 

storage? 

Nicor has proposed to recover $95,645,000 in working capital for gas in storage 

(SeeNicorExhibit 11.1, Schedule B-1.1.) 

Do Customer Select customers use the system supply gas in storage? 
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No. Customer Select customers do not use the system supply gas in storage. 

Customer Select suppliers must maintain their own gas in storage for Customer 

Select customers. As a result, it is unfair and inappropriate for Nicor to charge 

Customer Select customers with the working capital for gas in storage for system 

supply. 

Do Customer Select customers receive a credit that reduces their base rates? 

Yes. Although there is a credit to Customer Select customers, it is not a 

throughput credit rather is a fixed monthly amount, it is an offset to administrative 

charges so is not transparent to customers, and it has not been reviewed since it 

was initiated on January 18, 2002 as a result of the Commission’s Order in the 

2000 Nicor Customer Select Proceeding. 

How should the Commission direct Nicor to revise its rates to relieve 

Customer Select customers from having to pay for the working capital 

associated with system gas in storage? 

The Commission should direct Nicor to remove working capital cost associated 

with system gas in storage from its base rates, and instead direct Nicor to charge 

only those customers for whom this expense is incurred, namely Sales customers. 

That is, the $95,645,000 in working capital should be assigned to Sales customers 

as a separate rider, as a throughput charge. By removing this expense from base 

rates altogether, it no longer would be an element that could create inequity in the 

program. As an alternative, if the Commission decides to keep this cost in base 

12 
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rates, a throughput credit could be applied to the Customer Select customers. The 

throughput credit could be passed through using a rider that applies to Customer 

Select customers. 

Would this alternative solution require Nicor to develop an  entirely new 

rider? 

No. 

included as part of the Transportation Service Credit included in Rider 15. 

If the Commission decides to endorse a throughput credit, it could be 

B. CUSTOMER SELECT CUSTOMERS 
SHOULD NOT BE REQUWD TO PAY 
ANTICOMPETITIVE. NON-COST-BASED ADMINISTRATNE FEES 

Does Nicor apply a charge to the Customer Select customers or  suppliers for 

providing normal administrative functions? 

Yes. Nicor presently imposes a $0.59 monthly per customer Administrative Fee 

for each Customer Select customer. 

Was the amount of the Administrative Fee determined as a result of the 

Commission approving a recent cost of service study? 

No. The Administrative Fee was established in the 2000 Nicor Customer Select 

Proceeding. There is no current cost of service study to support Nicor’s 

Administrative Fee, and a review of 2000 Nicor Customer Select Proceeding 

reveals that even in that proceeding, the charge was the result of estimated or 

anticipated expenses. 
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Since the institution of the Administrative Fee, how much revenue has Nicor 

collected using this charge? 

Nicor has stated that from 2002 through June of 2008 Nicor collected 

$8,927,960.30 solely as a result of its Administrative Fee. (See Nicor response to 

IGS Data Request 2.03, attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 1.2.) 

Are all residential and small commercial customers eligible to participate in 

the Customer Select program? 

Yes. All residential and commercial customers from rate classes 1, 4, and 5, that 

is all of Nicor’s residential and small commercial customers, are eligible to 

participate in Customer Select. 

Is the operation of the Customer Select program conducted with a team of 

Nicor employees that have no other job duties? 

No. The Nicor employees that work on any issues pertaining to Customer Select 

also work on similar issues that pertain to other Nicor sales and transportation 

programs. In addition, call center employees appear to also spend some of their 

working time selling products and services for Nicor’s unregulated affiliate. 

What are the cost items that Nicor has identified related to the Customer 

Select program? 
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Nicor has identified a number of expenses associated with making the Customer 

Select program a viable option for its residential and small commercial customers. 

A review of Nicor’s responses to data requests IGS 2.01 through 2.07 indicates 

that it has incurred expenses for Information Systems, Call Center, Rates, Billing 

and to a lesser degree for Gas Transportation, Auditing, Gas Control, Government 

Relations, Community Relations, Credit, and Legal. All together these are the 

usual and customary functions that facilitate offering customer choice to its 

customers. 

How should these costs be recovered? 

Because the nature of these activities are designed to provide the benefit of 

customer choice to all of Nicor’s residential and small commercial customers, 

these costs should be included in base rates that are paid by all customers eligible 

for Customer Select. The potential benefits of Customer Select are available to all 

Rate 1, 4, and 5 customen and the costs of this mainstream program should by 

now be a normal component of base rates. 

Are there examples of other programs that benefit residential and small 

commercial customers for which Nicor is advocating distribution of costs 

across the entire base of eligible customers? 

Yes. Nicor is recommending that it be allowed to institute an energy efficiency 

program, and spread the costs of the program to all residential and commercial 

customers primarily because all customers would have access IO and could benefit 

15 
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from such programs. The Commission should endorse the rationale that these 

energy efficiency program costs should be spread to all residential and 

commercial customers, and likewise should spread the costs associated with 

offering the Customer Select program to all eligible customers. 

Has Nicor articulated a reason to treat the Customer Select Administrative 

Fee differently than the costs associated with its proposed energy efficiency 

program? 

No. 

Are there other reasons why it is inappropriate to charge Customer Select 

customers a separate administrative fee? 

Yes. Nicor uses its call center facilities and employees to sell affiliate products 

and services. In response to several data requests Nicor laid out the methods it 

uses to solicit utility customers and sell them services of their unregulated 

affiliate. (See Nicor responses to IGS 2.35 - 2.37, attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 

1.3.) 

Are any of the other nou-affiliate suppliers part of this program? 

It appears that other suppliers do not have access to the utility customers through 

the Nicor call center. In that regard, this sales generation program provides 

access to the customer for the benefit of Nicor affiliates in a manner that 

discriminates against other suppliers. 
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Please explain how a customer who calls Nieor concerning a utility issue is 

solicited to buy unregulated products of Nicor’s affiliate. 

According to the call center script which was uncovered in discovery, the call 

center representative is to present several products and services of the unregulated 

affiliate to the customer when the customer calls regarding a utility-related issue. 

(See Nicor response to IGS Data Request 2.35, attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 1.3.) 

If the customer already has one of the affiliate products, then the call center 

representative is instructed to sell additional products. 

Does Nicor pass along customer account information to its unregulated 

affiliate? 

It appears that Nicor does pass along customer account information to its 

unregulated affiliate. The scripts indicate that the utility call center representative 

takes the sales order and opens the customer’s account using the Sales 

Management System, which then automatically tracks the order. 

Does it appear that Nicor has developed fairly sophisticated information 

management capabilities? 

Yes. It is illuminating that Nicor has developed sophisticated information 

management capabilities, especially considering that Nicor has collected $8.9 

million dollars in Administrative Fees from the Customer Select suppliers, and 



CSGS Ex. 1 .O (Corrected) 

3 94 that one of the largest category of expense supposedly for Customer Select was 

395 

396 

397 

398 

399 

400 

401 

402 

403 

404 

Information Technology. 

Q. Has Nicor indicated what authority it has to offer such services on a 

apparently discriminatory basis to its affiliate? 

A. No. 

Q. How does Nicor’s marketing on behalf of its affiliate relate to Nicor’s existing 

Customer Select Administrative Fee? 

As noted, Nicor requires Customers Select suppliers to pay an Administrative Fee 

of $0.59 per month to pay for the call center, IT and other items, although 

A. 

405 

406 

407 

408 

409 

410 

41 I 

412 Q. 

413 A. Yes. Nicor has established a tiered commission plan that pays the call center 

414 representatives for selling these unregulated services. (See Nicor response to IGS 

415 Data Request 2.35, attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 1.3.) 

416 

apparently the Nicor call center representatives, IT personnel and infrastructure 

team use their time and resources (paid for by Customer Select customers through 

base rates) to make infrastructure improvements and complete call center sales 

tasks selling these other affiliate services. It is inappropriate to charge the 

Customer Select customers an Administrative Fee, especially given this use of 

Company facilities and personnel to sell unregulated products and services. 

Does Nicor offer compensation in addition to salary related to these calls? 

18 
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,What is a “tiered” commission plan? 

With the tiered commission plan, as a call center employee sells more unregulated 

products, the compensation increases to reflect greater amounts per product sold. 

It is more aggressive than a simple flat commission plan. 

What should the Commission order regarding the Administrative Fee? 

The Commission should order Nicor to discontinue charging a Customer Select 

Administrative Fee. Any costs that are attributable to making Customer Select 

available to customers should be included in base rates as a normal cost of doing 

business. 

If the Commission decides that such costs should be collected through the 

Administrative Fee, then what adjustment should be made? 

The amounts that are currently included in base rates for the functional areas of 

Information Systems, Call Center, Rates, Billing, Gas Transportation, Auditing, 

Gas Control, Government Relations, Community Relations, Credit, and Legal 

should not be charged to ihe Customer Select customers but only charged to the 

Sales customers. 
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436 IV. 
437 
43 8 THE COMMISSION SHOULD 
439 
440 
441 

442 Q. 

443 

444 Select program? 

445 A. 

446 

447 

448 

449 

ORDER NICOR TO REVISE ITS OPERATIONAL 
REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO THE CUSTOMER SELECT PROGRAM 

In addition to revising the Customer Select charges, should the Commission 

also examine the operational requirements associated with the Customer 

Yes. The Commission should look for ways to be able to improve the efficient 

operation of Nicor’s Customer Select program. The Customer Select Gas 

Suppliers have several recommendations that would improve the program and 

make Nicor’s operations more equitable. 

450 A. CUSTOMER SELECT CUSTOMERS SHOULD 
45 1 
452 

453 Q. 

454 

455 A. 

456 

457 

458 

459 

460 Q. Is it appropriate for Nicor to determine the withdrawal rate for the entire 

46 1 six-month winter period based on the amount of a supplier’s storage 

462 

HAVE EQUAL ACCESS To NICOR’S ON-SYSTEM STORAGE 

Please describe the access that Customer Select suppliers have to their 

storage during the withdrawal season. 

Nicor’s Rider 16 states, “Daily Storage Withdrawal Capacity: During the winter 

period, defined as November 1 through April 30, a Supplier may withdraw up to 

1.6 percent times the Group’s storage inventory as of November 1 on any day that 

is not a Critical Day or an OF0 Shortage Day.” 

inventory as of November l? 
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464 

465 

466 

467 

468 

469 

470 

47 1 

472 

473 

474 

475 

476 

477 

478 

479 
480 
48 1 

482 

483 

484 

485 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

No. Nicor’s tariff establishes a fixed withdrawal over a lengthy six-month period, 

and fails to appropriately make adjustments for the changes in a supplier’s 

customer count or heating season demands which are directly related. 

If suppliers are adding customers throughout the winter and that places 

additional demands on the supplier to meet those customers’ needs by 

withdrawing more gas from storage, the supplier is not allowed to do so? 

Correct. The supplier’s withdrawal amount is determined on November 1“ and 

remains at the same amount for the entire six-month withdrawal season. 

What change should be made? 

The suppliers’ withdrawal amounts should be recalculated on a month basis 

throughout the Withdrawal season and should be based on the actual number of 

customers that the supplier has on the first of each month when the calculation is 

performed. This would be a much fairer way to treat storage withdrawals. 

B. CUSTOMER SELECI CUSTOMERS SHOULD 
HAVE EQUAL STORAGE WITHDRAWAL RIGHTS 

What is the allowable storage withdrawal rate for transportation customers? 

Transportation customers are allowed to withdraw from storage at the rate of 1.7 

times their storage inventory. Customer Select suppliers are allowed to withdraw 

from storage at the rate of 1.6 times their storage inventory. 
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488 

489 

490 

491 

492 

493 

494 

495 

496 

497 

498 

499 

500 

501 

502 

503 

504 

505 
506 
507 
508 
509 

510 

511 

In this proceeding Nicor is proposing to increase the withdrawal rate of the 

Transportation customers to 1.8 while keeping the Customer Select customers’ 

withdrawal rate at 1.6. Customer Select customen pay the same costs through 

base rates as Sales customers, and should have the same rights with respect to 

withdrawal of storage. The Nicor system can support approximately 53% of a 

peak day usage from gas withdrawals from on-system storage. This is based upon 

a peak day of approximately 4.9 bcf and storage withdrawal capability of 

approximately 2.597 bcf. (See Nicor Ex. 4.0 at 19:399-401; Nicor Ex. 14.0 at 

29546-60.) Mr. Bartlett states in his testimony that changing the storage 

withdrawal factor to 1.8 is “based on the Company’s forecasted design day 

demand of 4.9 Bcf and the Company’s on-system storage deliverability on a peak 

day of 2.5 Bcf.” (Nicor Ex. 4.0 at 24:498-500.) This does not take into account 

any of the upstream assets, which include daily storage withdrawal rights of 

approximately 0.730 bcf along with capacity. I will address upstream assets next. 

Since all of the elements that apply to the other customers related to this 

calculation are the same for choice customers, it is appropriate to move the 

storage withdrawal factor to 1.8 for Customer Select customers. 

C. CUSTOMER SELECT CUSTOMERS SHOULD BE GIVEN 
A N  EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO U S E  UPSTREAM ASSETS 

Q. In Nicor’s last rate case, did the Commission address the issue of Customer 

Select customers’ rights to upstream assets? 

Yes. The Order from Nicor’s last rate case states: A. 
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513 
514 
515 
516 
517 
518 
519 

520 Q. 

521 A. 

522 

523 Q. 

524 

525 A. 

526 

527 

528 

529 

530 

53 1 

532 

533 

534 

535 

536 

537 Q. 

538 

“Finally, the Commission directs Nicor, in the prefiled testimony accompanying 
its next rate increase filing, to address the level of balancing charges Customer 
Select customers should be assessed in light of the benefits those customers 
receive from Nicor’s upstream capacity. That testimony should contain a 
comparison of the benefits that Nicor’s upstream capacity provides to Customer 
Select customers and Sales customers, as well as the associated levels of charges.” 
(Order at 170.) 

Has Nicor provided such a comparison? 

No. . 

What information does Nicor present concerning the level of balancing 

charges and the benefits Customer Select customers receive? 

Mr. Mudra devoted one page, page 25 of his testimony (Nicor Ex. 14.0) where he 

simply states that “Nicor Gas uses its upstream capacity daily to balance the 

aggregate supply and demand for both its Sales and Customer Select customers.” 

He then goes on to state, “Customer Select customers should be allocated the 

same pro-rata share of Nicor Gas’ upstream capacity charges as those customers 

purchasing directly from the Company (Sales customers).” He explains that 

Customer Select customers pay about $0.02 per therm. These brief statements 

hardly seem to adequately provide a ”comparison of benefits that Nicor’s 

upstream capacity provides to Customer Select customers, as well as the 

associated levels of charges.” There is no different information provided here 

than Nicor provided in its last rate case. 

What should the Commission do in light of this absence of evidence which 

Nicor was directed to present? 
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545 

546 

541 Q. 

548 

549 

550 A. 

55 1 

552 

553 

554 

555 

556 

551 Q. 

558 A. 

559 

560 

561 

The Commission should order Nicor to eliminate its Customer Select Balancing 

Charge (CSBC). The Commission set forth a clear requirement that Nicor was to 

satisfy in initial filing of this proceeding in order to justify its CSBC; incredibly, 

Nicor chose to ignore that requirement, hoping to continue to disadvantage 

Customer Select customers and their suppliers. This is most surprising since the 

Commission admonished Nicor at the end of its last rate case for failing to adhere 

to the Commission’s clear directives. 

Please remind the Commission how Nicor restricts Customer Select suppliers 

from using Nicor’s upstream capacity to manage usage swings for the 

Customer Select customer? 

Even though Nicor imposes the CSBC on Customer Select customers, Nicor does 

not allow Customer Select customers to use the upstream capacity that charge is 

designed to cover. Nicor does not allocate any of the interstate pipeline capacity 

(storage and firm transportation) to the Customer Select customers. This inequity 

was explained in Nicor’s last rate case, which spurred the Commission to address 

this issue in its Order. 

Please quantify the amount of upstream assets that are at issue. 

In the winter, Nicor has approximately 2.4 bcf per day of upstream capacity 

contracted assets that deliver to the Nicor system, which includes 730,238 Dth per 

day in upstream storage that can deliver to the system. Table CSGS 1.0 below, 

which contains information also contained in CSGS Ex. 1.4 attached hereto, lists 
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562 

563 

all of the working capacity to the Nicor city gates that Nicor has under contract, 

based upon peak day deliverability. 

Table CSGS 1.0 
Uostream Assets in Nicor Service Territoq 

Nicor 

NGPL 

Northern 

Midwestern 

N. Border 

ANR 

Panhandle 

Total Upstream FT 

On system storage 

Total Working 
Capacity 

Svstem Peak 

Percentage of 
System Peak 
Available via 
Working Capacity 

5 64 

Winter Deliverability 

1.778.m 

206,058 

246,522 

50.000 

125,000 

507 

2,406,958 

2.597.000 

5,003,958 

4.900.000 

102.12% 

Percent of Svstem Peak 

49.12% 

53.00% 

102.12% 

565 

566 

567 

568 

569 

From this list, you can see that Nicor has 1,778,871 Dth of winter deliverability 

on a peak day from NGPL, another 206,058 Dth of deliverability from Northern 

Natural Gas, 246,522 Dth of winter deliverability from Midwestern, and 175,507 

Dth of winter deliverability of Northern Border, ANR and Panhandle, combined. 
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570 

571 

572 

573 

5 74 

575 

576 

577 

578 

579 Q. 

580 

581 

582 A. 

583 

Collectively this amounts to the 2,406,958 Dth of upstream winter peak day 

deliverability that Nicor has under contract as firm service. 

These assets, combined with the approximately 2.6 bcf per day in on-system 

storage deliverability comprise the assets Nicor has under its control or under 

contract to deliver commodity to the system, approximately 5,003,958 Mcf of 

peak day deliverability, to meet its design peak day of approximately 4.9 bcf. 

Can you illustrate the difference in the assets that are available to satisfy 

peak demand of the Sales customers on the one hand and the Customer 

Select customers on the other hand? 

Yes. Below is a graph that dramatically illustrates the assets that are available to 

Sales customers and the Customer Select customers. 
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584 CSGS Graph 1.0 

585 Sales vs. Customer Select Utilization of Assets 

586 

587 

588 

589 

590 

591 

592 

593 

5 94 

595 

Sales Customer Select 
beak dav) Utilization of assets Utilization of assets 

100% Peak 

have no delivery rights 
with the upstream 

assets 

Customer Seled 
iplierr have access 
ipproximately 50% 

On System I peak with on 
Storage tern storage. This 

d e s  h e  +/- 
b delivery rights 

596 

597 Q. 

598 

599 

600 A. 

601 

602 

603 

604 

605 

It appears that Nicor assigns on-system storage assets to Customer Select 

suppliers, but none of the upstream assets are made available to Customer 

Select suppliers, is that correct? 

Yes. On a peak day and approaching a peak day, Nicor uses these upstream 

assets to meet the daily needs of Nicor Sales customers, but unless a critical day is 

called (something that is entirely within Nicor’s discretion), Customer Select 

suppliers must go to the market to find the assets to meet their daily delivery 

obligation, even though the Customer Select customers have paid the CSBC. The 

total amount of assets held by Nicor exceeds the design peak day need, yet 
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607 

608 

609. Q. 

610 A. 

61 1 

612 

613 

614 

615 

616 Q 

617 

618 A. 

619 

620 

621 

622 

623 

624 

625 

626 

62 7 

628 

Customer Select suppliers cannot access any of the upstream assets to meet daily 

demand curve delivery requirements. 

How should this inequity be remedied? 

The clearest and most direct means of ensuring that Customer Select customers 

are permitted the same benefits as Sales customers for assets paid for at the same 

rate, would be for Nicor should assign on a pro-rata basis the associated upstream 

capacities based on the amount the supplier’s customer group contributes towards 

the payment of such capacities on an annual basis. 

Why is this allocation or  capacity release so critical to Customer Select 

suppliers? 

Under the current system, although Customer Select customers pay the exact 

same cost as Sales customers on a per therm basis for the upstream assets, as is 

illustrated in the above graph, Customer Select customers have no access above 

the 50% on-system storage to the assets unless Nicor chooses to call a critical day. 

Sales customers by contrast, have access to upstream assets sufficient to satisfy 

usage all the way up to 102.12% of a peak day. Since Customer Select suppliers 

cannot rely upon Nicor calling a critical day, on cold days Customer Select 

suppliers must be ready to serve and have a prudent supply plan to meet the 

customer requirements in peak periods. During those days Customer Select 

suppliers should be able to use that interstate pipeline capacity to meet these cold 

periods. 
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630 Q. 

63 1 

632 A. 

633 

634 

635 

636 

637 

638 

639 Q. 

640 

641 A. 

642 

643 

644 

645 

646 

647 Q. 

648 

649 A. 

650 

65 1 

What is the consequence of Nicor denying Customer Select suppliers access 

to this upstream capacity? 

Nicor’s restrictions on access to upstream capacity create a substantial financial 

penalty for those customers who choose to become Customer Select customers, 

since they pay the cost of these delivery assets but they are not allowed to use the 

assets. There have been cold days when Customer Select suppliers were required 

to deliver to the city gate over 70% of customer requirements, where none of gas 

was delivered through the capacity that Customer Select customers paid to use. 

But on critical days Nicor makes it easier for Customer Select suppliers by 

reducing their delivery obligation, correct? 

Nicor reduces Customer Select gas delivery requirements to 34% if Nicor calls a 

critical day -- but Nicor very rarely calls critical days. According to Nicor, the 

there were only eight (8) critical days during the last five (5) year period. The 

reality that the Customer Select suppliers face is that they must plan for and 

acquire capacity to handle their load on very cold days. 

Has Nicor provided an estimate of the additional costs that Nicor’s policy 

adds to Customer Select customers? 

Yes. Nicor witness Mudra states that Nicor’s CSBC adds $0.20 per dekatherm to 

the cost of gas for Customer Select customers with no corresponding benefit in 

supply flexibility. (See Nicor Ex. 14.0 at 25559-64.) 
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653 

654 

655 

656 

657 

658 

659 

660 

661 

662 

663 

664 

665 

666 

667 

668 

669 

670 

671 

612 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

In his testimony Mr. Mudra claims that the benefit received by the Customer 

Select customers is that Nicor handles the daily balancing for those 

customers. 

That “benefit” hardly justifies Nicor not allocating the same share of upstream 

capacity to the marketers. Customer Select suppliers would be happy to receive 

the capacity allocation and be responsible for balancing their customers’ needs. 

Mr. Mudra is citing a very minor benefit to justify holding on to a significant 

amount of capacity. 

In addition to the upstream capacity does the Company also hold part of 

their on-system storage capacity on behalf of marketers so they can provide 

balancing services? 

Yes. The Company retains 6 times the MCDQ, also known as 6 “days” of storage 

which marketers cannot use to provide balancing services and this storage 

capacity can also be used to provide daily balancing. 

Have you been able to identify Nicor’s upstream capacity and storage assets? 

Yes. In response to a data request, Nicor listed all upstream contracted capacity 

and storage. (See Nicor response to Data Request DIU 1.1 1 attached hereto as Ex. 

CSGS Ex. 1.5.) 

673 
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674 Q. 

675 A. 

676 

677 

678 

679 Q. How should Nicor allocate upstream capacity? 

680 A. 

681 

682 

683 

684 

What is the amount that Nicor used for the CSBC in their calculations? 

According to Nicor, for the period of September 2007 through August 2008, the 

average monthly CSBC was $0.0205/Therm. (See Nicor response to Data 

Request DRI 1.25 attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 1.6.) 

Nicor should release the storage capacity on one-year recallable basis and pipeline 

capacity on month-to-month recallable basis. Nicor would remain the contract 

entity and the capacity would be temporarily assigned to each Customer Select 

supplier on a recallable basis. Nicor would continue to own that capacity and 

would have access to it in the event of a supplier default. The cost would be paid 

685 

686 

687 

688 Q. 

689 

690 A. 

69 1 

692 

693 Q. 

694 

695 

by the Customer Select supplier directly to the interstate pipelines which would 

eliminate that portion of the CSBC charge to Customer Select customers. 

Do you have an example using current consumption of how the upstream 

capacity should be allocated? 

Yes. Attached as Exhibit CSGS Ex. 1.7 is an example of how the upstream 

capacity should be allocated, using current consumption. 

Do you have an alternative proposal that the Commission could adopt if the 

Commission does not want to direct Nicor to allocate upstream capacity to 

Customer Select suppliers? 
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709 Q. 

710 A. 

711 
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713 

714 

715 

716 

717 

718 

Yes. Nicor should utilize the upstream assets to provide a peaking service for 

Customer Select customers, so that Customer Select supplier delivery curves 

would never have to exceed 50% of a peak day with respect to deliveries for both 

critical and non-critical days. The other 50% would be delivered by Nicor. As is 

illustrated on the graph, Customer Select customers pay for the upstream assets 

and, if they are not going to get access to those assets through a recallable 

assignment, an equally acceptable solution is to end the Select delivery curves at 

50% of a peak day. In the event Nicor would call a critical day, the current 

delivery parameters would be in place. Although this would not give Customer 

Select customers all of the value of the upstream assets, it would much more 

closely approximate the services that Sales customers are receiving from the 

current assets. 

Are there any other alternatives available? 

The only remaining alternative if assets are not assigned or a peaking service 

provided, is that Customer Select customers should not have to pay for upstream 

capacity that they cannot use. Therefore, the Commission should direct Nicor to 

remove the Customer Select Balancing Charge. Although Nicor may use 

upstream capacity to meet the needs of Customer Select customers on critical 

days, this "use" of the upstream capacity has provided minimal value, however, 

because Customer Select suppliers never knows when a critical day may be 

called, they must plan to meet supply needs on even the coldest days. 
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740 
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743 

Just to be clear, Customer Select suppliers would strongly prefer to have access to 

upstream capacity, either through a recallable assignment or a peaking service, 

rather than the elimination of the Customer Select Balancing Charge. However, 

in light of Nicor failing to provide a substantial analysis as directed in the Order 

from the last rate case, Nicor should be directed to allocate the Customer Select 

share of those assets to the suppliers of the Customer Select customers. 

D. BAD DEBT TRACKER AND PURCHASE OF RECEIVABLES 

Q. 

A. 

What is a Bad Debt Tracker? 

The Company has filed for such a mechanism. Because of the volatile nature of 

gas prices and hence gas bills it becomes increasingly difficult to accurately 

forecast bad debt that is to be included in operating expenses. For that reason the 

Company wishes to have a “tracker” so it can adjust the amount of bad debt that it 

recovers. 

Q. What is Purchase of Receivables FOR)  and how does it foster retail 

competition for natural gas supply? 

Under a POR program, the utility reimburses the supplier for its customer billings 

associated with the provision of natural gas supply regardless of whether the 

utility received payment from the customer. The utility is made financially 

whole, however, by recovering the uncollectible amounts and program 

administration expenses through one of two options: 1) a discount rate equal to 

the utility’s actual uncollectible amount that offsets the payments to the supplier 

A. 
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748 A. 

749 

750 

751 

752 

753 

754 
755 Q. 

756 A. 

757 

758 

759 

760 

761 

762 

763 

764 

765 Q. 

766 

and is subject to a periodic reconciliation process; or 2) an element of the utility’s 

base rates. 

How does this tie in with the Company’s proposed Bad Debt Tracker? 

I would recommend that the Bad Debt Tracker be approved only if the Company 

offers a POR. That way any debt obtained through POR by the Company will be 

tracked and recovered and the utility will not be in an advantageous position with 

respect to Customer Select suppliers and bad debt. 

E. GAS COST PORTION OF UNCOLLECTIBLE EXPENSE 

What is the Transportation Service Credit (TSC)? 

The TSC removes the gas cost portion of uncollectible expense (currently 0.58 

cents per therm) and the Sales customer portion of gas storage losses (currently 

0.44 cents per therm) from base rates. The rationale from removing the gas cost 

portion of uncollectible expense from base rates assumes that the supplier, rather 

than Nicor Gas, would incur these costs after a customer switches to Customer 

Select. Since suppliers pay for gas storage losses in kind, through application of 

the Unaccounted-For-Gas Adjustment, this component is removed from base 

rates. . 

When considering the total bill that a typical customer pays, what is the ratio 

of gas costs to distribution charges? 
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777 A. 
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119 Q. 

780 A. 

78 1 

182 

183 Q. 

784 A. 

185  

186 

787 

Of the total bill, gas costs comprise 80% of the charges and distribution costs 

comprise 20% of the charges. 

Then logically of the total nncollectibles what portion is attributable to the 

gas costs? 

Obviously 80% would be attributable to gas costs. The remaining 20% would be 

attributable to distribution costs. 

But what percent of the uncollectibles does the Company credit to the TSC 

for the gas cost portion of uncollectible expense? 

They only credit 69%, not SO%, of the uncollectible expense. 

What should the credit be? 

It should be 80% of the uncollectibles, the same as the Company’s portion of gas 

costs to total costs. 

Is there any case where the TSC should not include such a credit? 

Yes. If the Company implements a POR as I recommended earlier then those 

amounts attributable to the gas cost portion of uncollectible expense would not 

need to be credited. The best alternative is that Nicor buys the Customer Select 

customers’ receivables at no discount. 
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807 

808 Q. 

809 

810 A. 

81 1 

F. PROPER BILL DESIGN WILL REDUCE CUSTOMER CONFUSION 

Nicor provided an example of a revised bill design. What is your evaluation 

of that bill design? 

Nicor provided an example of the bill design, attached hereto as CSGS Ex. 1.8. 

This sample bill contains the amount for gas costs from suppliers in a section 

titled “Additional Products and Services.” This is not the proper terminology. 

In  the context of today’s unregulated natural gas markets, what a re  

“Additional Products and Services?” 

“Additional Products and Services” would be items such as line repair programs, 

appliance warranties, and other non-gas items. “Additional Products and 

Services’’ would certainly not include natural gas costs. 

What terminology would be more appropriate for the charges from suppliers 

for natural gas supply? 

Simply stated, the change should be called “Gas Supply Charges,” and it should 

be designed similar to the Additional Products and Services section. 

Would it still be necessary to have a section titled “Additional Products and 

Services”? 

Yes. Some suppliers may wish to sell additional products or services beyond 

basic gas supply, and it would be prudent and appropriate for the bill to contain a 
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814 V. 

815 
816 LONG-TERM COMPETITIVE MARKET 
817 
818 Q. 

819 A. 

820 

82 1 

822 

823 

824 

825 

826 Q. Would these changes cost Nicor Gas any revenue? 

827 A. 

828 

829 

830 

83 I Q. Would the recommended changes affect Nicor’s risks? 

832 A. Yes. These changes would reduce Nicor’s risks by shifting to Customer Select 

833 suppliers the risk and responsibility of managing their own decisions on gas 

834 deliveries and storage operations. 

835 

separate and distinct section for those items -this will promote clarity and 

THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS ARE CRITICAL TO A VIABLE, 

Please explain why Nicor needs to make the changes you recommend above. 

To a non-participant or a passive observer, the changes recommended by the 

Customer Select Gas Suppliers may seem relatively minor and non-consequential. 

However, for a Customer Select supplier, these changes are critical to the 

continued viability of the competitive market. Customers closely scrutinize prices 

and expect gas suppliers in the competitive market to be maximally competitive. 

These revisions will help Customer Select to be competitive in the long run. 

No. The Customer Select Gas Suppliers are not asking Nicor to reduce its rates or 

unfairly assign costs to others. These revisions merely would result in equal 

allocations of facilities and use of facilities for which Customer Select customers. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Are Nicor and its customers protected financially with respect to Customer 

Select? 

Yes. Nicor and its customers are very well protected from issues related to 

Customer Select suppliers. Nicor requires strict financial guarantees and has non- 

performance penalties. (See, e.g., Nicor Rider 16, 8th Revised Sheet Nos. 75.4 at 

(e)-(Q, 75.5 at (g)-(h), 75.7 at “Company and Supplier Contract”.) Yet, Nicor is 

still unwilling to relinquish control by allowing suppliers to use the facilities 

equally. 

Does Nicor have stringent gas supply controls in place for Customer Select? 

Very much so. Nicor has the ability to impose severe penalties for non- 

compliance. For example Nicor imposes a $60/dth penalty for missed deliveries 

during critical days. This penalty is on top of paying the potentially high market 

price for delivery shortages. 

Does the severity of these penalties affect your analysis and your 

recommendations? 

Yes. Not having upstream capacity to move gas to Nicor is a disadvantageous 

condition for Customer Select. Fortunately, to my knowledge, no major problems 

have occurred, but marketers are hopeful that the Commission and other parties 

would view it as more prudent for Nicor to provide the right amount of facilities 

for Customer Select so that a supply catastrophe never happens and is never a 

threat. Although it is acceptable to have proper deterrents for gaming and 
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877 
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879 
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incentives to encourage prudent behavior by suppliers, Nicor has taken deterrence 

to an unnecessary and unjustified extreme and has severely and unnecessarily 

limited the market capabilities of Customer Select suppliers to properly serve 

their customers. 

Is there any reliability, financial, or equitable reasons why these changes 

should not implemented? 

No. There does not appear to be any reliability, financial, or equitable reasons 

that would justify Nicor or the Commission failing to embrace these changes. 

VI. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Please summarize the position of the Customer Select Gas Suppliers. 

Nicor’s customer base is like a three-legged stool consisting of Sales, 

transportation, and Customer Select customers. Nicor must fairly allocate system 

assets such as on-system storage and upstream capacity to all three customer 

groups. However, Nicor’s current policies do not allocate system assets equally 

to Customer Select customers relative to Sales and transportation customers. 

Instead, Customer Select customers are saddled with duplicative and unnecessary 

costs. Nicor should be directed to stop burdening Customer Select customers 

with duplicative costs and to relieve the Customer Select customers of costs that 

are related to system gas supply. This would alleviate some of the unfair burden 

placed upon Customer Select customers and, by extension, upon the Customer 
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Select Gas Suppliers, and would allow for a fair comparison between Nicor’s gas 

cost and a Customer Select supplier’s gas cost. 

Please summarize your recommendations. 

Costs associated with the Customer Select program must be reevaluated and the 

cost recovery mechanisms must be revised and updated to eliminate cross- 

subsidies and artificial barriers to competition. Similarly, unfair and unjustified 

operational requirements placed upon Customer Select suppliers must be 

eliminated, in order to foster the continued development of a robust competitive 

market. Within this context, the Commission should order Nicor to take the 

following steps: 

1. Working capital cost for gas in storage should be removed from base 

rates and charged only to Sales customers. Alternatively, Customer Select 

customers should receive a throughput credit of approximately $0.028 per 

therm for working capital related to the system gas in storage - this 

throughput credit could be administered through an existing rider. 

2. The monthly administrative fee of $0.59 per bill charged to Customer 

Select suppliers should be eliminated. 

3. Storage access should be adjusted each month to reflect changes in the 

actual customer counts and in load for each Customer Select supplier - the 

current approach whereby storage access is set on November 1 and left 

static throughout the winter is inaccurate and unfair. 
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4. Storage withdrawal rights for Customer Select suppliers should be 

equal to 1.8 percent times storage inventory, which is the same as the 

proposal for other transportation customers. 

5. Upstream assets (interstate pipeline storage and capacity) should be 

assigned equally for Sales and Customer Select customers, Alternatively, 

Nicor should provide a peaking service such that Customer Select 

suppliers’ delivery curves stop at 50% of a peak day. Alternatively, Nicor 

should significantly reduce, or eliminate, this charge altogether for 

Customer Select customers. 

6. A bad debt tracker should be conditionally permitted only if Nicor 

implements a Purchase of Receivables program similar to the program 

mandated for electric utilities in Illinois. 

7. Nicor’s bills should be redesigned to show the costs for gas purchased 

from a Customer Select supplier as “Gas Supply” -- not “Other Products 

and Services.” This change will decrease customer confusion. 

8. The credit provided to Customer Select customers to adjust the Gas 

Cost Portion of Uncollectible Expense should be calculated using the same 

proportion of costs that system gas supply represents to overall costs -- 

approximately 80% at most. 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

Yes. 
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Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company 
. Response to: Interstate Cas Supply of ftlinois 

1II.C.C. Docket No. 08-0363 
IGS Second Set of Data Requests 

IGS 2.26 Q. Please identify and quantify each and every input that is included in calculating 
working capital cost for gas in storage. 

IGS 2.26 A. For ratemaking purposcs, the Company’s gas in storage falls into three 
categories: non-recoverable basc gas, recoverable base gas and “working” or 
“top” gas. All catcgones of ga$ in storage arc financed through the pennancnt 
capital of the Company @e. common stockholder cquity, long term debt and 
preferred srock). 

Non-recoverable base gas is included in rate base under the classifications of 
Gross Utility Plant and Acculnulatcd Provision for Depreciation and 
Amortization In additioo, depreciation expense on non-recoverable base gas is 
included in the calculation of the Company’s revenue requirement. Plcase rcfct 
to Schedule B-I, jurisdictional Rate Basc Summary by 1CC Account and to 
Schedule C-I Jurisdictional Opcrating Income Suminaiy, to the Company’s 
Part 2S5 materials for details. 

Kecnverable base gas is included in  rate base under the classification ofGross 
Utility Plant. Please refer to Schcdule 8-1, Jurisdictional llatc Basc Summary 
by ICC Account and Schedule 13-5, line 9 ,  Gross Additions, Retirements. and 
Transfers, to the Company’s Part 285 materials for dctails on rccoverablc basc 
g& included in rate basc. 

“Working” or “top” gas is included as a component of rate base under the 
classification ofGas in Storage. The Gas in Storage component is a thirteen 
month average balance and i s  net ofan accounts payable adjustment. Please 
refer to Schedule B-I, Jurisdictional Rate Base Summaly by ICC Account and 
Schedule B-1.1, Gas in Storage, to the Company’s Part 285 materials for details. 

Miliic.ssr James M. Gorenz 

NRC 005528 
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Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company 
Response to: Knterstate Gas Supply of Illinois 

I1LC.C. Docket No. 08-0363 
IGS Second Set of Dab Requests 

IGS 2 03 Q. Please provide the total amount of revenue Nicor has received for each year 
m c e  January 1,2000 from Customer Select Customers or Customer Select 
Supphers as a result of Nicor imposing the $0.59 monthly Adminishdtive Fee. 
Please provide thc estimate of the znticipated revenue from the Adminisfrative 
Fee using a 2009 test year. Please provide all workpapers reviewed and relied 
upon in developing this answer. 

IGS 2.03 A. The $0.59 Account Charge became effective January 18,2002. The followhg 
i3 an annual breakdown of revenue from suppliers for each year since then. 

The estimated revenue from the Customer Select Account Charge for the 2009 
tcst year is $1,724,623. 

'fic work paper relied upon i s  attached as IGS 2.03 Exhibit 1. 

Witness: None 

NRC 005477 

CSGS EX. 1.2 







IGS2.35 A. vfs 

a. See attrtched Exhibit 1. 
b Sec a ExhiLvIt 2. 
C Sac attached Exhkhit 2. 
d Yes, see attached Exhibit 3.  
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Summary of Nicor's Upstream Assets 

Nimffias 

PiwfbdSEhedu!e"o.IService~ 
Nablra lGasPi~FTS110208 Rrmbanswtation 
NablralGasPipekeFl31102ML Rrmbanspk3tion 
Nahlmi Gas P i p h e  FTS 11 0212 hnn banspatsdon 
NaruralGasPipehFTSilO213 fambansplaban 
Nablral Gas Pipefirm FTS 11 0214 hnn- ' "  

W r a l  Gas Pipeline FTS 110215 firm banspowdon 
N W  Gas Pwine FTS 13G31 fam banspowtbn 
Natural Gas Pipeline FTS 1 3 0 m  tim banspowban 
Naud Gas Pipline FTS 130397 fam aamplaban 
N W  Gas Pipeline FTS 131333 Rrm m m n  
N a w  Gas P~@iine FTS 131W firm bansplaton 
Natura Gas Pipeline DSS 129865 firm stowe 
N a W  Gas Pipline DSS 1102Op i i m  S m W  
NaWGasPiplineDSS H0205hrmrtorape 
NahRalGasPipeiineFTS'103Z3 firmbampOmman 
N a W  Gas Pipeline FTS 1 I9426 fum banspottation 
NagltalGarPiplineFFTS 132156firmiraffipiaUm 
Natura) Gas Pipeline FTS 132373 firm transpa?ation 
Nagltal Gas Pipeiine FTS 132346 firm baffipa?atim 
NmWm Nahlral Gas Cmpany TFX 110727 fm traffipMe8M 
MktwswnGasTfanmis~i~n FTAFA0167 $nbmpiat!a 
M i  Gas Tranmissim FT-4 FA 01- fin m w a h i l o n  
T ~ G a s P i p e i i n e F T P . 4 2 8 1 3 f i n ~  
Texas Gas Transmiss& STF STF m2282 fim transpatation 

BordHpipeWTIB FBQ252timhxsw&&m 
ANR€TSlWlJI firm- 
A N R E I S 1 1 2 8 4 8 f i r m t r a n ~ ~  
A N R E I S 1 1 3 M 2 f i r m t a ~ ~ t o n  
P;fihandkEas!+fipeWCo. FT 11562 hnnbanspxmth 
total capsctm/Storese 

% O f p e a k  
total- peak day ( m a  4.900.m lM.WO% 
system peak day (or Rate 1 mskmers 
s y s m  p a k  day far Rate 4 astomerr 808,400 seaabove 16.457% 
custaerr sdwl peak day n0.700 seeabave 5.524% 
581- wEtDmers pea* day 2,517,700 Seeebove 51382% 

2.788400 *Nlca Ex 15.1 sb L p 3 56.908% 

%ofANwaiThmughplt 
annual rendou! (mcO 462,600.MO 1w.ooo9b 
residential send out (md) 214,900.000 46.5% 
mm-1 (mcP) 125.700.MO 2r2% 
InduShial (ma) 107,8W,000 233% 
power gweratix 3,700,000 0.8% 
m p a n y  use. Um-nted for 10.5w.000 2.3% 

lotai owsystem storage working gas (W 

on-sysm 510rage p a k  day deiivemabil@ (@ 5,003,358 upmean&wsystm 

149,741,109 

2.597.0W 
total on-sy5iern swage anticipared wolluiq ,""emmy (IT6 

source K;s 2 09 

Northern iti irn~s G ~ S  company m a  N o m  Gas m p a n y  
Response to ln!eistaie Gas Supply d Illtmir. Inc 
ICC Doc*ei No 080383 
IGS S m n d  %Id Data Requests to Nror 



Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company 
Response to: Dominion Retail, he. 

IlI.62.C. Docket No. 08-0363 
DRI First Set of Data Requests 

DRI 1.11 

DRI 1.11 

Vitnessr 

Q. 

A. 

Please provide a summary of Nicor’s contracted u p s t r m  interstate pipeline 
transportation and storage capacities. For each contract, please provide the 
Counterparty, Term of Contract, Type of Service, Pipehne Rate Schedule, 
Connact Quanhty, AssignmentlRelease Provisions and any special delivery 
considerations associated with contract. 

Please see attached Exhibit 1 for Counterparty, Term of Contract, Type of 
Service, Pipeline Rate Schedule, Contract Quantity, Assignment Release 
Provisions and delivery point. It is unclear what is meant by, “any special 
delivery considerations associated with contract”. 

Gary R. Bartlett 

NRC 005876 
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Northern IUinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company 
Response to: Dominion Retail, Inc 

IILC-C. Docket No. 08-0363 
DRI First Set of Data Requests 

DRI 1.25 Q. Please provide the spreadsheet calculations showing how the Customer Select 
Balancing Charge was derived (including all associated assumptions) for the 
last 12 months. 

DRI 1.25 A. Attached as Exhibit 1, please find a spreadsheet showing how the Customer 
Select Balancing Charge (CSBC) was derived for the period of September 
2007 through August 2008. 

Witness: Robert R. Mudra 





Exhibit JC-UPCA 

gpsp9tream PiMlne Caeacb Allmation Anahrsis 

NmrGasExhlbit151 Ratcrl 
Schsduk L Rate4 
Page 1 of 3 

Total 
Peak Day (thermslday) 

Annual Volumes in T h e m  * Total 
1,928,947.000 220,572.000 2,149,519,MlO 

Upstream Pipelines Capacity 
Allocation by Customer Type Maximum Daitycluantttles Indtm 

DRI 1.11 Umbsam Max Dailv CacwEoT - Total 

NGPL DSS 421,968 89.038 511,006 

NGPL NSS 181,057 38,205 219262 

NGPLFTSW 
WRIZON FT 
MIDWESTERN FTA 
TENNESSEE FTA 
TEXASGASSTF 
NORTHERN BORDER 
ANR ETS 
Total CaPacltv 

Totrl CiW Gate Peak 

1,055,778 

247.728 

228,340 
167,230 

38.811 
41.288 

103.220 
2,495,419 

2.041.651 

224,881 1,290,665 

52,272 300,000 
48,182 276,522 

35,287 202.517 

a , i s  4 7 . w  

8.712 50,w 
21.780 125,oW 

526,5S3 3,021,972 

430,804 2,472,455 

Upstream Estimated Max Seasonal Storaae Cawcity 
NGPL DSS 21,098.131 4,451.869 25.550,000 
NGPL NSS 13,579,311 2,865.339 16,444,650 

34,677,442 7,317,298 41.9%650 

Omrational Issues 

The capacity shwid be released on a prwala basis to CUStomer Select suppliers 

Customer Select suppliers must agree tc flow gas on the capacity espeaally during peak periods 

and extreme periods to manbin system integrity. 

Temprariy ass@” upstream capadtks based on their mntribution to CSBC charge; 
Nicor pays {he pipelines on behall of the suppliers 
Capacity release shwkl be monthly far lhe FTS LN and Annual for lhe Storage ( O S ,  NSS). 

Receipt and Delivery pain1 issues would require addtional discussions. 

Nicor couM dired suppkn to Row p s  to certain points - must flow provisions could be d w b p e d  



A c ~ U n t  Number: 01-23-466789 7 
Meter Number: 9999998 
Service Address: 5878 Natud Gas Ln, Aurora 
Bill Period: 04/01/08 - 04/29/08 (28 days) 
BIII Issue Oate: Q4/3om8 
Previous Balance $226 47 
M Pavment ~ m v e d  04125/08 - mank YOU! $22647 
Remarnina Balance $0 M) 
N e w c m e s  $20 56 

New Charges - Residential - Heat 
Rafe I' Residential Setvrce 

Delivety Charges $17.86 
mtt&,CustanerCnqe .................. 8.85 
FaatZOTherlns 2063 

O I B S O ~  61.54 
..................... 0.27 

Transpalaaenservicecredit 111.54 Therms @ W.OlO;, = ........ -1.14 

................... 

Envralmnbl Cml Recaeylll.54 @ $O.W4 = 

Clslaner s3lEclckge ........................................................... 2.m 

TmeS $2.70 
UtilityFundTax$17.86@0.1% ................................................ 0.02 
SlateGasUseTax111.54~SO.O~ = ..................................... 268 

Total $20.56 

Thank you for d o s i n g  ABC Supplier Im. as your Customer 
Select Supplier. For questions dating to your Natural Gas 
Cost, mntact them at: 800 5555555. If you have any 
questions regarding natural gas safw. call us at 1 888 

Additional Products 8 Services $117.02 
su*prrvipsbalanee 

Adminfee4WQ8 _.. ........................................ 1.50 

AW Suppler lnc  eiinq auastlons? pkasecali I 800 555-5555. 

n2cor: C * f  

Please checkatoxlo a d  a cne-time 
charilable donam lo Sbirg: 

Acwunt Number: 01-23-45-6789 7 

Ooo2m8cMwpl  1SF' 0420 

I,II,,II,,,II..,,,,l1.1,,11,1.,1,,1,1,..11~~1~~,11,',11~11,,,1 
Nickel Flame 
5678 Natural Gas Ln 0 1 2 3 4 5  POBOX0416 
Aurora. tL 60491-9217 Aurora, IL 605680001 

Pavment Due 
5122/08 

$137.58 I 
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iped (gused to be filed via e- 
mmission, the aZtached b f a  and 
the customer Se Suppliers 

A 

The undemigned certify teat they caused to be sewed copies of the foregoing Errata and 
James L. Cxist on behalf of the Chtoma Select Gas Suppliea 

thereto upon the parfies on the &ce tist mrtintaitred 
eDocket system for the instant docket via eleCtmnic 

deli- from203 

On behalfof Dominion Reid, fnc. 
of Jllmois, Tnc. 
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