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Bar bara A. Perkovich, CSR
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CHAI RMAN BOX: Moving on to the Public Utilities,
we have m nutes to approve from Septenber 9th, 2009
pre-bench, a November 12th, 2009 special open
meeting, November 24th, 2009 regul ar opening
meeti ng and Decenber 2, 2009 bench session.

Is there a notion to approve the
m nut es?

COVM SSI ONER O CONNELL- DI AZ: So noved.

CHAI RMAN BOX: |Is there a second?

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Second.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Moved and seconded. All in favor
say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI RMAN BOX: Opposed? The vote is 5-0
approving the m nutes.

Bef ore we begin we will be hol ding
various items today, including E-1 and G 1. Even
t hough we are holding E-1, | think there m ght be
some discussion. M. Elliott?

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Yes, thank you,
M. Chairman. |"mhaving a little difficulty

trying to put this in context with the [ast Com Ed
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rate proceeding that we engaged in, so |I'mtrying
to go back and refresh my menmory so | want to do
that until the next bench session.

But what are the inplications of the
reduction of 117 mllion in rate base? 1Is this --
does this adjustnment go back to '04 and are we --
is Com Ed going to adjust the rates? 1|s there a
credit? Or do we accomplish this in the next rate
proceedi ng? What is the process here?

JUDGE HAYNES: The 117 mllion has already been
removed from Com Ed's rate base. Pursuant to the
stipulation in the |last rate case, Com Ed's
original cost of plant was reduced by that amount
in the 07-0566 case. So this document doesn't
actually change anything, it was just considering
whet her or not to have a further reducti on based on
the AG s recommendati on

COWMM SSI ONER ELLIOTT: | see. Well, that is a
little context that would have been hel pful.

CHAI RMAN BOX: You had a sl eepless night for
not hi ng, right?

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: 1've been pouring through
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the record in the | ast docket.

JUDGE HAYNES: And it is reflected in the | ast
docket under the section that discusses the
stipulation and part of the 117 mllion was
reflected in Com Ed's original filing in that case.
And then there was a further reduction to reach the
117 mllion based on Staff's recommendati on and
that was reflected in the final order in that case.

COWVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Well, if no one objects, |
woul d still like to hold this until | ook through
the record and as get firmed up as we go forward.

THE COURT: We'Ill hold item E-1. ltem E-2 is
Docket 08-0651. This is a determ nation of
Bi o- Energy Partners liability for reinmbursement of
tax credits taken by Commonweal th Edi son for a
gqualified solid waste energy facility.

Adm ni strative Law Judge Al bers recomends entering
the order that determ nes the rei mbursement of tax
credits.

Any di scussion? Any objections?
Hearing none, the order is entered.

ltems E-3 and E-4 will be taken
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t ogether. These are joint notions to dism ss
compl ai nt cases agai nst Commonweal t h Edi son
regarding a billing dispute. The adm nistrative | aw
judges recommended to entering the orders with
prejudice.
|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the orders are entered.
ltem E-5 is Docket 05-0549. This is the
compl aint by Patrick Allen for RE/ MAX Team 2000
agai nst Commonweal th Edi son regarding faulty meter
and negligence. The parties have filed a joint
motion to dism ss. Adm ni strative Law Judge Benn
recommends that the Comm ssion dism ss the
conpl aint with prejudice.
|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the order is entered.
ltems E-6 through E-9 and E-11 will be
t aken together. These are applications for ABC
licenses. Admnistrative Law Judge Yoder
recommends entering the orders granting the
applications for the ABC |licenses.

|s there any di scussion? Any
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obj ections? Hearing none, the orders are entered.
Item E-10 i s Docket 09-0507. This is a
joint petition by Southwestern Electric
Cooperative, Inc. and Amerenl P for an approval of a
service area agreement. Adm nistrative Law Judge
Tapi a recommends entering the order granting the
petition.
|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the orders are entered.
ltem E-12 i s Docket 09-0515. This is a
compl aint by Alfred and Sabrina M I | er against
Commonweal th Edi son Company regarding a billing
di spute. The parties have filed a joint motion to
dismss. Admnistrative Law Judge Ki mbrel
recommends di smssing this docket with prejudice.
|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the docket is dism ssed
with prejudice.
That concludes the electric portion of
t oday' s agenda.
Once again, we are holding Item G 1.

ltem G2 is Docket 09-0166 and 09-0167
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consol i dat ed. This is North Shore Gas and The

Peopl es Gas Light and Coke Conpany's proposed joint

increase in natural rate -- gas rates. The
Comm ssion will vote on this matter on
January 21st. However, we would |like to open the

floor to the conmm ssioners today, any questions
t hey have of Judges Moran and Haynes.

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Any response to yesterday?

JUDGE MORAN: Pardon me?

JUDGE HAYNES: Any response?

JUDGE MORAN: Oh, yeah, | have sonme response.
Okay, let me --

CHAI RMAN BOX: Before, while | have a question
in mnd, before you get started because we'll
probably be here for a little while. One question
| have from yesterday, if, in fact, this Rider ICR
is granted, would the amount of noney that would be
in the rider be the incremental amount over and
above what they would normally put in replacenment?
And if so, how would you determ ne what the
original cost would be plus the quote/unquote

accel erated extra?
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JUDGE MORAN: Well, the rider provides just for
t hat .

CHAI RMAN BOX: Just for?

JUDGE MORAN: Just for what you have i ndicat ed.

CHAI RMAN BOX: The incremental amount or the
entire amount ?

JUDGE MORAN: The amount over and above what they
have put in the test year for --

CHAI RMAN BOX: And the test year is a future
test year?

JUDGE MORAN: Yes, for the future test year.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Okay, so test year is 2010.

JUDGE MORAN: Ri ght .

CHAI RMAN BOX: And then the rider recovery would
be the amount above what they install in
repl acenments in the year 2010 and not from doll ar
one?

JUDGE MORAN: Ri ght .

CHAI RMAN BOX: Only the test year.

JUDGE MORAN: |I'm sorry, | don't have the tariff
with me, but it is specifically in the tariff.

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: The question remains, is

10
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it the -- is it any main replacement or is it the
cost of the accelerated main replacement?

CHAI RMAN BOX: That's the questi on. s it any
infrastructure investnment that they make from the
next --

CHAI RMAN BOX: \Whatever they make in 2010 is X

JUDGE MORAN: Well, actually the rider doesn't go
inuntil 2011.

CHAI RMAN BOX: The first year it goes in.

JUDGE MORAN: Ri ght. But there is specific --
can we hold that question and we'll read it to you
fromthe rider |anguage itself?

CHAI RMAN BOX: |"m sorry to interrupt, go ahead.

JUDGE MORAN: |'m sorry, that was one thing we
didn't anticipate.

Based on what was argued yesterday, what
| think I need to enphasize nmost to the Comm ssion,
is that staff says that the same set of facts would
support Rider ICR in staff's own proposal to have
t he Comm ssion order accelerated main repl acenment.
That is absolutely not true.

In this case, in this proceedi ng, you

11
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have a conpany proposal, staff comments on that
proposal, staff suggests modifications to that
proposal, as it has done. In the statutory
proceeding, staff is in the role of a prosecutor,
it has the burden of proof, it has to show you that
there are circunmstances that warrant the Comm ssion
t aki ng such action.

If you | ook at the | anguage of that
specific statutory provision, there is | anguage
t hat says exactly what your order has to do, has to
specify the manner and the timng that all of this
is going to take place. You can't do that from
this record

COWM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Is that 8-503?

JUDGE MORAN: Yes, um hmm exactly. So staff is
absolutely wrong and I don't want the Conmm ssion to
be m sled by that. The other thing that struck me
was the AG s argument that Rider ICR is somehow
unprecedented, it's not unprecedented. You have a
wat er infrastructure rider in this Conm ssion.

Furthermore, it is stated in

M. Morano's testinony that this is being done all

12
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over the country. Il n other words, aging
infrastructure is a national problem and nore and
more comm ssions are putting in infrastructure
riders. We want to be a world class city, you have
to follow through on that.

COWMM SSI ONER O CONNELL-DI AZ: A world class safe
city.

JUDGE MORAN: Pardon nme?

COWMM SSI ONER O CONNELL-DI AZ: A world class safe
city. Safety is an issue here.

JUDGE MORAN: Safety is an issue, reliability is
an issue. Not today, | won't say that because the
record doesn't support that, everything seenms to be
in control today. But you can't let things --

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Your view of the record in
this case is that a separate 8-503 proceedi ng would
be necessary for the Comm ssion to engage in an
order to come to the conclusion that staff
recommends?

JUDGE MORAN: Absolutely. There is a case
referenced in the conclusion | anguage, it's the

case of Gl obal NAPs. If you remember,

13
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Comm ssioners, that case came to you not |ong ago.
It was a telecom case, it was a conpl aint case
brought by AT&T against a carrier.

There was plenty of evidence on record
t hat showed that this carrier should not be
certificated any further. You couldn't do that and
you didn't do that in the complaint case. You
opened a new proceeding. This is the sanme thing,
this is no different than Gl obal NAPs.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Are you saying that we could not
condition this rider and insist in the order that a
pl an be produced for --

JUDGE WALLACE: M. Chairman, we couldn't hear.

CHAI RMAN BOX: | asked the judge, from her recent
comments, that we couldn't condition the granting
of this Rider |ICR under the condition that a
timetable be |aid out as to when these inprovements
woul d be i mprovements over time. Specifically which

one over a period of time, a timetable.

JUDGE MORAN: | believe that you can condition,
but I think there is nore | need to tell you about
t hat . Number one, in fact, | thought that someone

14
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woul d propose that, no one did. You have to be
careful with the | anguage of the condition.
Because, nunber one, you don't want to m cromanage.
Number two, you've got to | eave open to

their discretion certain projects. There is
testinmony in the record about the zonal approach
and | think you heard about it yesterday. That
means if a city, a devel oper or someone is already
in the ground and dug the hole, you want to get in
there and replace that infrastructure then and
t here. You m ght not know when that's going to
happen, when you can do it, maybe you're replacing
anot her pipe that has to go in another |ocation, so
you've got to allow them vyou know, their own
busi ness sense, to know when to do what where. So
you have to give them flexibility is what |I'm
sayi ng. | mean, | think that's just common sense
at this point.

COMM SSI ONER O CONNELL-DI AZ: And Judge Mor an
woul dn't it be that the municipality, City of
Chi cago, would have an obligation to, in fact, work

with the Conpany on the scheduling of work that

15
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t hey were doing? | mean, this is going -- this
project is going to, as you said, modernize our
infrastructure in the City of Chicago which is much
needed and | think all parties agree that it's
needed.

So that orchestration of the actual, you
know, excavation, getting down, when there are
projects that are already out there, so we don't do
it twice, we don't use funds in an irresponsible
way, whether they are ratepayer funds or taxpayer
funds, it nmust be coordi nated and orchestrated so
the City has an obligation, too, to work with the
Conpany.

And so this format all ows that
elasticity to have that work done.

COVMM SSI ONER FORD: | think that someone
menti oned yesterday that it will be zonal and | was
very happy to hear that there would be
col |l aboration in that area, because | know how the
streets are when they are torn up in Chicago. As a
matter of fact, Clark is torn up now and that's one

of my routes home.

16
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So having different elements comng in,
| think that's the best approach that 1've heard
of. And I sit on the National Pipeline Safety
Board, so |I know what's going on all over the
country, although it's not in the record, so | do
know what's happening and it is infrastructure
t hat's going on.

COVMM SSI ONER ELLIOTT: | think it's inportant,
the issue of coordination with the City. But as
guestioned M. Donnelly on that issue, their
econom c circunmstances may be dramatically
different than what Peoples are. And I'm
concerned, | mean if we're directing themto do
somet hing, particularly with a final inpact, if the
City is unwilling or unable to either participate
at the same pace or to the same degree, |'m not
sure that, you know, from ny perspective, that we
shoul d have the Peoples Gas infrastructure
repl acement program be contingent upon whether or
not they are functionally able to keep up or to --
so |I'm wondering, |I like the orchestration part,

but | don't think we need to make --

17
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COMM SSI ONER FORD: | don't think it's
conti ngency.

COMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: |I'm concerned that it's
del ayed because of the City's potential inability
to keep pace. That's nmy concern.

COVMM SSI ONER O CONNELL-DI AZ: That's the City's
problem then. And as we heard yesterday they are
on board with this, they want it and so they have
an obligation to assure that it goes.

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Ri ght. But | don't think
t hat should lend to del ay.

JUDGE MORAN: And | think that the City is on
boar d. | think Peoples Gas can't function without
coordinating with the City. | mean, that's -- sure
t hey have to get permts and this and that.

| think M. Morano had something else in
his testimony that he thought, there was a
regul ation or something that he thought could be
changed that would benefit this programand it
seens |i ke they would be working on it.

The other thing that this Comm ssion

needs to know is that there is a plan, okay. Now,

18
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peopl e say, well, you don't have the plan for this
pipe X is going to go and when it's going to go.
But what this consulting company did for Peoples
Gas is put in an overall reorganization plan. | f
you're going to do a project as big as Rider |CR,
you need a whol e gl obal reorgani zation and that's
what they offered. That plan is in evidence, that
plan is in M. Morano's surrebuttal testinmony.

It's not going to give you the
specifics, you know, Pipeline Ais going to be
fixed and so and so, but they've got other

docunments that give that assessment, which are the

ol dest, which, you know, can be replaced, which are

the projects, those are other |ists. But that's
the great thing about this plan, because a | ot of
conpani es think they can just speed up things. | f
you don't have a good overall concept of speeding
up, and you just do it, that's where a | ot of
compani es fail.

So that -- you've got to remenber that
that plan is there. And it certainly doesn't stop

staff from meeting with Peoples Gas and say, talk

19
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to us more about this plan. Doesn't have to be a
formal proceeding, they can certainly have
conversations.

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Wasn't many of the

arguments raised related to the late filing of that
specificity at the surrebuttal stage? It Ilimted
the --

JUDGE MORAN: 1t was, but it came in in enough
time to ask questions. | think the AG asked a few
guestions about it. Staff didn't ask many
gquestions, but staff could have, it wasn't that
kind of detailed --

COMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: What would staff's
opportunity at surrebuttal be to reply in the
record?

JUDGE MORAN: Well, they couldn't reply to the
plan itself, but they certainly could have asked
guestions of M. Morano, they could have spent a
whol e day on the plan, no one was stopping them

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: But discovery testinmony,
that type of thing, certainly not something that

could have been --

20



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

JUDGE MORAN: | don't think you need that for the

plan itself. | don't think you need discovery on
t he pl an. | mean, do you know what | mean?
COWMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Well, weren't those

guestions raised by staff in their briefs about the
|ate filing and the inability to essentially assess
t he plan?

JUDGE MORAN: And |I'm saying, they didn't attenpt
to do that. If I want to know about somet hing and
| have the witness, | have the witness in front of
me, it could have been the nost general question,
explain the plan to nme, okay. W don't have a
guestion |ike that. We don't have M. Morano
explaining the plan in detail.

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: But if you had 9 nonths to
prepare your case on other issues and at the 10th
month they file surrebuttal. | mean, it doesn't --

JUDGE MORAN: | don't know why there was a del ay.
| mean, when they hired the expert and stuff, |
don't think it was unreasonabl e. ' m saying there
was an opportunity, okay. It m ght not have been

t he best opportunity, but it was certainly an

21
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opportunity that could have been -- that could have
been taken.

COWMM SSI ONER ELLIOTT: In your mnd it was a
sufficient opportunity?

JUDGE MORAN: Yes, in my mnd it was. There were

many times when this Comm ssion or the ALJ's have

to work on an expedited fashion on a mllion things
and we all pull together and do it, it's not that
unusual. And |ike a said, you could have asked the

most general question.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Okay, | think you made your
poi nt .

JUDGE MORAN: All right, now, | want to draw your
attention to AG CUB oral argument Exhibit 8. I
don't know if you still have it, but it's a bunch
of quotes from a bunch of other cases.

The first one is a quote from Nicor Gas
Conpany's rate case, which actually isn't the ful
quote of your | anguage. And | think that that was
al luded to yesterday. But just for the nmonment
|l et's take the | anguage there.

The Comm ssion was tal king about Nicor

22
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not providing enough evidence on the replacement of
its current system or whatever items it wanted to
recover on.

And as |'mreading this |anguage, |I'm
t hinking to nyself, they've always tal ked about
need, you know, we don't -- the Conmpany hasn't
shown a need for Rider ICR.  Well, where does the
word need apply? Does the word need apply to the
subject matter of the rider or to the mechani sm of
the rider? | submt to you that in Nicor, that
| anguage or that term need applies to the subject
matter, because the Comm ssion is saying here that
Ni cor has provided us with no reason to inpose the
additional cost in better keeping pace upon
rat epayers. And we conclude that Nicor hasn't met
its burden of proof and there is also m ssing
| anguage here where you say they didn't follow the
standards that were identified by this Comm ssion
in the | ast Peoples case. And which the proposed
order evaluates for you one by one by one.

So | would not focus on the word need in

the same way as the intervenors have focused on and
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the way staff has focused on.
So now t hey quote | anguage from Anmeren
here --
JUDGE WALLACE: M. Chairman?

CHAI RMAN BOX: Yes.

JUDGE WALLACE: It m ght be nore fruitful for the

Comm ssion to ask specific questions of the judges
rat her than to have Judge Moran and Judge Haynes
try to respond to the oral argument. That sort of
gets out of our bailiwi ck of what we're presenting
to the Comm ssion.

CHAI RMAN BOX: | don't understand. It's their

writing, product, they should be able to explain

it. | think it mght be clearer if it was in
response to questions, but | think the opening
guestion which was to have her reaction, | think

she is responding to some of the points that were
made t hat she happened to disagree with.

JUDGE WALLACE: M. Chairman, if that's what the
Comm ssion wants, that's fine. | didn't want to
put us in a position of arguing with the parties.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Oh, | understand that. | don't

24
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think the judge has to argue the parties, it's her
order.

JUDGE WALLACE: Well, if you're satisfied, then
|"m sorry for the interruption

CHAI RMAN BOX: Okay, no problem

JUDGE MORAN: Okay, I'll be quick. Again, what
we're tal king about when they quote the Anmeren
case, the subject matter is different. They are
not tal king about infrastructure here, they're
tal king about tree trinmm ng, pole replacement,
t hose are the kinds of expenses that are not
simlar to main replacement. So you have to read
that very differently.

And the third quoted | anguage is out of
the old Peoples case, it doesn't talk about the
standards, doesn't quote the standards and it only
focuses on single issue ratemaking. The single
issue ratemaking is a problemwi th every single
rider, every single rider that this Comm ssion has
i mposed, whether it went on appeal, whether it
didn't go on appeal, it's always a consideration.

And yet you have the water structure,
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water infrastructure rider and the mechanism the
mechani sm of Rider ICR, is such that it would not
viol ate single issue ratemaking.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Get back to the original question
| asked Judge Haynes, because to me that goes
directly to the need issue. If they are saying
that they are going to put in X nunber of dollars
and mles per year and they want to be accel erated,
t he question goes back to would the rider include
all the dollars or just the incremental?

Judge, what we can do is if there are

any other questions, because | think on the 12th

this matter will be discussed again, then a
decision will be on the 21st, | think. So we
don't -- if you can't find it this nmorning or --

JUDGE HAYNES: There is specific |anguage in the
rider that says it's only replacements not included
in the test year rate base. And so we're not
necessarily clear on what your question is.

CHAI RMAN BOX: What year does it start?

JUDGE HAYNES: 2011.

CHAI RMAN BOX: So the anmount they spend in 2010

26



will be the base amount that they are spending on
repl acenments.

JUDGE HAYNES: I n that year.

THE COURT: So the first rider would be any
amount they spend above whatever that X is?

JUDGE HAYNES: Well, | think we're having --

COWMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: | think the question is,
if it'"s main, you go out and buy a main and put
this in, are they putting in the main costs and the
costs to put the main in or are they putting the
costs of accelerating this program of an additi onal
10 or 15 percent of main replacement in a year that
t hey would not normally do, is it the incremental
increase that is being put in above and beyond what
the normal |evel is.

JUDGE MORAN: Let us review this for the next
sessi on, because there is |anguage in here that |
recall that may have been different than what was
said yesterday. s that fair?

CHAI RMAN BOX: | s there any other questions that
we want to put on the judges m nds for the next

session? Comm ssioner Col gan?
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COWMM SSI ONER COLGAN: Yeah, | had a question,
just about how the rider works. | f the Company
were to replace a mllion dollars and, not
considering the previous question of whether or not
that is an accel erated expenditure or just a nornmal
repl acement expenditure, how does the Conpany --
what's the mechanism how do they go about, do they
do it retrospectively after they have already done
the replacement? Or do they begin collecting for
it because they've planned to do a replacement?

CHAI RMAN BOX: Once it's done, nmoney has spent,
hopefully, in operation, after the fact, conpletely
done. Unl ess |' m wrong.

JUDGE MORAN: Let us give you something on the
whol e mechani sm for next session.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Somet hi ng brief, conpact. Okay.

JUDGE MORAN: All right.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Any ot her questions for the
judges? Thank you, very much.

ltem G 3 is Docket 09-0233 the three
I[Ilinois Ameren utilities petition for approval to

enter into an affiliate agreement. Adm nistrative
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Law Judge Yoder recommends entering the order

granting the petitioner authority to enter into the

subject affiliate agreement.

|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none the order is entered.

ltem G4 is Docket 09-0286. This is
conpl aint by Robin Martin against the Peopl es Gas
Li ght and Coke Company. The parties have filed a
joint motion to dismss the complaint with
prejudice. Adm ni strative Law Judge Hilliard
recommends entering an order granting the joint
motion to dismss the conplaint with prejudice.

|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the docket is dism ssed
with prejudice.

ltem G5 is Docket 09-0365. Atnos
Energy Corporation petition for approval of
affiliated interest transaction in connection with

the rel ease of AEM pipeline capacity,

Adm ni strative Law Judge Al bers recomends entering

the order granting the petition.

|s there any di scussion? Any
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obj ections? Hearing none, the order is entered.
ltem G 6 is Docket 09-0571. Anbit
Il1linois, LLC petitions for a certificate of
service authority to operate as an alternative gas
supplier. Adm nistrative Law Judge Sai nsot
recommends entering the order granting the
certificate of service authority of service
aut hority.
|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the order is entered.
That concludes the natural gas portion
of today's agenda.

Turning to the tel ecommuni cations

agenda. ltem T-1 is Illinois Bell Tel ephone
Conmpany's filing to modify the $5 residence access
line retention offer. Staff reconmmends not

suspending the filing.

|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the filing will not be
suspended.

ltem T-2, Docket 09-0472, Rivers Edge

Tel ecom Inc. petitions for a certificate of | ocal
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and i nterexchange authority to operate as a
reseller or facilities based carrier of
tel ecommuni cati ons services to portions of Madi son
County, Illinois. Admnistrative Law Judge Moran
recommends entering the order granting the
requested authority.

|s there any di scussion? Any objection?
Hearing none, the order is entered.

ltems T-3 and T-4 will be taken
t ogether. These are tel econmunications providers
seeking to cancel their certificates.
Adm ni strative Law Judge Benn recommends entering
the orders granting the petitions.

|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the orders are entered.

ltem T-5 is Docket 09-0595, Randol ph
County petitions to modify its existing Randol ph
E-9-1-1 ETSB system plan. Adm nistrative Law Judge
Tapi a recommends entering the order approving the
petition.

|s there any di scussion? Any

obj ections? Hearing none, the order is entered.
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ltem T-6 is an initiation of an
i nvestigation proceeding. The issue is whether the
reclassification of Illinois Bell Telephone
Conpany's MSA-1 as conpetitive for residential
service is proper. Staff recommends entering the
order initiating proceeding?

|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the order is entered.

This concludes the tel ecommuni cati ons
portion of today's agenda.

Under water and wastewater, Iltem W1 is
Docket 09-0335, Aqua Illinois, Inc. petitions for a
certificate of public convenience and necessity to
operate wastewater system approval of an asset
purchase agreenment and approval of rates and
accounting entries.

Adm ni strative Law Judge Ril ey
recommends entering the order granting the
petition.

|s there any di scussion? Any
obj ections? Hearing none, the order is entered.

That concludes the water and wast ewat er
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portion of today's agenda.

We have one matter FERC matter that we

will go into closed session on, but before we can
do that, if | could refer back to the m nutes of
earlier today, |'ve been informed that we need to

amend the m nutes of the November 24th, 2009 bench
session. There was a substantive error on Page 10,
Line 18. The speaker should be Comm ssioner Ford
instead of Comm ssioner O Connell-Diaz. And the
m nut es of December 2nd, 2009 bench session, there
is a substantive error on Page 16, Line 1 where it
reads issued DOEs were filed by 7 parties,
al though, in quotes, it should read BOE, instead of
DOE.
Is there a notion to accept these

corrections to the m nutes?

COWMM SSI ONER FORD: So moved.

THE COURT: Second?

COWMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Second.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Move and seconded to make these
corrections to the Decenmber 2nd and November 22nd

bench session mnutes. All in favor say aye
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(Chorus of ayes.)
CHAI RMAN BOX: Opposed? Now for the notion to
accept these m nutes as amended.
COMM SSI ONER COLGAN: So nmoved.
CHAI RMAN BOX: Second?
COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: Second.
CHAI RMAN BOX: So moved and seconded to accept
t hese m nutes as approved. All in favor say aye.
(Chorus of ayes.)
CHAI RMAN BOX: Opposed? The vote is 5-0. The
m nutes are approved as amended and as corrected.
(Wher eupon those were all the
proceedi ngs had in the
above-entitled matter on this

date.)
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CHAI RMAN BOX: We have one FERC matter on the
agenda and we will go into closed session to
di scuss FERC Docket 09-13-000. I's there a notion
to go into closed session.

COMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: So nmoved.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Second.

COVMM SSI ONER COLGAN:  Second.

CHAI RMAN BOX: So moved and seconded to go into
cl osed session. All those in favor say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAlI RMAN BOX: Opposed? Vote is 5-0, we will now
go into closed session. You | et me know when the
roomis clear in Springfield.

JUDGE WALLACE: It's cleared, M. Chairmn.

% % % %
(Wher eupon the foll ow ng

proceedi ngs were had in open

session.)
CHAI RMAN BOX: In closed session the Conmm ssion
di scussed filing coments with FERC regarding the

i ndependent mark nonitor's November 30th report on

PJM s regul ation on service market.
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Is there a mption to file the conments
wi t h FERC?

COVMM SSI ONER ELLI OTT: So moved.

CHAI RMAN BOX: |Is there a second?

COVMM SSI ONER O CONNELL- DI AZ: Second.

CHAI RMAN BOX: There is moved and seconded to
file the comments with FERC. Al'l in favor say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

CHAI RMAN BOX: Opposed? The vote is 5-0. The

comments will be filed with FERC
Judge Wal |l ace, anything else to come
before us today?

JUDGE WALLACE: Only to inquire whether you would
like this matter placed on the special open neeting
for next week.

CHAlI RMAN BOX: Yes.

JUDGE WALLACE: That's all for today.

CHAI RMAN BOX: Thank you very much, the meeting
i s adj ourned.

(Wher eupon those were all the
proceedi ngs had in the above-entitled

matter on this date.)
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