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BEFORE THE
| LLI NO S COMVERCE COWM SSI ON
BENCH SESSI ON
( PUBLI C UTI LI TY)
Wednesday, Decenber 10, 2014

Chi cago, Illinois

Met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 A. M,

at 160 North La Salle Street, Chicago, Illinois.

PRESENT:

DOUGLAS P. SCOTT, Chairman

JOHN T. COLGAN, Comm ssioner (via video)
ANN MCCABE, Comm ssi oner

SHERI NA E. MAYE, Comm ssioner

M GUEL DEL VALLE, Comm ssi oner

SULLI VAN REPORTI NG COMPANY, by
PATRI CI A WESLEY
CSR NO. 084-002170
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COMM SSI ONER COL GAN: Yes, Chair man. We have the

cast of characters and | think we are ready to
begi n.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Thank you, Conmm ssioner.
Pursuant to the provisions of the
Open Meetings Act, | now convene a Bench Session of
the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion. Wth us in
Chi cago are Comm ssi oner M Cabe, Comm ssioner
del Valle and Comm ssioner Maye. Wth us in
Springfield is Comm ssioner Col gan. | am Chai r man
Scott. We have a quorum
Bef ore moving into the agenda,
according to Section 1700.10 of Title 2 of the
Adm ni strative Code, this is the time we allow
menbers of the public to address the Comm ssi on.
Members of the public wishing to address the
Comm ssion nust notify the Chief Clerk's office at
| east 24 hours prior to Comm ssion neetings.
According to the Chief Clerk's office, we have no
requests to speak at today's bench session.

Moving on to the Public Utility
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agenda, we will begin with m nutes from our Novenber
13t h Regul ar Open Meeti ng.
Is there a nmotion to approve the
m nut es?
COMM SS| ONER COLGAN: So moved.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: |Is there a second?
COMM SSI ONER McCABE: Second.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssi oner Col gan and
seconded by Comm ssioner MCabe.
Al'l in favor, say aye.
(Chorus of ayes.)
Any opposed?
(No response.)
The vote is 5 to nothing and the
m nutes from our Novenber 13th Regul ar Open Meeti ng
are approved.
Next we have the m nutes from our
Novenmber 25th Regul ar Open Meeti ng. | understand
amendment s have been forwarded.
Is there a mption to amend the
m nut es?

COWMM SSI ONER MAYE: So moved.
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CHAI RMAN SCOTT: |Is there a second?
COMM SSI ONER del VALLE: Second.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssi oner Maye
seconded by Comm ssioner del Valle.
Al'l in favor, say aye.
(Chorus of ayes.)
Any opposed?
(No response.)
The vote is 5 to nothing and the
amendments are adopted.
|s there now a notion to approve
m nutes as anmended?
COMM SSI ONER del VALLE: So nmoved.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: |Is there a second?
COMM SSI ONER McCABE: Second.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssioner del
and seconded by Comm ssi oner M Cabe.
Al'l in favor, say aye.
(No response.)
Any opposed?
(No response.)

The vote is 5 to nothing and the

and

the

Val |l e
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m nutes from our Novenmber 25th Regul ar Open Meeti ng,
as anended are approved.

Turning first to the electric portion
of today's agenda, Item E-1 is M dAmeri can Energy
Conpany's filing to update its Rider 12, Nucl ear
Decomm ssi oni ng Factor. Staff recommends we approve
t he update by not suspending the filing.

Is there any discussion?

(No response.)

s there a notion to not suspend the

filing?

COMM SSI ONER McCABE: Moved.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: |Is there a second?

COMM SSI ONER MAYE: Second.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssi oner McCabe and
seconded by Comm ssi oner Maye.

Any di scussion?

(No response.)

Al'l in favor, say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)
Any opposed?

(No response.)
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The vote is 5 to nothing and the
filing is not suspended. We will use this 5 to
not hi ng vote for the remainder of today's Public
Utility agenda unl ess ot herw se noted.

ltem E-2 is ConmEd's filing to revise
Ri der Resi dential Meter Usage Dat a. Staff
recommends we approve the revision by not suspending
the filing.

Is there any discussion?

Comm ssioner del Valle.

COVMM SSI ONER del VALLE: Yes, M. Chairman.
have a question for M. Torsten Clausen.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Good morni ng, Torsten.

MR. CLAUSEN: Good nor ni ng.

COWMM SSI ONER del VALLE: The matter here before
us, the changes to ConEd's Rider RMUD, which
affected the cap for the RESs providing time-of-use
products and new residential real-time pricing
custonmers as well as the default interim Order in
new |l ine meters, the tariff change rate is the
current 15,000 customer cap and ti me-of-use

offerings to 100,000, but it also indicates ConmEd
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will need sonme other self-inposed deadline and needs
anot her extension for the TOU default interval rate.
This filing raises the interval to 60 m nutes.

| just wanted to ask for clarification
here since we are seeing rates starting to roll out
in the marketing of these progranms. W also
currently have an open docket, a data framework
docket. The Comm ssion will seek to address sonme of
the issues relevant to this tariff filing.

My original question is do these
tariff changes tie our hands in terms of the current
open dockets at any foreseeable point down the road
and do you anticipate that these changes could | ead
to any other delays or that they could narrow the
amount of the type of prograns which could be
offered in the future?

MR. CLAUSEN: Okay. The first question in terns
of the impact of any further future Conm ssion
deci sions or whether this will somehow tie the
Comm ssion's hands, no. Staff doesn't think that's
the case for a couple of reasons.

First of all, | think |I should start
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by saying that | think that ComEd had announced a
long time ago that the 30-m nute interval was going
to be replaced for the pilot programonly and the
switch was going to have to have a 60-m nute
interval once a significant rollout would happen,
and, in fact, | think that's even described in sone
of the AM plans, so the switch to a 60-m nute
interval was nothing new that everybody knew t hat
was com ng, and now that, you know, significant
meters are being installed, that is happening.

Al'so, | think the reason Staff
recommended that do not suspend on this tariff is
that Staff and the other parties have been
di scussing intervals shorter than 60 mnutes in
wor kshops probably about a year now.

As you mentioned, as a result of these
wor kshop di scussions, a new docket was petitioned by
CUB and EDF that raises a host of issues, anong them
what should the intervals be that are other than the
default 60-m nute interval.

So everybody expects the issue of

intervals shorter than 60 m nutes to cone to the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Comm ssion in the future, and this tariff in no way
woul d i mpact anybody's ability to present a position
of why additional intervals separate and apart from
the default interval would be beneficial to the

mar ket as a whol e.

And, yes, | think along with that the
i ssue of not only selecting other intervals by
i mpl ementation but any time you create a new service
with a utility there's inmplementation costs, there's
time lines, but these are the kind of issues that
are still being discussed in the workshops and
everybody expects there will be additional intervals
ot her than the 60-m nute interval that's the default
here in the future.

And then the other question in terns
of will it delay anything, | think Staff doesn't
bel i eve so. | think the lifting or raising the cap
fromthe current 15,000 residential custonmers to now
a hundred thousand is actually a welcome early
change, because there was discussion | think earlier
| ast year where at | east one aggregation conmmunity

was interested in offering a time-of-use service.



It didn't go beyond the discussion stage, but now
with the cap being a hundred thousand, there's at
| east a possibility that some other comunities
could consider a time-of-use offering for the entire
aggregate comunity.

In terms of whether the hundred
t housand is constrained in itself, I"mnot really
sure it is until the end of next year when even that
hundred thousand cones up, because in order for the
community to even consider a time-of-use for its
community, all residential and small comrerci al
customers would need to have the Smart Meter
installed, and, as you know, the inmplementation --
the rollout of the Smart Meters, you know, is
gradual, so there aren't that many |arge communities
t hat woul d even consider time-of-use pricing in the
next few months in order for the hundred thousand
cap to be a real constraint.

For exanple, the City of Chicago
woul dn't decide let's do a time-of-use when only a
few nei ghborhoods actually have a Smart Meter. I

think that's really only a decision for a comunity

10
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once everybody in the aggregation program are
eligible for the aggregation program has a Smart
Meter, so | don't think that's going to be a del ay
factor.

And, additionally, a couple of other
points to consider is that the current Rider RMUD - -
which is a great acronym -- that the process under
the Rider RMUD is really a |l ot of manual processes,
and even though the eventual conplete elimnation of
a cap has not been shifted back, it's still Staff's
under standi ng that ConmEd is on schedule to fully
automate this process to request and receive
interval data by the summer so that by that tinme
residents are actually able to request and can
receive interval data in a much nore efficient
manner than they are able to do now. That may be a
factor, but we haven't seen nore than two suppliers
at this point offer residential time-of-use
servi ces.

The | ast point | guess | would say is
that there's another piece that's out there when it

comes to customer authorization for interval data

11
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whi ch, as you know, the Comm ssion entered an Order
this year in Docket 13-0506 that set certain
parameters in terms of what the supplier would have
to show in order to get access to non-billing -- get
access for interval data for non-billing purposes.

As a result of that order for the
wor kshop di scussi ons, sone parties believe that that
Order itself wasn't good enough and we needed at
| east one uniformtenplate that the Comm ssion would
approve, and, therefore, we opened a new docket | ust
very recently, 14-0701, to really deal with that
i ssue.

| think everybody expects that to be a
relatively short proceeding so that in a few months
we have that, and that would be another piece of the
puzzle | think that suppliers are |ooking to,
because | think they want to see the usage pattern
for residential customers in these individual
geographic areas before they come up with additional
ti me-of-use offerings.

So | think the real test will be sone

time in the mddle or the end of next year when a

12
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| ot of these other pieces are in place, and |I assume
everybody else, including the Comm ssion, at that
point really hope to see additional offerings by
suppliers when it comes to residential time-of-use
and direct response services.
COWMM SSI ONER del VALLE: Thank you for that.
MR. CLAUSEN: Short answer. | could go on.
COWMM SSI ONER del VALLE: Very good. Thank you.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: At the risk of doing that, are
t here any questions?
(laughter.)
MR. CLAUSEN: How nmuch tinme do you have?
COVMM SSI ONER del VALLE: | only had one questi on.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Okay. Thank you very much,
Tor st en. | do appreciate it.
Any further discussions?
(No response.)
Are there any objections to the filing
not being suspended?
(No response.)
Hearing none, the filing is not

suspended.

13
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ltem E-3 is Docket No. 14-0467. This
is Mary Hirose's conpl ai nt agai nst ComEd as to
erroneous meter readings in Hoffman Estates. It
appears the parties have settled their differences
and have filed a Stipulation and Joint Motion to
Di sm ss, which ALJ Benn recomends we grant.

Is there any discussion?

(No response.)
Any obj ecti ons.
(No response.)

Hearing none, the notion is granted
and the conplaint is dism ssed.

ltem E-4 is Docket No. 14-0312. This
is ComEd's annual fornmula rate update and revenue
reconciliation under Section 16-108.5 of the Public
Utilities Act. ALJs Haynes and Teague- Ki ngsl ey
recommend entry of an Order approving the
reconciliation and delivery service rate increase.

| would |ike to propose edits to the
Order, which were drafted jointly with Comm ssioner
McCabe, and with input from Comm ssioner Maye.

These edits concern the Annual

14
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| ncentive Program or "AIP" conpensation and can be
found on Pages 49 to 52 of the Order. They do not
change the PEPO s ultimate concl usion, but rather
the edits help explain and provide (1) that the EPS
l[imter itself is contrary to EIMA;, (2) that we have
concerns that the EPS Ilimter could potentially have
detrimental effects on ratepayers; (3) that the
i ncentive conmpensation actually paid out to
enpl oyees is not based on the EPS Ilimter, rather it
is reduced by it; (4) additional rationale for
adopting Staff's alternative 102.9 percent limter;
(5) a stronger directive to ComEd to renove this EPS
l[imter fromits incentive conpensation plan going
forward, particularly if the Conpany expects the
Comm ssion to find that the entire amunt of the
i ncentive conmpensati on expense awarded to enpl oyees
is a reasonabl e and prudent expenditure.

Wth that, 1'd nove for adoption of
the edits.

Is there a second?

COMM SSI ONER Mc CABE: Second.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Seconded by Comm ssioner MCabe.

15
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Di scussion on the edits?
Comm ssioner de Valle.

COW SSI ONER del VALLE: Thank you, M. Chairman.
While | appreciate the effort put forth, I can't
support it since it does not fix the structural
problem which is at issue here.

This is the first time the Comm ssion
has litigated this per share limter. Thi s whol e
epi sode and years of litigation continues to point
to the troubling relationship between Exelon's
bottom line and the Illinois ratepayers.

In the case before us, the AG, Staff,
t he ALJs, and Comm ssioners viewed the EPS limter
as contrary to the | aw. My office agrees with Staff
and the AG that this supports the concl usion that
the entire AIP expense is contrary to the | aw. I
di sagree with the edits when it says that it is the
Comm ssion's prerogative to separate out the per
share Iimter for recoverable amounts.

It is ComEd's burden to demonstrate
that the progranms are |awful, otherwi se, not only

does ComEd enjoy nore automatic recovery through the

16
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General Assenmbly and inmpose further maintenance, but
now t he Conmm ssion is going out of its way to bring
ConEd's prograns into conpliance with the | aw.

In this case the edit inplements an
arbitrary incentive. The facts that led to the
102.9 percent cap in the previous dockets are not
applicable here.

Further, |1 do not agree that the
record supports that the Comm ssion should or could
separate the limter's effect for ComEd. Both St aff
and the AG s | egal arguments that the AIP is based
on Exelon's EPS as defined are conpelling.

| ndeed, Staff explains that the record
reflects that ConmEd enpl oyees have no claimto their
Al P ampounts until Exel on EPS makes the ultimte
determ nation of the amounts to be awarded.

ConEd's incentive program should not
be based on or affected in any way by any EPS or
simlar financial measurement, anything |ess would
be against the intent of the |aw. Thank you.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Thank you, Comm ssioner.

|s there any further discussion on the

17
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edits only?
(No response.)
So the edits have been moved, and
actually I had nmoved for the adoption of the edits
and Comm ssioner McCabe seconded.
So any discussion on the edits?
(No response.)

Al'l in favor of the edits, say aye.
(Chorus of ayes.)

Any opposed?
(No response.)

The vote is 4 to one and the edits are
adopt ed.

| s there any discussion on the Order
as a whol e?

Comm ssi oner Maye.

COMM SSI ONER MAYE: Yes. Thank you,
M. Chair man. | would |like to comment on the
Order's treatment of ComEd's Customer Care Costs.
The Order adopted ComEd's Alternative Analysis for
t he determ nati on of how Customer Care Costs should

be all ocated between supply and delivery service

18
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functions.

| found nmerit in ComEd and Staff's
argunments that the Switching Study should be
empl oyed to determ ne the proper allocation of
Customer Care Costs. The Switching Study
demonstrated ComEd's Customer Care Costs are tied to
the provision of service to all customers and will
not be reduced as customers switch to RES-provided
supply.

| believe there was evidence that
showed ComEd's Customer Care Costs do not decrease
as customers switch from ComEd to RES-provided
supply service, even at a dramatic pace. To ne,
this lack of correlation between customer swi tching
and Customer Care Costs supports the use of
Swi t ching Study.

Finally, | believe ComEd' s argument
that its statutory role as the provider of |ast
resort ("POLR"), which requires ConEd to ensure it
has the applicable systems, procedures and
operations in place to be ready to serve all

custonmers, warranted additional consideration in

19
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addressing this issue.

However, in the interest of conmprom se
and narrowi ng the issues in this proceeding, | will
be voting to support the Order as just previously
amended i ncluding the conclusion to adopt the

Al ternative Analysis for Custonmer Care Costs.

Nevert hel ess, this is an issue | intend to | ook
closely at in the next Formula Rate filing. Thank
you.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Thank you, Comm ssioner Maye.

Any further discussion on the Order as

a whol e?
COVMM SSI ONER COLGAN: Chairman, | have a couple
of comments. | think this was the most -- and |'m

trying to think of the right word I'm | ooking for --
interesting part of the entire rate case.

| think this is a really interesting
i ssue. | think that it's an inmportant issue. I
think that there are arguments in the record that we
shoul d do one way versus anot her way, because that's
how it's always done, but nmy conmments are not just

about this issue of delivery and supplying

20
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customers, but it's a whole range of cost recovery
issues that will continue to be com ng at us.

And | think the comprom se that came
about in the proposed Order -- in the final Order is
a good comprom se, because |I'm not sure that it's
where the discussion will end up, but | think it's a
step in the right direction to start to find a place
where we can go with these types of issues, because
there's no doubt sonme real costs that are attri buted
to the distribution systemthat have to be recovered
and there are all kinds of new approaches to
di stri bute generation, energy efficiency, and all of
those things are calling into question some rate
design issues that | think we need to pay closer
attention to.

And | echo Comm ssioner Maye's
comments that this is an issue that we need to keep
a close eye on in the future, but | do support the
PEPO in this case

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Thank you, Conmm ssioner.

Any further discussion?

JUDGE HAYNES: | just need to point out that

21
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there's two public comment filings in the docket.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Two public conmments? Thank
you.

Further on this matter, on December 1,
2014, ConkEd filed a Motion concerning necessary
modi fications that would be required to its Rider PE
and Rate BESH in the event that the Conm ssion
adopted the Proposed Order's concl usion on Custonmer
Care Costs.

ALJs Haynes and Teague- Ki ngsl ey
recommended we grant the Motion and, given our
decision to support the PO s conclusion, insert
appropriate | anguage into the Order directing ConmEd
to submt the tariff changes in the form of a
conpliance filing.

| s there any discussion on this
proposal ?

(No response.)

Are there any objections to that
proposal ?

(No response.)

Hearing none, the notion is granted

22
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and the ALJs are directed to insert the appropriate
| anguage into the Order

Is there now a notion to enter the
Order as amended?

COMM SSI ONER COLGAN: So nmoved.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: |Is there a second?

COMM SSI ONER McCABE: Second.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssi oner Col gan and
seconded by Comm ssioner MCabe.

Any di scussion on the Order as
amended?

COMM SSI ONER COLGAN: Just one final comrent. I
want to thank ALJs Haynes and Teague- Ki ngsl ey for
some outstanding work on this case.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: You beat nme to it.

Thank you very much. We appreciate it
very much.
Any further discussion?
(No response.)
Al'l in favor of the Order as anended,
say aye.

(No response.)

23
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Any opposed?

(No response.)

The vote is 5 to nothing and the Order
as anmended is entered.

Agai n, thank you very nuch, Judges,
for your work on this case.

Item E-5 is Docket No. 14-0317. This
is Ameren Illinois' Rate MAP-P Moderni zati on Action
Pl an-Pricing annual update filing. ALJs Albers and
Von Qual en recomend entry of an Order approving the
reconciliation and delivery service rate increase.

And as with the [ ast case, | want to
t hank the ALJs for all their hard work on this
Order. There were many conpl ex issues which were
carefully and thoughtfully considered.

When ElI MA went into effect in 2011, it
resulted in the |largest electric infrastructure
investment Illinois utilities have made in a
generation (some $3.2 billion). This investment is
intended to result in imrovements to: grid
performance, consumer value, reliability and

security, integrated distributed generation, demand
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These are inmportant investments
but the I1CC will, as always, be watching closely to
ensure that any investments recovered from
rat epayers represent prudent and reasonable costs
and that the investments do indeed result in the
benefits prom sed.

Any further coments?
Comm ssi oner McCabe.

COMM SSI ONER Mc CABE: | would like to comend the
Staff and the utilities in resolving a nunber of
non-litigated fornula rate issues. The issues are
fewer and the Orders are shorter.

(Laughter.)

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Good for all.

Any further discussion?

COMM SSI ONER COL GAN: | want to echo, Chairman,
also the other comments that have been made, and |
al so want to thank Judges Al bers and Von Qual en
sitting here. | think in this case there has been
some exenplary work that's been done that puts this
proposed Order in front of you.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Any further discussion?
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(No response.)
Judges, are there public coments on
this particul ar case?
JUDGE ALBERS: No, Chairman. They have al ready
been not ed.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Thank you, Judge Al bers.
Any further discussion?
(No response.)

Are there any objection to entering

the Order?
(No response.)
Hearing none, the Order is entered.
ltems E-6 and E-7 can be taken
together. These itenms are Ameren Transm ssSion
Company of Illinois' petitions for an Order pursuant

to Section 8-509 of the Public Utilities Act
aut hori zing the use of Em nent Domai n Power.

The Comm ssion previously denied
ATXl's authority in light of the need for a filing
to address ATXlI's revision to the rel evant segnment
of the route. The Comm ssion then granted ATXI's

subsequent Application for Rehearing after
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reliability issues were raised and ATXlI agreed to
properly seek a change in the route in a separate
proceedi ng. In each case, ALJ Al bers recomends
entry of an Order on Rehearing granting the
requested relief.

Is there any discussion?

(No response.)
Are there any objections?
(No response.)

Hearing none, the Orders are entered.

ltem E-8 is Docket No. 14-0652. Thi s
is Ameren Illinois' Petition for an Order pursuant
to Section 8-509 of the Public Utilities Act

aut hori zing the use of Em nent Domai n Power.

ALJ Von Qual en reconmends entry of an Order granting

the requested relief.
Is there any discussion?
(No response.)
Any obj ecti ons.
(No response.)
Heari ng none, the order is entered.

ltem E-9 is Docket No. 14-0588. Thi s
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is Illinois Power Agency's Petition for approval of
the 2015 | PA Procurenment Pl an pursuant to Section
16-111.5(d)(4) of the Public Utilities Act.

Di scussi on? Conmm ssi oner M Cabe.

COMM SSI ONER Mc CABE: Yes. | have a question
for -- is it Steve Hickey?

JUDGE WALLACE: St eve Hickey.

COMM SSI ONER Mc CABE: Besi des the NorthBridge
Report provided by ICM the I CA's analysis of New
Jersey and Pennsyl vania, and rel ated discussion of
other states with full requirements, what extent
does the parties discuss full requirements and data
in other states and their relevance to Illinois?

JUDGE WALLACE: Comm ssi oner McCabe, this is

Judge Wal | ace. Il will take a stab at that, and then

if I"'mwrong, Steve Hickey can come in.

Wth regard to the fixed-full price
requi rements that you discuss in this proceeding
focused al most entirely on the NorthBridge Report
and the experiences in Pennsylvania and New Jersey,
there's very little data regarding experiences in

ot her states. The plan briefly addresses the
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experience in Ohio on Page 56 and provides |[imted
information on the fraction of customers switching
t here.

The | PA plan very briefly discusses
Maryl and, Del aware, District of Colorado, and
Massachusetts al so at Page 56.

On Page 64 of the plan, the plan
di scusses a consumer survey conducted in Al berta,
Canada. It's intended to address how much customers
value the price share associated with fixed-price
forward products.

The | CEA objections briefly addresses
t he experience in other states at Pages 17 and 18 of
their objections as well as the Alberta, Canada,
survey.

In essence, there is virtually no
ot her data or commenting on any other experiences
ot her than the NorthBridge Report and probably about
six states and those are very limted.

COWMM SSI ONER McCABE: All right. Thank you.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Any further discussion on this

matt er ?
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(No response.)

This itemw |l be held for disposition

at a future Comm ssion proceedi ng.

ltem E-10 i s Docket No. 14-0671. Thi s

is Onyx Power & Gas Consulting LLC s application for

Li censure of Agents, Brokers and Consultants under
Section 16-115C of the Public Utilities Act.
ALJ Ki mbrel recommends entry of an Order granting
the requested certificate.
Is there any di scussion?
(No response.)
Any obj ecti ons.
(No response.)
Hearing none, the Order is entered.
Turning now to Natural Gas, Item G 1
is Docket No. 14-0626. This is Ponmpei Bakery's
compl ai nt agai nst Peoples Gas as to billing and/ or
charges in Chicago. It appears the parties have
settled their differences and have filed a
Stipulation and Joint Motion to Dism ss, which ALJ
Ril ey recommends we grant.

Is there any discussion?
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(No response.)
Any obj ections?
(No response.)
Hearing none, the notion is granted
and the complaint is dismssed.
ltem G2 is Docket No. 14-0657. This

is AEP Energy's application for Certificate of

Service Authority under Section 19-110 of the Public

Utilities Act. ALJ Von Qualen recommends entry of
an Order granting the requested certificate.
Is there any discussion?

Comm ssi oner Col gan.

COVMM SSI ONER COLGAN: Yes, | have a coupl e of
gquestions for Judge Von Qualen if she will conme up,
pl ease.

JUDGE VON QUALEN: Good morni ng, Chair man.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Good nor ni ng.

COMM SSI ONER COL GAN: Good nmor ni ng. | was
| ooki ng through this yesterday and | took note of
the fact that there is a pending federal |awsuit
agai nst AEP Energy for a violation of the Tel ephone

Consumer Protection Act that is pending in the U S.
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District Court here in Illinois, and | wondered if
you had any information you could share with us
about that case.

JUDGE VON QUALEN: No. Ot her than what is in the

record, | don't have any additional information
about the case. | did see that there was a pending
case there and that | recomended granting the

certificate. That's because | took a | ook at what
t he company has provided us as far as what the ratio
of compl aints were versus custonmers, and | found
that to be very | ow, between point 07 percent and
2.09 percent.
| have weighed that against the fact

if there's a case pending, that is pending to ne
means there's a question about whether there were
any violations, so | didn't feel that was enough to
recommend di sapproval of the certificate.

COVMM SSI ONER COLGAN:  Okay. | pulled a copy of
the California Consumer Protection Act and | saw in
there a number of issues that it covers are issues
that | have a concern about in telephone marketing,

and | appreciate your work.
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| don't think that | can support the
recommendati on, but that's only because | don't have
any information about what's going on there, so |
don't feel confortable approving that. Once it's
approved, then there could be some further issues.
So | think they could probably come back and reapply
once that case is resolved. So any way, thank you.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Furt her questions?

Conmm ssi oner McCabe.

COMM SSI ONER Mc CABE: Ms. Von Qualen, is it fair
to say that given AEP' s experience on the electric
side for 12 years as Blue Star, they have had a | ot
of compl ai nts?

JUDGE VON QUALEN: Yes, it is.

COMM SSI ONER McCABE: Okay.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Comm ssi oner Maye.

COMM SSI ONER MAYE: | just have a comment. Wy
background is in Consumer Advance Law. | did have a
concentrated practice on EPA | aw. Oftentimes in a
federal jurisdiction, you have many, many, many
compl ai nt s.

As you said, Comm ssioner Col gan, the
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Act does span a great variety of violations, and so
somebody can bring a case for any one of a hundred
of those and, you know, one of them may have merit
and some may not.

So wi t hout having a finding, | think
t hat doesn't really totally affect this and it may
not be necessary. W should probably consider what
we have in the record, as Judge Von Qual en
mentioned, and they have a very |low ratio.

So given that background and | ooking
at the information that we do have, | think that it
woul d be okay to grant it.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Further discussion?
(No response.)

s there a notion to approve the

Order?
COMM SSI ONER Mc CABE: So moved.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: |Is there a second?

COMM SSI ONER MAYE: Second.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssi oner McCabe and

seconded by Comm ssi oner Maye.

Furt her discussion?

35



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

(No response.)

All in favor of the
(Chorus of

Opposed?

COMM SSI ONER COL GAN: No.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT:

Order is entered.

On to tel ecomuni cat

Order, say aye.

ayes.)

ions, ltem T-1 is

Docket No. 14-0415. This is 1-800 Collect d/b/a

Sinple Billing Solutions' applicat

Certificate of

authority throughout the State of

Benn recommends entry of an Order

certificate.

ion for a

Prepaid Calling Service Provider

I[11inois. ALJ

granting the

| had a few concerns with regard to

this application. Although | appreciate the

Conpany's forthrightness

compl ete record, | amtroubled in

in presenting us with a

this case by

Attachment G to their application which consists of

a Kansas Corporation Comm ssion decision denying

1-800 Collect's request for Prepaid Calling Service

Provi der

aut hority on the basis of

the significant

The Vote is 4 to nothing and the
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number of complaints filed against its parent
company through the Better Business Bureau.

That deci sion notes that the consunmer
conplaints alleged that consumers were being charged
extremely high rates for international phone calls
and not being properly informed about the rates
prior to making the phone call.

Some consuners stated they were
charged for calls even though they were never
connected or the call did not go through. I n
addition, BBB files showed a delay in responding to
consumer conpl ai nts brought to the conmpany's
attention by the Better Business Bureau.

The conpany agreed to work with the
Better Business Bureau in an attenpt to elim nate
the pattern of consumer conplaints by bringing their
customer service department in-house, making sure
that all carriers are aware of their billing
procedures, policies and rates. It is unclear
whet her the necessary changes have been i nmpl emented
at this time.

Al t hough Section 13-404.1(b) reads
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that the Comm ssion shall approve an application for
a Certificate of Prepaid Calling Service Provider
Aut hority without a hearing if the Applicant has
previously been granted a Certificate of |ocal
and/ or interexchange authority and continues to be
in good standing with the Comm ssion, the Kansas
deci si on was handed down after we initially granted
1-800 Collect their first Certificate of Authority
and it isn't clear to me whether this inmpacts the
Conpany's standing with the Comm ssion, but it
certainly raises questions about whether the Company
possesses sufficient managerial capabilities to
provide Prepaid Calling Services.

Because the hearing in this case was
wai ved, 1'd like to propose that we do the
foll ow ng: (1) not enter the Order at this time;
and (2) remand the proceeding back to the ALJ for a
conmpl ete hearing, pursuant to Section 13-404.1(b),
where the applicant is permtted to present evidence
showi ng that it possesses the manageri al
capabilities to provide prepaid calling services,

taking into account the Kansas deci sion.
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| believe this is consistent with the

Comm ssion's charge under Section 13-404.1(a) of the

Act to

protect and pronmote against fraud the

| egiti mte business interests of persons or entities

currently providing prepaid calling service to

I1l1inois end users and Illinois end users who

purchase these services.

Or der ?

|s there further discussion?
(No response.)

Is there a motion to not enter the

COMM SSI ONER del VALLE: Moved.

CHAlI RMAN SCOTT: Second?

COMM SSI ONER MAYE: Second.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssioner del Valle

and seconded by Comm ssioner Maye.

Or der,

Al'l in favor of not entering the
say aye.
(Chorus of ayes.)
Any opposed?
(No response.)

The vote is 5 to nothing and the Order
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is not entered.
Is there now a notion to remand the
matter to the ALJ for notice and hearing?
COMM SSI ONER McCABE: So noved.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Is there a second?
COVMM SSI ONER del VALLE: Second.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Moved by Comm ssi oner McCabe and
seconded by Comm ssioner del Valle.
Any di scussion?
(No response.)
Al'l in favor, say aye.
(No response.)
Any opposed?
(No response.)
The vote is 5 to nothing and the
matter is remanded to the ALJ.
ltem T-2 is Docket No. 14-0526. This
is Look International's application for a
Certificate of Interexchange Authority to operate as
a Reseller of Teleconmmunications Services throughout
the State of Illinois. The Applicant filed a Motion

to withdraw the application, which ALJ Benn
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recommends we grant.
Is there any discussion?
(No response.)
Any obj ections?
(No response.)
Heari ng none, the Motion to W thdraw
is granted and the docket is dism ssed.
ltem T-3 is Docket No. 14-0589. This
is Look International d/b/a SinPin's Application for
a Certificate of Prepaid Calling Service Provider
Aut hority throughout the State of Illinois. ALJ
Riley recomends entry of an Order granting the
requested certificate.
Is there any discussion?
(No response.)
Any obj ections?
(No response.)
Hearing none, the Order is entered.
ltem T-4 and T-5 can be taken
together. These itenms are petitions for
modi fications of existing 9-1-1 Emergency Tel ephone

Number Systenms in Johnson and Wayne Counti es. I n
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each case, ALJ Al bers recomends entry of an Order
granting the requested relief.
Is there any discussion?
(No response.)
Any obj ections?
(No response.)
Hearing none, the Orders are entered.
ltem T-6 through T-9 can be taken
t oget her. These itens are Joint Petitions for
Approval of the 1st amendment to an interconnection
agreement pursuant to Section 47 U.S.C. Section 252.
I n each case, the ALJ reconmmends entry of an Order
approving the amendment to the agreenent.
| s there any di scussion?
(No response.)
Any obj ections?
(No response.)
Hearing none, the Orders are entered.
Item T-10 and T-11 can be taken
together. These items concern our amendments of
83 Ill. Adm Code 737 and 729. The ALJ in each case

recommends entry of an Order adopting the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

amendment s.
| s there any

( No

di scussi on?

response.)

Any objections?

CHI EF ALl WALLACE: : M.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Yes.
CHI EF ALI WALLACE: --
noti ce.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Shal
t hen?
CHI EF ALI WALLACE: | wi

aut hori zi ng second noti ce.

CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Okay.
time. ltem T-10 i s Docket
amendments of 83 I11. Adm

|s there any
( No
|s there any
( No
Heari ng none,
ltem T-11 is

is our Order

Chai rman - -

T-11 is sitting in second

we take them separately

Il just note that T-11 is

Let's do them one at a
No. 14-0077 adopting the
Code 770.40(e).

di scussion?
response.)
obj ections?
response.)
t he Order

is entered.

Docket No. 14-0571. Thi s

aut hori zing second notice period on
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83 I1l. Adm , Code 729.

| s there any discussion on that

(No response.)

Any objections?

(No response.)

Heari ng none,

the Order authorizing

second notice period is entered.

Thank you, Judge.

T-12 is our motion concerning the

setting of maximum rates and charges for operator

service providers pursuant

to 83 I

| . Adnm. Code

770.40(e). Staff recommends entry of an Order

setting the rates.

Is there any discussion?

(No response.)

Any objections?

(No response.)

Heari ng none,

the Order is entered.

Movi ng on to the Petitions for

Rehearing, Item PR-1 is Docket No.

13-0657. This

ConEd's application for a Certificate of Public

Conveni ence and Necessity,

pur suant

to Section

itenf?

i's
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8-406.1 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act, and an
Order pursuant to Section 8-503 of the Illinois
Public Utilities Act to construct, operate and
mai ntain a new 345kV transm ssion line in Ogle,
DeKal b, Kane and DuPage Counties. Two Applications
for Rehearing have been filed, one by the SKP
Group/ URMC and one by the City of ElIgin. I n both
cases, ALJs Hilliard and Jorgenson recommend we deny
t he application.

Is there any discussion?

(No response.)
Are there any objections?
(No response.)

Heari ng none, the Applications for
Rehearing are deni ed.

Judge Wal |l ace, is there any ot her
matters to come before the Comm ssion?

JUDGE ALI WALLACE: No. That's all,
M. Chairman.
CHAI RMAN SCOTT: Thank you, sir.

Hearing none, this meeting stands
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adj our ned.

Thank you

everyone.
(Wher eupon, the above matter

was adj ourned.)
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