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Witness Identification 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Christy Pound.  My business address is 527 E. Capitol Avenue, 3 

Springfield, IL  62701. 4 

Q. Are you the same Christy Pound who previously provided direct testimony 5 

in this proceeding? 6 

A. Yes.  I provided direct testimony in this case as ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0 on June 10, 7 

2010. 8 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimonies of 10 

ComEd witness Garcia and ComEd witness Mittelbrun. 11 

 12 

Response to ComEd Witness Garcia 13 

Q: In response to your recommendation to add clarifying language to 1st 14 

Revised Sheet 48 of ComEd’s Rate RDS, Mr. Garcia states “while ComEd 15 

appreciates Staff’s desire to make such distinctions clearer, in the context 16 

of ComEd’s ratebook such distinctions are already clear.”1  What is your 17 

response? 18 

                                            
1
 ComEd Exhibit 3.0, lines 671-673. 
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A. Staff’s recommended changes were intended to clarify that applicants for new 19 

residential service are not eligible to take Rate RDS and therefore not eligible to 20 

sign up for supply service with a RES.  Applicants for new residential service 21 

must first establish service with ComEd under a tariff for bundled service before 22 

becoming eligible to switch their supply service to a RES.  The fact that 23 

applicants for new service are not eligible to sign up with a RES when initiating 24 

new service is a significant provision of ComEd’s Rate RDS that those less 25 

familiar with ComEd’s ratebook, such as RES and CSD staff assisting customers, 26 

should be able to clearly understand this provision without referring to multiple 27 

pages of ComEd’s ratebook, Illinois law or Illinois administrative code.  28 

Therefore, Staff recommends modifying its proposed language by striking “is” 29 

and adding the phrase “would be” so that this language is technically correct yet 30 

further clarifies this provision of Rate RDS. 31 

The proposed changes are as follows:     32 

However, this tariff is not available to an applicant for electric 33 
service at a premises in the event that such applicant is would be a 34 
new customer having has never received any tariffed service from 35 
the Company and has expected electric power and energy 36 
requirements such that, in the Company's judgment, the applicant 37 
would be a retail customer that is a (a) residential retail customer, 38 
(b) lighting retail customer that has established or is expected to 39 
establish 30-minute demands for electric power and energy that do 40 
not exceed 100 kW, or (c) nonresidential retail customer to which 41 
the Watt-Hour Delivery Class or Small Load Delivery Class is 42 
applicable. This tariff is available to applicants for new service such 43 
applicant only after such applicant takes service as a retail 44 
customer under a tariff for bundled electric service. 45 

 46 
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Q. Did ComEd address all of Staff’s proposed language changes in its rebuttal 47 

testimony? 48 

A. No.  In direct testimony, Staff recommended adding a sentence to Original Sheet 49 

400 to clarify that ComEd’s “all in” provision only applies to a RES’ residential 50 

customers.  ComEd did not oppose this language or provide any rationale for 51 

denial of this sentence in its rebuttal testimony.  Therefore, Staff assumes 52 

ComEd has no objection to the addition of Staff’s proposed language for Original 53 

Sheet 400 Rider PORCB.  Staff’s original proposed language is as follows: 54 

In making the election for the Company to purchase the receivables 55 
of the RES's electric power and energy supply service provided to 56 
retail customers, if such RES elects for the Company to purchase 57 
the receivables of the RES's electric power and energy supply 58 
service provided to any residential retail customer then such RES 59 
must elect for the Company to purchase the receivables of the 60 
RES's electric power and energy supply service provided to all its 61 
residential retail customers.  With respect to any other retail 62 
customers, as applicable, a RES may elect for the Company to 63 
purchase the receivables of the RES’s electric power and energy 64 
supply service provided to whichever customers it chooses. 65 

 66 

Response to ComEd Witness Mittelbrun 67 

Q. Did ComEd agree to incorporate Staff’s proposed definition of “legitimate 68 

billing dispute” as provided in Exhibit 2.0 to its Rider PORCB? 69 

A. No.  ComEd includes an abbreviated definition of “legitimate billing dispute” 70 

reflected in Exhibit 3.5 of ComEd’s rebuttal testimony and not the definition 71 

proposed by Staff.   72 
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Q. What does ComEd’s abbreviated definition of “legitimate billing dispute” 73 

omit from the definition as proposed by Staff in direct testimony? 74 

A. ComEd’s abbreviated definition of “legitimate billing dispute” omits two important 75 

provisions which would require ComEd to:  (a) accept notification of a legitimate 76 

billing dispute from the ICC’s CSD; and (b) if a customer contacts the company to 77 

dispute RES charges, refer the customer to the RES as well as provide contact 78 

information for the ICC’s CSD.   79 

Q. What reason does ComEd provide for not accepting Staff’s proposed 80 

definition of “legitimate billing dispute”? 81 

 ComEd witness Mittlebrun states: 82 

ComEd does not object to including an abbreviated version of 83 
Staff’s proposed definition.  However, ComEd does not believe that 84 
the operational detail is appropriate for the tariff, and should instead 85 
be set forth in the RES and Customer Handbooks, which allows for 86 
the revision of operational rules in the handbooks, as and when 87 
appropriate, after discussion with the impacted parties.2 88 

 89 
Q. Why does Staff believe these two provisions are more appropriately placed 90 

in ComEd’s Rider PORCB rather than in its RES and Customer 91 

Handbooks? 92 

A. Staff’s proposed definition for “legitimate billing dispute” is language taken 93 

directly from the definition of “disputed charges” approved by the Commission in 94 

AIU’s tariff investigation.3  Both provisions omitted by ComEd in rebuttal 95 

testimony were included in the AIU’s definition of “disputed charges.”  This 96 

                                            
2
 ComEd Exhibit 4.0, lines 270-274. 

3
 ICC Docket Nos. 08-0619/0620/0621 (Cons.) (“AIU tariff investigation”). 
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seems to have been done at least in part based on testimony provided by CUB 97 

that “the dispute resolution process needs to be both fair, and crystal clear to all 98 

parties.”4  These provisions are intended to simplify an otherwise potentially 99 

complicated dispute resolution process for residential customers not yet 100 

accustomed to electric choice.   101 

Additionally, the definition of “disputed charges” approved in Ameren’s UCB/POR 102 

tariffs includes more operational detail than Staff is proposing for ComEd’s tariff.  103 

Staff stated in the AIU tariff investigation that it “is committed to developing a 104 

consistent dispute resolution process that would apply to all electric utilities 105 

offering UCB/POR.”5  Because the definition of “legitimate billing dispute” 106 

proposed by Staff is language approved by the Commission in the AIU tariff 107 

investigation, and it contains important consumer education and protection 108 

provisions, Staff recommends the adoption of its proposed definition of 109 

“legitimate billing dispute.” 110 

Legitimate Billing Dispute 111 
A dispute shall not be considered a legitimate billing dispute until 112 
such time the Company has received notice of the billing dispute 113 
from the RES or the Consumer Services Division (CSD) of the ICC.  114 
If a customer contacts the Company to dispute a RES charge, the 115 
Company will refer the customer to the RES for resolution as well 116 
as provide contact information for the ICC's CSD.  117 

 118 

Conclusion 119 

Q. Does this question end your prepared rebuttal testimony? 120 

                                            
4
 ICC Docket Nos. 06-0619/020/0621 (Cons.) CUB Exhibit 1.0, line 117. 

5
 ICC Docket Nos. 08-0619/0620/0621 (Cons.) Staff Exhibit 9.0-REV, lines 224-226. 
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A. Yes. 121 


