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Introduction of Witness 

A. Identification of Witness 

Please state your name. 

Kevin Wright. 
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Are you the same Kevin Wright who suhmitted direct and rehuttal testimony in the initial 

proceeding and direct testimony on rehearing? 

Yes. My direct testimony is IeEA Ex. 1.0, my rebuttal testimony is IeEA Ex. 2.0, and, my direct 

testimony on rehearing is IeEA Ex. 3.0. 

Dominion's witness James L. Crist claims that Dominion's position in this proceeding is 

unlike that of ICEA's because ICEA's members "focus on being RESs to larger customers" 

while Dominion's focus is on "residential customers." Crist Dir., Dominion Ex JC-1.0R, 

5:108-123. Do you agree with Mr. Crist's characterization? 

I do not. While I appreciate Mr. Crist's persistence in trying to establish his client's "focus" on 

residential customers as somehow unique among the active parties to this proceeding, his 

statements in this regard were not true when he first made them in this proceeding (See, Initial 

Brief of the Illinois Competitive Energy Association, Docket No. 10-0138 at pages 4-6 filed on e-

Docket on September 2, 2010.), and they remain just as false today. While Dominion clearly has 

a unique perspective on how best to structure a retail electric market to fit its own business 

interests, Dominion by no measure is the only retail electric supplier with an interest in seeing the 

residential retail electric market thrive in Illinois. 
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Seven ICEA member companies are currently licensed to serve residential electric 

customers within CornEd's service territory (Champion Energy, LLC; Direct Energy Services, 

LLC; Constellation NewEnergy, Inc.; FirstEnergy Solutions; Integrys Energy Services, Inc; MC2 

Energy Services, LLC; and, Nordic Energy Services, LLC. The Commission just recently 

approved MC2's application after my Direct Testimony on Rehearing was filed on e-Docket.) 

As I noted in my earlier testimony, rCEA members Champion, Integrys and Direct 

Energy collectively serve over three million residential gas and/or electric customers in North 

America. In addition, on May 12, 2011, ICEA member company Constellation Energy announced 

that it had signed an agreement to acquire MX Energy, a Connecticut-based supplier of natural 

gas and electricity with more than half a million residential and small commercial customers in 

North America. On May 27, 2011, Constellation Energy acquired StarTex Energy, a supplier of 

electricity to more than 170,000 Texas residential customers. 

Clearly, leEA members have substantial experience in serving residential and small 

commercial customers in competitive retail markets and in evaluating what works best when it 

comes to fostering retail electric competition. 

You mentioned earlier that Dominion clearly bas a unique perspective on bow best to 

structure a retail electric market to fit its own business interests. Wbat did you mean by 

tbat? 

First, I have not seen Dominion's business model. My impressions in this regard are formed 

solely on the basis of what r have read in their testimony in this proceeding. It seems to me that 

Dominion has tried to position itself in this proceeding as a unique voice among the RES 

community championing residential retail electric competition. But, as I have pointed out 

repeatedly in this proceeding, Dominion's interest in serving residential electric customers is far 
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from unique. Accordingly, in my opinion, Dominion's interest in serving residential electric 

customers does not afford their arguments any greater or lesser weight than those put forth by the 

trade associations representing retail electric suppliers interested in serving - and actually serving 

-- residential electric customers in Illinois. 

Further, as I have also noted previously, the overwhelming majority of retail electric 

suppliers active in Illinois, including suppliers with significant experience with residential relail 

electric markets, support CornEd's use of separate uncollectible factors as proposed by CornEd. 

What apparently makes Dominion's position on the discount rate issue unique is that it is 

markedly different than the position held on this issue in this proceeding by virtually the entire 

retail electric supplier community with an interest in PORCB in Illinois. 

Just because Domiuion's position on the discount rate issue is markedly different than the 

position held on this issue by virtually the entire retail electric supplier community with an 

interest in PORCD in Dlinois, does that mean it should be ignored? 

Certainly not. Dominion, just as any other party, is entitled to advocate for its desired end-state 

for the uncollectible factors. But I do think when the Commission is confronted with a situation 

as it is here where virtually the entire retail electric supplier community with an active interest in 

seeing the residential and non-residential competitive retail markets thrive in Illinois, the electric 

utility with an interest in ensuring its costs are recovered, and the state's leading consumer voice 

all come together in support of separate uncollectible factors, a contrarian argument from one 

potential (not even active) player in the marketplace, such as Dominion's argument here, begs for 

a full explanation of the arguments driving the contrarian point of view. Fortunately, Dominion 

has provided just such an explanation in its Direct Testimony on Rehearing. 
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Apparently, Dominion has a large customer base of residential gas customers in Illinois and 

expects a significant percentage of those residential gas customers to become Dominion electric 

customers. Dominion apparently credit screens its gas customers. Mr. Crist notes: 

Because Dominion's existing customers are credit screened and Dominion 
expects to continue to credit screen its customers, it should have a customer 
base with a lower uncollectable [sic] factor than the average CornEd 
residential customer. Thus, a blended rate is more reflective of the 
uncollectable [sic] factor of Dominion's customers than separate 
residential and non-residential uncollectible factors. 
Crist Dir., Dominion Ex JC-I.OR, 19: 457-462. 

Should the Commission base its decision to use a blended discount rate on the business 

interests of a single retail electric supplier? 

Of course not. The supplier community has overwhelmingly shown its support for the separate 

discount rate structure proposed by CornEd. The Commission should place Dominion's 

arguments in perspective and weigh those arguments accordingly against the claims of the 

broader supplier community with experience serving retail electric customers (both residential 

and non-residential) as well as against the statutory language creating the paR and UCB 

requirements in Illinois law and established regulatory cost-recovery precepts. When viewed 

using this approach, I think the outcome is clear: the Commission should return to the separate 

discount rate approach established by ComEd, agreed to by ICEA and RESA, consented to by the 

Citizens Utility Board, and approved by the Commission in its December Order, which was 

applauded by the MOU signatories as a significant step toward jump-starting residential and 

small commercial retail electric competition. 

Moreover, by credit screening its residential customers, Dominion (should it ever actually 

enter the residential electric market) would presumably deny serving certain residential customers 

that did not pass those internal credit screens. Although that is a legitimate business model, it is 

inapposite to the purpose of PORCB. The law that is the lynchpin for PORCB is specifically 
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designed to bring the benefits of retail competition to all residential customers - not just those 

that have high credit scores. The discount rate applied to residential customers taking service 

under PORCB should reflect that fact. 

Dominion claims that ComEd's design of uncollectibles charges benefits large customers 

and puts a disproportionate burden on smaller customers. Crist Dir., Dominion Ex JC-

1.0R, 6:123-125. Do you agree? 

Absolutely not. The uncollectibles design proposed by ComEd, supported by ICEA and RESA, 

and agreed to by CUB, reflects CornEd's actual experience with these classes of customers. 

Under that proposed structure, no customer group receives a c1isproportionate benefit or burden. 

In stark contrast, under a blended rate, non-residential customers shoulder the burden for the 

higher uncollectible risk attributable to the residential class. 

Why does ICEA believe separate uncollectible rates are a better approach? 

I explain more fully why ICEA believes separate uncollectible factors are a better approach in my 

Direct Testimony on Rehearing. Wright Dir., ICEA, Ex. 3.0, 3:44-51. But to reiterate briefly 

ICEA's position, ICEA believes that having separate uncollectible factors: 

• better aligns the recovery of uncollectible costs with the class of customers associated with 

those costs; 

• is consistent with a memorandum of understanding agreed to between ComEd and virtnally 

the entire retail electric supplier community (and which garnered the support of the Citizens 

Utility Board); 

• is in the best interests of all Illinois consumers in ComEd's service territory; 
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• facilitates an apples-to-apples comparison with CornEd's default service rate; and, 

• best comports with the statutory language and underlying policy establishing POR and VCB. 

Mr. Crist claims that based upon data provided in response to data requests ''very early in 

the enrollment process" that "non-residential customers are not significantly deterred by a 

blended rate." Crist Dir., Dominion Ex. JC-1.0R, 16: 392-394. Do you agree? 

No. The fact that some ARES have placed some non-residential customers on CornEd's PORCB 

service in the limited time that the blended rate has been in effect does not in and of itself support 

a conclusion that the blended rate does not present a barrier to suppliers in using PORCB to serve 

non-residential customers. Nor should too much weight be placed on comparisons between the 

few weeks the separate factors were in effect and the few months the combined factor has been in 

effect. In my opinion, the limited and fractured set of data points that we currently have on 

PORCB usage in ComEd's service territory is not robust enough to sustain any meaningful 

comparisons between the two approaches. In my opinion, one could interpret that the data 

for PORCB usage to date under the blended rate appears consistent with ICEA's 

concerns. 

Dominion provided testimony in rehearing on the 50 cent per bill charge (Crist Dir., 

Dominion Ex. JC-l.0R, 9-12:202-269, 12-13:275-317, 15:369-374, 21:488-498), segregation 

of POR and CB (Crist Dir., Dominion Ex. JC-l.0R, 7:141-144, 15:356-358, 19-20:464-477, 

21:499-505), and implementation costs. Crist Dir., Dominion Ex. JC-1.0R, 7:138-140, 17-

19:416-454,21-22:506-516. Is ICEA responding to that aspect of Dominion's testimony in 

this part ofthe proceeding? 
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As articulated in ICEA's Motion in Support of RES A's Motion to Strike, Dominion's testimony 

in this regard is inappropriate, and is beyond the scope of rehearing. Given that a ruling has not 

been issued as of the date of the filing of this testimony, however, should the ALJ entertain 

Dominion's testimony on the topic, ICEA hereby incorporates by reference my Direct and 

Rebuttal Testimony on the issue from the case in chief. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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