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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Amcor Flexibles, Inc. ) 
-vs- ) Dkt. No. 11-0033 

Commonwealth Edison Company ) 
) 

Complaint pursuant to Section 9-250 and 10-108 ) 
of the Illinois Public Utilities Act and ) 
Section 200.170 of the Rules of Practice ) 

RESPONDENT'S RESPONSE (WITH ALTERNATIVES) 
TO AMCOR'S MOTION TO STRIKE AND FOR SANCTIONS 

Respondent, the Commonwealth Edison Company ("ComEd"), respectfully submits the 
instant Response to Amcor's Motion to Strike and For Sanctions in accordance with the 
Administrative Law Judge's schedule established on November 19,2012 

Introduction 

When considering a complaint matter, the Commission is engaged in a search for the 
truth and motivated by a concern for bringing an end to the dispute. Amcor, however, seems 
determined to complicate matters and steer the Commission away from its mission. To avoid a 
decision on the merits of the billing dispute, Amcor brings here an unprecedented motion by 
which it hopes to prejudice ComEd and gamer attorney fees. 

In its Motion, Amcor attempts to re-argue the merits of the matter based on its erroneous 
interpretation of the facts, asserts newly-found law, refuses to accept the realities of the situation 
and desperately desires to have the last word. Given that Amcor has the burden of proof on this 
complaint this might be understandable, but the way that Amcor goes about it, is folly. 

There is no legitimacy to Amcor's Motion to Strike. Just as well, there is no merit 
whatsoever to its request for sanctions in the form of attorney fees. Nor has Amcor properly pled 
its Motion in a way to satisfY its burden of proof. Instead, it has unfairly shifted the burden to 
ComEdo 

Under guise of the Stipulation, Amcor would deny to CornEd all ability to argue the 
facts, or the omissions in fact, or to apprize the Commission of matters not bearing on the issues 
but enlightening on the technical aspects at hand. In other words, Amcor fails to understand that 
the facts and exhibits in the Stipulation, like any facts of record, are subject to a certain amount 
of interpretation and discussion. 

Given this extraordinary motion, and the way it is plead, CornEd will ask the 
Commission to grant it relief in several ways. 
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I. Amcor Has Not Met Its Burden on the Motion And Outright Denial Is Proper 
Herewith. 

Amcor's Motion essentially seeks two types of relief. 

First, Amcor asks that certain information and argument set out by CornEd be stricken. (Even at 
that, Amcor admits that none of the alleged facts should impact the ultimate decision of the 
Commission on the merits. (Motion at 2). This can only mean that Amcor has not been 
prejudiced. 

Second, Amcor asks that CornEd be sanctioned for ignoring (in its Response/Cross Motion 
Support and in its Reply) the Commission's rules and the Stipulation (which is the record for this 
case). No authority, however, is cited for this extraordinary request and the support therefor is 
baseless. 

As the Movant, however, Amcor had the burden of establishing that it was entitled to such relief. 
In other words, Amcor must highlight for each argument or each alleged unsupported fact it was 
proposing be stricken and explain to the Commission, with specificity, the legal nature of its 
objections. 

Instead Amcor attached Exhibits A and B to its Motion which are copies of CornEd's 
Response/Cross-Motion Support and CornEd's Reply with improper portions lined out. It asks 
that all of its strike-outs of CornEd's filings be granted. (Amcor Motion at 8) 

But, the problem is that Amcor does not tell the Commission on what grounds each of these 
proposed strike-outs is objectionable. Indeed, Amcor admits to this by stating that: 

Addressing every improper statement would require a "voluminous 
pleading" but several of CornEd's statements are repeated many times, as 
described below. (Amcor's Motion at 4)(Emphasis added) 

Amcor cannot meet its burden on the Motion to Strike because it fails to appnse this 
Commission specifically and in detail of each of the errors it is alleging. Moreover, this severely 
prejudices CornEd's ability to respond as CornEd is essentially left to speculate as to what 
Amcor's real objections may be, and thus, irreparably harmed if Amcor claims on reply that it 
has guessed wrong. 

Due to the manner of Amcor's pleading, CornEd has two choices, it can ask that Amcor's 
Motion be stricken or it can itself create a "voluminous response" to the conclusory and 
unsupported proposals. 

Of course, the latter gives Amcor an unfair and undeserved benefit on Reply. Since the 
Commission and CornEd are not being fully apprized of the actual basis for any of Amcor's 
proposed strike-outs; CornEd can only imagine what is at hand. Having the final word, Amcor 
can twist out new theories effectively leaving CornEd without a response. 
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Given the way that Amcor has pled its Motion, CornEd believes that it adds to the Commission's 
burden in disposing of the malter. CornEd itself is not interested in more delay, or expense, or in 
burdening the Commission any further. 

Hence, CornEd responds in two ways and provides the Commission with alternatives that are not 
wasteful of judicial resources. 

I. At this point, CornEd asks the Commission to deny the Motion outright for reason that, as 
shown above, it is improperly plead. 

2. In the Alternative, CornEd submits the remainder of this Response with the 
understanding that it will have the right to file an additional pleading, i.e., a surreply, to 
the Reply filed by Amcor, in the event that Amcor adds anything new to address its 
deficiencies in pleading. 

II. Response To Amcor's Arguments For Strike-Outs 

The Commission will note that, in this Motion. Arncor mixes arguments of substantive merit on 
the issues with allegations of error in argument. CornEd responds accordingly. 

A. There Is No ICC Test As Amcor Would Want 

At page 4 of its Motion, Amcor argues that: 

CornEd admits that, pre-installation, it never bothered to test whether the 
information that the Replaced Meter would provide to meter readers 
would be accurate. Stipulation, Paragraph 35. (Amcor Motion at 4). 

At the outset, Amcor has not informed the Commission what is actually set out in paragraph 35 
of the Stipulation, to wit: 

Before installation, CornEd did not confirm that the microcontroller on the 
Replaced Meter was sending the information to the Billing Memory based 
on a scaling factor of 2, or that the information downloaded by the meter 
reader was accurate. In other words, CornEd did not verifY that the 
microcontroller was sending 12 billing pulses to the Billing Memory for 
every revolution of the virtual disk (i.e., 1.2 walt-hours of power flowing 
into the Replaced Meter), or that a meter reader inserting a probe into the 
optiport would download such a number of pulses per walt-hour of power. 
(Emphasis added). 

While the parties stipulated to the statement in paragraph 35, it was incumbent upon 
Amcor to show what any of this means under the law. lt did not. 
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Amcor would have the Commission erroneously assume that CornEd was legally 
required to act in the way that this paragraph suggests. That is not true. Amcor cites no rule, 
and indeed there is no rule, that requires such a "confirmation." Likewise, Amcor has not shown 
any meter test (either potable or "in shop") that would "verify" what Amcor wants. The reason 
that this paragraph means nothing for the instant dispute is because it only fits with Amcor's 
theory and its personal definition of "accuracy," but no law supports its theories. 

Further, Amcor itself skews the facts by making the Commission believe that the meter 
readings are the source of the problem. The record, however, shows otherwise. See 
Response/Cross-Motion Support at 7, showing, as per material facts set out in the Stipulation, 
that it is the billing software that assigns a value to the data collected by the meter reader. If a 
meter has not been programmed with the correct scaling factor for its particular meter type, the 
billing software will assign a value to the meter data that is at odds with the meter type). In 
short, it is not the meter reader's data but the translation of the date by the software that skews 
billing. CornEd fully explained and made clear this showing of record in all particulars. (Id.) 

In other words, Amcor is wrong to state that meter readings were in error, or in any way the 
reason for the incorrect billing. 

Amcor continues at page 4 with the argument that: 

In its briefs, CornEd asserts that it programs meters after testing them. See 
Response Brief, at pp. 5, 6, 9, 12, 13 and 15; Reply Brief at p. 5. CornEd 
also purports to provide reasons why it programs meters after it tests them. 
See, for example, Response Brief, at p. 12. For obvious reasons, CornEd 
does not back up any of these claims with citations to the record. (Am cor 
Motion at 4). 

In the course of argument, and by way of explanation, CornEd did state that meters are 
programmed after testing. (CornEd Response/Cross-Motion Support at 9,12,13,15). And, Amcor 
objected to this statement at pages 6-7 of its Response. CornEd did not ignore Amcor's 
contentions. To the contrary, CornEd responded fully to Amcor's objections in its Reply at page 
5 showing that, while true, the very statement Amcor was challenging was of absolutely no 
relevance to the issues at hand. 

Hence Amcor raises here a totally irrelevant argument unsupported by fact or law. At the start, 
CornEd pointed out, it is a matter of common sense that a meter technician would not program a 
meter until he or she found that it passed accuracy testing. This is borne out by human 
experience. For example, when setting up a home DVD player, a person will make sure that it is 
properly connected to a monitor and plugged into an electrical socket and actually turns on 
before programming the time and recording data. 

But, and far more significantly, CornEd made clear in its Reply that regardless of when a meter 
would be programmed, the standard accuracy tests of the Commission's rules simply would not 
detect a programming error. This shows the Commission that the statement that Amcor so 
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strongly objects to here does not rise to the level of a material fact. In short, it is simply not a 
fact of any consequence to the issues of this case. 

In short, CornEd directly addressed the objection Amcor made in its Response. In doing 
so, however, and as noted below, in Part II-E of this Response CornEd may have inadvertently 
omitted a record citation for its argument, i.e., Stipulation at 9 , para. 36. But even at that, 
CornEd has provided that very citation many times over in its pleadings and at page 4 of its 
Response. Thus, Amcor cannot claim surprise .. 

Further, at page 4 of its Motion, Amcor alleges that: 

CornEd's "supposed excuse" for not "properly" testing the Replaced 
Meter before installation is not legally relevant-its alleged standard 
practice does not excuse noncompliance with the Commission's 
Regulations. (Amcor Motion at 4) 

Here, Amcor makes a conclusory statement, not based on facts or proper inferences that 
might be drawn there from. It is necessary to take Amcor's language apart to expose the fallacy. 

I. At the outset, Amcor appears to argue here that a "confirmation" or "verification" such as 
is reflected in para. 35 of the Stipulation was required as matter of "proper testing." Of 
course there is no legal showing that supports this argument. No rule or regulation, as is 
Amcor's premise, requires what it personally seems to demand. In short, there is no 
proof of any non-compliance. 

2. Further, Amcor's adding the value-laden term "proper" may confuse the Commission. 
Let there be no mistake, as the Stipulation shows, "CornEd performed a pre-installation 
test on the Replaced Meter on July 19, 2005." (Stipulation at 6, para.21). (What is being 
referred to here is the accuracy testing at the meter shop that is performed pursuant to the 
Commission's rules). Here Amcor carries over its unfounded premise, i.e., the fact that 
certain confirmations were not made, over to its personal view that such were "properly" 
required. Yet, it does not and cannot point to any Commission rule or regulation for 
support. 

3. In the same vein, and contrary to what Amcor states as fact, CornEd has provided no 
excuse for not "confirming" or "verifying" what Amcor wanted to be done prior to 
installation. What Amcor ask for is not part of the meter accuracy testing under the 
Commission's rules and has not been shown to be. 

4. Finally, Amcor fails to recognize that the problem at heart of this billing dispute cannot 
be uncovered through meter accuracy testing. Thus, it matters not at all if a meter is 
programmed before or after such testing. (See CornEd Reply at 5). This is borne out by 
Mr. Rumsey's undisputed testimony that no accuracy testing of the Replaced Meter 
disclosed the scaling factor error. (Stip at 9, para. 36). The error only showed itself 
subsequent when Mr. Rumsey performed a diagnostic examination on the Replaced 
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Meter. (Id. and Exhibit I to the Stipulation). For its part, Amcor has shown nothing 
different. 

5. Hence, all of Amcor's attempts to tie the scaling factor to something that would show 
itself on accuracy testing are futile. The record makes clear that accuracy testing simply 
will not uncover a scaling factor error such as is at the heart of this case. 

Thus, Amcor's arguments are meaningless and only meant to confuse the Commission. 

Amcor further claims, at page 4 of its Motion, that: 

Further, the "excuse" is weak, since there does not appear to be any 
significant reason why ComEd could not program the meters prior to 
testing. More significantly for this Motion, there is nothing in the record to 
support the claim in CornEd's briefs that it programs the meters after 
testing, or why, and the terms of the Stipulation bar CornEd from making 
these assertions. (Amcor Motion at 4-5). 

Contrary to Amcor's assertions, ComEd is not making any sort of "excuse". It tested the 
Replaced meter before installation. (Stipulation at 6, para. 21). It tested the Replaced Meter 
again after removal from Amcor's premises. (Stip at 9, para. 36). Just as with former, the latter 
showed no inaccuracy. Otherwise, CornEd would have proceeded under authority of Section 
410. Perhaps, ComEd could have programmed the Replaced Meter before testing for accuracy. 
But as previously explained, it would not have changed anything because accuracy testing is 
directed to a meter's functioning operations and not its programming. 

There is absolutely no merit to any of Amcor's arguments. 

B. Amcor Misunderstands The Diagnostic Examination and Billing Functions 

At page 5 of its Motion, Amcor sets out a caption for its argument (No.2), stating that: 

ComEd's Assertion That Only Diagnostic Tests Can Determine If The 
Meter Is Providing Accurate Information To The Meter Reader. (Amcor 
Motion at 5). 

The caption itself is a complete misrepresentation of what CornEd has asserted and explained in 
its Response/Cross Motion Support. It further misrepresents the record in the Stipulation. This 
will be made clear as CornEd delves into Amcor arguments below. 

At the start, on page 5 of its Motion, Amcor argues that: 

ComEd repeatedly asserts that only a "diagnostic" test, and not an "accuracy" test, could 
determine whether the Replaced Meter was providing accurate information to meter readers; 
(Amcor Motion at 5). 
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Here, Amcor again merges two different concepts and is wrong on both. 

I. A diagnostic is not an accuracy test. It is, as Mr. Rumsey set out in his undisputed 
testimony, a diagnostic "examination." As Exhibit I shows, a diagnostic read or 
examination generates a record of all the features inside the meter. (Stipulation, Exhibit 
I). It was only by Mr. Tom Rumsey's performing such a diagnostic examination of the 
Replaced Meter that he was able to uncover the mis-programmed scaling factor. Indeed, 
the record shows that Mr. Rumsey tested the meter and found it accurate. (Stipulation at 
9, Para, 36). It further shows that: "He then conducted a "long diagnostic examination" 
and found that the scaling factor was incorrect. (Id.). 

2. Amcor's contention that "providing accurate information to meter readers" is at issue is 
nothing but a faulty premise. The record plainly shows that an incorrect scaling factor for 
a meter has nothing to do with, and has no effect on, the data collected by the meter 
reader. Period. (ComEd Response/Cross-Motion Support at 7 and record citations 
therein). This is because the meter reader only extracts pulses. There is no value given to 
these pulses at this particular time. But, when the meter reader transfers the pulse data to 
the computer, a value is then given to the pulses by ComEd's billing software (which 
knows the precise type of meter from which the pulses are extracted from). (Id.) If, 
however, the meter has not been programmed with the correct scaling factor for its type, 
the software will assign the wrong value and thus billing of the customer will be 
incorrect. (Id.) 

Amcor further asserts, at page 5, that: 

ComEd also tries to provide alleged background information on the testing 
it did perform. See Response Brief, at 3, 4, 5, 9, 13, 14, 15 and 16; Reply 
Brief, at pp. 4, 5 and 8. Again, it is not clear why this assertion is legally 
relevant; (Amcor Motion at 5). 

From its arguments, it appears that Amcor wants to control what is deemed relevant in this 
proceeding. But, each party here has a much different view of this billing dispute and the law 
that governs. And, as in any case, each party is obligated to give the Commission some context 
for the material facts of record. To be sure, certain background information is always essential 
and proper to give the Commission a full understanding of the case. After all, disputes do not 
arise out of a vacuum. In this regard, CornEd cannot respond further as Amcor has not set out 
clear and specific objections to any of the passages that it merely lists in its argument. 

Further, at page 5, Amcor asserts that: 

ComEd's labeling something as a "diagnostic" test does not mean that it 
falls outside the scope of the testing required by ICC Regulations 410.155 
and 410.160. Indeed, the Commission's Rules expressly contemplate that 
ComEd will develop and use portable standards that satisfy the 
Commission's requirements for meter testing.("Each entity shall provide 
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working standards and portable standards necessary to make the tests 
required of the entity by this Part." 83ll1. Adm. Code Section 41O.l40(a)). 

From the start, Amcor's premise is mis-guided. The diagnostic read that Mr. Rumsey performed 
on the Replaced Meter - is not a "test." It is certainly not a "test" under the Commission's rules. 
It does not measure accuracy. Simply put, it is a reading of the innards of a meter done through 
software that generates a record (Stipulation, Exhibit I). The record plainly reflects this. (Jd.) 

It is not in any way CornEd's "labeling" of the diagnostic examination as such that leaves it 
outside the testing of requirements of Commission Rules 410.155 and 410.160, as Amcor here 
argues. It is, instead, the very nature of a diagnostic examination, i.e., not being an accuracy test, 
which makes it so. 

Notably, Amcor tries something new here. It attempts to bring into this Motion, for the very first 
time, a substantive argument on Section 410.140 of the Commission's rules. The problem is that 
Amcor never argued this particular rule in its Motion for Judgment. It is wholly improper to 
assert new legal theories at this stage and in this type of pleading when all arguments on the 
merits have been concluded. This raises a question as to whether the Motion is simply a pretense 
for further argument. 

Further, Amcor simply sets out Rule 410.140 with no analysis of this provision .. Neither the 
Commission nor CornEd know how it pertains to the situation at hand. By its language, the rule 
is directed to "working standards" and "portable standards" for meter accuracy tests. 83 Ill. Adm. 
Code Section 41O.l40(a). There is absolutely nothing in the record regarding such obviously 
irrelevant matters. Nor do Amcor arguments in its Motion for Judgment address what these 
standards are or how they have been violated, or what relevance they hold for this case. Amcor 
simply cannot let go of its misguided belief and position that meter accuracy is at issue here. It is 
not. 

At page 5 of its Motion, Amcor continues to say that: 

CornEd's assertion is also counterintuitive; if CornEd can run a set amount 
of power through the meter and measure if the meter produces an accurate 
test pulse, it would not seem to be so difficult to run a set amount of power 
through the meter and then read it to determine if the meter produces the 
correct number of billing pulses. 

Here, Amcor is not relying on a Commission rule but rather suggesting what it would want to be 
done. This is an argument of no merit. More importantly, Amcor alleges nothing of significance 
as regards the instant motion. 

Amcor concludes its argument at page 5 by asserting that: 

Nevertheless, for purposes of this Motion, the most significant issue is that 
nothing in the record (i.e., the Stipulation) states that only "diagnostic" 
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tests can determine whether the meter is providing adequate information to 
a meter reader. (Amcor at 5-6). 

Here again, in one sentence, Amcor mixes two completely different and unrelated concepts. In 
order to respond, it is necessary for CornEd to treat each assertion separately: 

First, the information that the meter reader records is not the problem. At page 7 of CornEd's 
Response/Cross-Motion Support it is well and fully explained and supported by the record, that 
the under-billing error here is attributable solely to the billing software (which values the data) -
and not to the readings pulled out by the meter reader (which have no value assigned at this 
juncture). Thus, contrary to way that Amcor has set out its argument, "adequate information to a 
meter reader" is not the issue. 

Second, the record shows that it was only through a "long diagnostic examination" that Mr. 
Rumsey discovered that the Replaced Meter was programmed with an incorrect scaling error. 
(Stipulation at 9, para. 36). In a footnote to its argument, Amcor admits that the Stipulation does 
state that Thomas Rumsey discovered the meter error when he performed a "long diagnostic 
test." [ (Amcor Motion 6, footnote 4). But, Amcor asserts, that does not mean that the only way 
to determine if the meter was providing accurate information was through a long diagnostic test. 
(Id.). This argument is a wrongful attempt to shift the burden of proof onto CornEd. In other 
words, if there was any other way to discover a scaling factor programming error, as Amcor 
suggests, then it was incumbent upon Amcor to provide such evidence. It did not do so. 

More to the point, CornEd fails to understand what importance these Amcor arguments bear on 
the instant Motion to Strike. 

C. The Record Explanation Of How the Dispute Arose is Relevant and Telling. 

At page 6 of its Motion, Amcor starts with the argument that: 

CornEd repeatedly states that this dispute arose when Amcor complained 
about its meters. See Response at pp. 2, 3 and 5 (footnote 2); Reply at p. 3. 
These allegations are not legally relevant to CornEd's failure to comply 
with its obligations to test the Replaced Meter pre- and post-installation. 
(Amcor Motion at 6). 

In every proceeding, each party has a position on the case that it wants to press upon the 
Commission. 

The position of Amcor here is that CornEd failed to "properly," (and in the way that Amcor itself 
defines that term), test the Replaced Meter before and after installations. For this reason, Amcor 
maintains that it should not be back-billed for service. This is Amcor's theory of the case. 

The position of CornEd is that the Replaced Meter tested accurate both before installation and 
after removal from Amcor's premises. But, Amcor was under-billed due to an improper scaling 

I Mr. Rumsey actually termed it a long diagnostic "examination" and not a test. Admittedly though, 
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factor programmed into the Replaced Meter uncovered not by accuracy tests but through a 
diagnostic examination. This is CornEd's theory of the case. 

Here, the record shows that the meter was tested for accuracy after its removal from Amcor's 
premises. (Stipulation at 9, para. 36). A reasonable mind, however, would want to know why 
these events occurred, and at the very time they occurred. Amcor's Motion for Judgment 
(similar to an Initial Brief) was not forthcoming in this regard. For its part, CornEd believed it 
important to expose how it was that the testing and subsequent diagnostic examination of the 
Replaced Meter came about some time after its removal from Amcor's premises. Exhibit B 
provides this information. 

While such background information is always helpful to the Commission, it also proved itself 
legally relevant to certain critical aspects of CornEd's theory of the case. (See, CornEd's 
Response/Cross-Motion Support at 2, 3, and 5; CornEd Reply at 3). While CornEd will not re
argue these matters here, suffice it to say that they put into perspective several key points and 
corroborate or are supported by other evidence of record. 

Further, at page 6, Amcor argues that: 

CornEd attempts to cite its own correspondence attached to the Stipulation 
to support its position, but the Stipulation expressly provides that "The 
parties stipulate that these communications occurred, not that the 
statements made in the communications are accurate." Stipulation at para 
19. (Amcor Motion at 6) 

Amcor's assertion is flatly incorrect. Paragraph 19 of the Stipulation to which Amcor cites does 
not pertain at all to the December 8 letter that is in the record as Exhibit B. This paragraph refers 
to other correspondence that is attached as Exhibits C, D, E, F, G and other like events. (See 
Stipulation at 4-6, para. 19). Thus, Amcor would mislead the Commission. 

What is relevant here, and as CornEd pointed out, is Paragraph 17 of the Stipulation2which 
states, in full, that: 

On December 8, 2009, CornEd sent Amcor the letter attached hereto as 
Exhibit B (the "December 8, 2009 Letter"). Amcor stipulates that the 
December 8, 2009 Letter was sent, but not that the statements in the letter 
were accurate, except as expressly provided elsewhere in this Stipulation. 

As the above language shows, both parties stipulated to the admissibility of the December 8 
letter that is Exhibit B to the Stipulation. It is Amcor alone, however, who attempted to disavow 
the accuracy of the statements contained therein with an ambiguous remark suggesting that 
statements in the December 8, 2009 letter are not accurate. The Commission should note, 
however, that Arncor never specified in the Stipulation as to exactly what portions of this letter it 
did not believe to be accurate. CornEd did. Hence nothing precludes CornEd from referring to, 
or relying on the information contained therein. This is why: 

2 As CornEd relied on para. 17 in its Response/Cross-Motion Support at 8, Amcor cannot be confused. 
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I. Given that Amcor agreed that the December 8 letter was admissible as an exhibit 
to the Stipulation, it bore the responsibility to detail what matters therein it 
disagreed with. 

2. Amcor never put into the record any other evidence to contradict any aspects of 
the letter that CornEd has relied on. 

3. Amcor itself relied on statements in this very letter in its Response to CornEd's 
Cross-Motion for Judgment and in Reply on its own Motion for Judgment. 
(Amcor Response and Reply at 6). 

4. Other correspondence, i.e. Exhibit D in the Stipulation/ takes no issue with the 
veracity of the December 8 letter in any of the respects on which CornEd relies. 

5. Most notably, CornEd used the statements in the letter to show the Commission 
why and in what context the Replaced Meter was tested. This was background 
information that explained why the Replaced Meter was tested subsequent to its 
removal from Amcor's premises and further, why a diagnostic examination was 
even performed on the Replaced Meter. Certain aspects of Exhibit B, however, 
also showed themselves to lend support to other evidence of record. 

Further, at page 6, Amcor asserts that: 

CornEd expressly recognized in its Response that these "facts" are not part 
of the Stipulation. See, for example, Response at 5, footnote 2 ("The 
circumstances surrounding these events are not set out in the Stipulation 
per se"), and Response at p. 8, footnote 3 ("Amcor stipulates that the 
December 8, 2009 was sent, but not that the statements in the letter were 
accurate. "). (Motion at 6) 

As explained above, it is true that CornEd openly and frankly noted that Amcor itself did not 
stipulate as to accuracy of the statements in the December 8 letter and, in making this known, 
provided the correct citation to paragraph 17 of the Stipulation. (CornEd Response/Cross
Motion Support at 8, footnote 3). What is of great significance in this very same paragraph 17, 
however, is that CornEd did not express the same reservation. (StipUlation at 4, para. 17). 
Indeed, for the clarity of the record, CornEd went about to correct the most glaring misstatement 
in the letter, i.e., the extent of the under-billing. (Id. at footnote 1). For its part, Amcor did not do 
anything of the same, leaving ambiguous what statements in the letter Amcor actually disagreed 
with. Owing to its reliance on an incorrect part of the record (para. 19 instead of para. 17),Amcor 
misleads the Commission as to what the truly relevant parts of Stipulation govern on the matter 
of CornEd's fair use and reliance on Exhibit 13 to the Stipulation. This does not serve Amcor 
well. 

3 Exhibit D being referred to here only for one select purpose that not being for accuracy in statements such as para. 
19 of the Stipulation prescribes. 
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Finally, at page 6, Amcor asserts that: 

CornEd cannot use statements it made in correspondence because they 
constitute inadmissible hearsay. See Illinois Rule of Evidence 
801 (c). (Amcor Motion at 6). 

Contrary to Amcor's argument, the letter in question (Exhibit B to the Stipulation) is a business 
record and thus, not hearsay. Illinois Supreme Court Rule 236, Admission of Business Records 
in Evidence provides, in relevant part, that: 

Any writing or record, whether in the form of any entry in a book or 
otherwise, made as a memorandum or record of any act, transaction, 
occurrence, or event, shall be admissible as evidence of the act, 
transaction, occurrence, or event, if made in the regular course of any 
business, and if it was the regular course of the business to make such a 
memorandum or record at the time of such an act, transaction, occurrence, 
or event or within a reasonable time thereafter. All other circumstances of 
the making of the writing or record, including lack of personal knowledge 
by the entrant or maker, may be shown to affect its weight, but shall not 
affect its admissibility. The term "business," as used in this rule, includes 
business, profession, occupation, and calling of every kind. 

Ill. Sup. Ct. Rule 236 (a). Both the Commission's rules and long-standing practice is firmly in 
accord. 83 Ill. Adm.Code 200.610. Thus, Amcor's assertion here is contrary to law. 

D. CornEd's Explanation Of The Different Scaling Factors is Informative on 
Stipulated Facts. 

At page 6, Amcor begins to argue that: 

CornEd repeatedly asserts that "transformer-rated meters" have different 
scaling factors than "self-contained meters," purportedly because of 
differences in the amount of meter memory available. See Response at pp. 
5, 5-6, 6, 7 and 12. These allegations have no legal relevance; (Amcor 
Motion at 6-7). 

At the outset, CornEd notes that among Amcor's "voluminous" proposed strike-outs; many are 
related to the record fact that the Replaced Meter is a "transformer" meter. This fact, however, is 
clearly of record. (Stipulation at 2, para. 7). While CornEd might not have provided this citation 
each and every time it used the term "transformer meter" it certainly did at the beginning of its 
pleading. (CornEd's Response/Cross Motion Support at 4, and 5th paragraph on the page). 
Generally, when a fact is once established and cited to as being in the record, it seems that a 
party would not need to keep including the citation each and every time as it disrupts the flow of 
orderly argument. 
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Essential to an understanding of this case, of course, is that there are transfonner meters and self
contained meters. This fact, which Amcor would have the Commission overlook, is clearly set 
out on record in paragraph 7 of the Stipulation which states that: 

All of Amcor's Meters were and are "instrument transfonner metering 
installations" rather than "self-contained metering installations," as 
described in ComEd's tariffs at Ill. C.C. No. 10 Original Sheet No.19. 
(Stipulation at 2, para 7). 

The relevance of this fact of consequence for the case however, is clearly not obvious. As is true 
of any fact of record, it must be explained and put into some context to give the Commission an 
understanding of why and how it matters. This is the very nature of argument and a party is 
always given a certain amount of leeway to establish a context for and give the significance to 
the material facts of record. This is what enlightens the decision-maker. Hence, Amcor's 
objections and proposed strike-outs are baseless, unrealistic and would deny the Commission 
record evidence essential to an understanding of technical matters. 

Finally, at page 7 of its Motion, Amcor claims that: 

ComEd is presumably just trying to show that its error here was easy to 
make. However, nothing in the record supports these statements and, of 
course, ComEd does not cite to any part of the record to support them. 

It is true that it was easy for ComEd to mistakenly program the Replaced Meter, the real point 
here is that, as the Stipulation shows, the billing software (which is what actually caused the 
under-billing) has a database with a "list of different meter types." (Stipulation at 8, para. 31). 
Hence, due to the incorrect scaling factor programmed into the Replaced Meter (of 6 instead of 
2 as shown in paragraph 9 the Stipulation), the billing software assigned the value to the pulses 
that are owing to a self-contained meter instead of to a transfonner meter. (See ComEd's 
Response/Cross-Motion Support at 7 with additional record citations). 

In the end, there is no doubt but that these additional arguments by Amcor, as those 
addressed earlier above, give no support for the instant Motion. 

E. CornEd's Request For Reliefin Two Parts (Arncor Exhibits. A and B) 

ComEd has well-shown, in the above sections, that Amcor's arguments in support of 
certain of its proposed strike-outs have no merit. Indeed, as the above discussion shows, Amcor 
seems far more concerned with re-arguing its version of the case than anything else. That said, 
ComEd remains concerned that Amcor's aversion to a "voluminous pleading" means that its 
Motion to Strike includes many other proposed strike-outs that are simply left unaddressed. 
This is a burden that should not be foisted on another party, and particularly so, in this type of 
pleading. Further, as ComEd points out and discusses below, attention must be given to the 
fact that, in one respect, Amcor's Motion is untimely. Thus, and continuing its response, 
ComEd takes one position with respect to Amcor's proposed strike-outs as reflected (but not 
supported) on Amcor's Exhibit A, and a different position as concerns Amcor's Exhibit B. 
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Amcor's Exhibit A - Proposed Strike-Outs of ComE d's Respouse/Cross-Motiou Support 

Certainly, with respect to CornEd's Response/Cross-Motion, Amcor had an opportunity to 
challenge anything set out in that pleading in the Reply/Response that it filed on November 2, 
2012 and November 13, 2012 respectively. It did so, however, in only one particular and with 
regard to only one statement.4 And, as CornEd's Reply reflects, CornEd replied fairly and 
directly to Amcor's objection. (CornEd Reply at 5 ). CornEd explained that the statement Amcor 
was objecting to, while not itself incorrect or challenged on that basis, was, in reality, of no 
relevance to the issues of the case. (See discussion in Section A above). 

Amcor had another way to challenge the arguments in CornEd's Response/Cross-Motion. If 
indeed, Amcor found itself prejudiced or disadvantaged by anything it calls out here, it could 
have and should have filed this motion to strike immediately before tendering its 
Reply/Response on the merits. Amcor did not do so. It waited, instead until CornEd had filed its 
Reply, such that all pleadings on the merits of this complaint had been completed. This can only 
mean it was not prejudiced or disadvantaged by anything in CornEd's filing. 

Amcor's claim that it had "no notice" of what CornEd said in its Response/Cross-Motion 
Support also rings hollow. (Amcor Motion at 7). Amcor obviously had to read this pleading in 
order to file, as it did on November 13,2012 its own Response thereto. Thus, there is no unfair 
surprise in the situation. 

Everything that CornEd here asserts shows "no lack of notice" but strictly a lack of due 
diligence, in pursuing Commission action on Exhibit A. Taken together, the many and 
unsubstantiated strike-outs that Amcor proposes for CornEd Response/Cross Motion Support in 
Exhibit A, and its lack of diligence in objecting or moving to strike in timely fashion, should 
persuade the Commission to deny Amcor's Motion to Strike with respect to each and every 
proposed strike-out reflected in Amcor's Exhibit A. This is exactly what CornEd asks for here. 

Amcor's Exbibit B Proposed Strike-Outs of CornEd's Reply 

With respect to Amcor's Exhibit B, CornEd finds itself shouldering a heavy burden that Amcor 
has unfairly shifted its way. Nevertheless, CornEd believes it important to assist the Commission 
by putting into context Amcor's proposed strike-outs. 

At page 3 of Exhibit B, Amcor asks for two strike-outs even though citations to the Stipulation 
have been provided in each instance. (Exhibit B at 3). 

At page 4 of this document, Amcor asks that two sentences be stricken: 

• As to the first, it is a matter of pure legal argument and wholly appropriate. 

4 Had Amcor timely objected (to all that it finds fault with here and now) in its Reply/Response this would have 
obviated the need for a motion to strike and conserved judicial resources. This is one reason why the Commission's 
rules expect parties to exercise due diligence. 83 Ill.Adm.Code 200.25 (5). 
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• As to the second, it is based on the record, and while the citation to paragraph 36 of the 
Stipulation is missing, it is a paragraph that ComEd has cited to heavily in its pleadings and 
thus of no surprise to Amcor. 

At page 5 of this document, Amcor proposes four separate strike-outs. (except for the 1 st 
proposed strike-out, all are related to the response ComEd provided to Amcor's objection. 
Hence they inform the Commission on both sides of the parties' dispute so that it can evaluate 
the merits of the matter. 

• As to the first, there is a certainly a citation to the record. Amcor has no viable complaint. 

• As to the second, again there is a cite to Amcor's pleading and fair comment thereon. 

As to the third, Amcor opposes CornEd's reliance on "common sense." This, however, is a 
sure and standard argument on the evaluation of a premise or point set out.. 

• As to the fourth argument, it is an honest oversight. CornEd might better have included a 
citation to para. 36 of the Stipulation, as this is what it clearly relied on. But again, Amcor was 
not surprised since it surely knows the Stipulation at least as well as ComEd does. Further, 
CornEd already cited to this critical part of record on page 4. Finally, Amcor would delete 
CornEd's most telling proposition on the parties' dispute, i.e., irrelevancy. 

At page 7 of Appendix B, Amcor wants one sentence to be stricken. This is a point of argument 
that is essentially a reasonable inference derived from record fact of meter testing both pre
installation and after removal. (See, Stipulation at 6, para. 21; Stipulation at 9, para. 36). 

At page 8 of Appendix B, Amcor proposes three strike-outs: 

• As to the first, ComEd has made fair argument on what the evidence shows and what it does 
not show. 

• As to the second, this argument again and clearly relies on paragraph 36 of the Stipulation. 
But, as this "omission in citation" occurred in the final pleading on the merits, Amcor was in 
no way disadvantaged by the lack of a citation. Even at that, however, Amcor was not 
surprised since it surely knows the Stipulation at least as well as CornEd does. Finally, CornEd 
already cited to this critical part of record on page 4. 

• As to the third, CornEd might have taken a little leeway to explain for Amcor and the 
Commission that a diagnostic examination is something that cannot be done in the field during 
an installation inspection. ComEd was driven to this by Amcor's misunderstanding and 
confusion. 

All total, CornEd respectfully submits that it has passed this unprecedented scrutiny of a party's 
arguments. At the same time, it is to be noted that Amcor has neither asserted nor shown how it 
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was in any way prejudiced or disadvantaged. It has not. Thus, CornEd asks the Commission to 
deny Amcor's Motion to Strike as regards Exhibit B. 

Again, as a matter of fairness to CornEd, it asks the Commission that Amcor not be allowed on 
Reply to remedy its shortcomings on Reply, but as with any other Reply, confine itself to 
answering this Response. 

III. Having No Basis in Law or Fact, Amcor's Request For Sanctions Is Unwarranted 

Amcor believes that if it can strike CornEd's arguments it will somehow prevail (or 
prevail regardless) on its complaint. If it were not to prevail, Amcor believes that sanctions will 
bring about some monetary benefit. Such an end, however, is unwarranted because Amcor's 
request for sanctions is legally and factually infirm. 

Amcor has presented no authority or precedent for the sanction of attorney fee recovery 
that it seeks. As such, it gives the Commission no legal guidance on what standards to apply. 
Further, Amcor's request for sanctions is based on nothing more than conclusory allegations that 
are not representative of the facts at hand. Under no conceivable standard, CornEd submits, 
would such allegations suffice. 

A motion for sanctions, like any other motion, is directed to the Commission's discretion. 
But, that discretion must be exercised soundly on the basis of solid facts and legal principles. 
Amcor, again having the burden, offers the Commission nothing in either of these respects. 

Amcor's request for sanctions is undermined by its own actions. With respect to 
CornEd's Response/Cross-Motion Support, which was filed on October 16,2012, Amcor filed its 
Response thereto on November 13, 2012 with nothing more than a single objection., .. While, 
CornEd responded to that objection in its Reply, (explaining not any untruth but only the utter 
irrelevancy of the objected-to statement) Amcor is still not satisfied. It seeks to strike out the gut 
of CornEd's explanation to its objection. This would skew the record, of course, making it 
appear that CornEd did not respond. Amcor either does not understand that the Commission is 
fully capable of evaluating the debate, or it is trying to gain some sort of undue advantage. 

In the same vein, if Amcor truly believed it was prejudiced or disadvantaged in any way 
by anything else set out in CornEd's Response/ Cross Motion Support" Amcor would have 
brought this Motion at an earlier time, i.e., prior to filing its Reply/Response. This proves that 
Amcor claim for sanctions is utterly baseless as it concerns CornEd's Response/Cross-Motion 
Support (Exhibit A to Amcor's Motion to Strike). Further, in Part Il-E above, CornEd has shown 
that Amcor's proposed strike-outs of CornEd's Reply are largely unmeritorious (although some 
citations were omitted and have here been provided) 

Amcor accuses CornEd of attempting to circumvent the record.?? The problem with 
Amcor's assertion is that CornEd has followed closely in step with the Stipulation. Indeed, and 
this is most important, no new legal facts of consequence to the decision were set out by CornEd. 
Even the minimal background statements that largely put the material facts of the Stipulation into 
perspective were not relied on by CornEd for its ultimate contentions. 
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Nor, as shown above, has CornEd "consciously and deliberately" violated the 
Commission's rules, or the terms of the Stipulation. While Amcor makes such a conclusory 
allegation, it has offers nothing of merit to support it. This is evident from the discussion of 
Amcor's arguments in Part II above. 

A. Amcor Offers A Selective Version of History To Gain Sanctions 

At page 7 of its Motion, Amcor states that: 

In connection with Amcor's Motion in Limine, CornEd repeatedly 
attached affidavits to its pleadings to try to bring in evidence that was not 
included in the Stipulation. As a result, Amcor was forced to file a Motion 
to Strike, which was granted. 

With this argument, Amcor urges the Commission to look back on the filings related to Amcor's 
Motion in Limine. (Amcor Motion to Strike/Sanctions at I, 3, and 7). In doing so, the 
Commission will only find that the very genesis of CornEd's bringing of its Motion to Strike 
(filed on May 9, 2012) originated with Amcor. There, Amcor argued voraciously, and without a 
factual basis, that CornEd had purposefully disposed of the meter so that Amcor could not test it. 
CornEd had every right to defend against the unwarranted charge that Amcor levied against it 
and its lawyers. Given that is was denied its request for an evidentiary hearing on the Motion in 
Limine, the best and only way that CornEd might proceed was with Affidavits. 

CornEd also moved to have an evidentiary hearing on the motion because, among other things, it 
offered the Commission an opportunity to test the veracity and take account of the demeanor of 
Tom Rumsey, the meter technician who handled and knew most everything about the Replaced 
Meter. While admittedly, his testimony would have enlarged the record, CornEd honestly 
believed that adding evidence as regards the Motion was both necessary and allowable under the 
law. 

In the end, however, CornEd's motions were each denied and Amcor prevailed, in part, on its 
motion to strike. Thus, Amcor cannot complain. But, at the same time, it is highly wrong for 
Amcor to suggest that CornEd brought in Mr. Rumsey's affidavits for no good reason or without 
engaging proper and formal process, as was its right. This is surely not sanctionable conduct. . 

In short, that CornEd reasonably availed itself of process, and this not a matter to be considered 
at all by the Commission on a request for sanctions. 

B. Amcor Misunderstands Arguments to Gain Sanctions 

Amcor claims, at page 7, that: 

CornEd fails to cite to anything for the vast majority of its assertions that are outside the 
record, in violation of ICC Regulation 200.800. 
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To begin, Amcor Motion does not identify the "vast majority of its assertions that are outside the 
record" as it contends. Indeed, as CornEd's review of Amcor's Exhibit "B" shows (Part II, E 
above), Amcor moves to strike many arguments for which citations have actually been provided. 
So too, it is shown that in several instances CornEd simply overlooked putting in a citation (even 
though it did so, and for that very same fact, at an earlier point). Further, Amcor seeks to strike 
statements in CornEd's Reply that are nothing more than legal arguments, drawing inferences 
from the facts or clarifying and providing informative matters not germane to the issues. Here, 
CornEd will point out that a reasonable amount of leeway is given in argument, so that that the 
"material facts" of record are made better to be understood. This, indeed, is the very nature of 
legal argument. Thus, Amcor's objections are baseless. 

Further, at page 7, Amcor argues that: 

The purpose of Rule 200.800 is presumably to stop exactly the type of 
conduct that CornEd engaged in here. CornEd's counsel is experienced 
and undoubtedly familiar with the Commission rules, including this one. 
CornEd's failure to cite the record for its allegations is an indication that it 
knew the record did not support them. 

While CornEd agrees that Section 200.800 of the Commission's rules requires briefs to 
have citations to the record, there is no showing that CornEd has intentionally violated the rule. 
Indeed, CornEd's review and analysis of Amcor's Exhibit B shows otherwise. (See Part II, E 
above). Hence, nothing Amcor complains of is sanctionable. 

At another point in its argument, Amcor refers to Section 10-103 of the Public Utilities 
Act and its admonition that a Commission decision "shall be based exclusively on the record." 
220 ILCS 5110-103. (Amcor Motion at 3-4) Apparently, Amcor is concerned that the 
Commission cannot distinguish between record facts and argument. (Amcor Motion at 3-4). But, 
that is will not the case. Each of the parties have cited to critical facts of record in their 
respective pleadings and of course, the Commission will review the Stipulation. In the end, the 
Commission will consider all of the relevant facts, assess the logic and credibility of the 
arguments, and apply both its solid experience and sound legal judgment. This it is fully capable 
of doing and (minus a few missing citations) CornEd has added to its burden. 

At bottom, Amcor has simply not shown any conduct by ComE to warrant the sanctions it 
desires. 

C. Amcor Misrepresents the Record to Gain Sanctions 

At page 8 of its Motion, Amcor alleges that: 

In its Response, CornEd explicitly acknowledged its understanding that 
statements made in the exhibits to the Stipulation were not agreed, but 
then cited them anyway as facts. See above. CornEd provides no 
explanation for this conduct. 
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CornEd's response set out in Part IL-C above, addresses this matter in great detail. And, it 
definitively shows that Amcor itself mis-represented the facts of record by asserting, among 
other things, that paragraph 19 governs in the matter. CornEd, however, relied on paragraph 17 
of the Stipulation for its use of Exhibit B to the Stipulation. As CornEd shows in the discussion 
above, Amcor's reliance on paragraph 19, is flatly erroneous. 

Given that it is Amcor who twists the record, no sanctions against CornEd are warranted. 

D. Amcor Misstates the Record to Gain Sanctions 

Amcor opens, at page 8 of its Motion, with a caption stating that: 

In its Reply, Amcor repeatedly noted CornEd's propensity to allege facts not in the record. 
(Emphasis added) 

But, the argument that follows below does not match up with this claim. Amcor simply asserts 
that: 

Amcor explicitly noted, in its Reply, that CornEd's Response asserted 
facts not in the record. See CornEd Reply, at pp. 6 and 7 (footnote 6). In 
its Reply CornEd simply doubled down, repeating and expanding upon its 
unsupported allegations. 

Based on the arguments in its Motion, Amcor's one and only objection was that: 

CornEd's Response asserts that meters are programmed after it tests them. (Amcor 
Response at 6 - 7). 

While this was not a fact of record, it was also not a fact of consequence to the complaint 
and CornEd believed Amcor understood the point it was trying to make. In any event, when 
Amcor objected to this statement, CornEd responded head-on in a section captioned "Regardless 
of When a Meter is Tested, a Programming Error Will Not Be Revealed." (CornEd Reply at 5). 
In doing so, CornEd made 2 points. 

1. "It is a matter of common sense," CornEd wrote, "that neither CornEd or any other entity 
would program a meter unless it is certain that, in the first instance, the meter has tested 
accurate." (CornEd Reply at 5) 

2. "Regardless of when a meter is accuracy tested," CornEd further explained, "this 
standardized testing simply will not reveal a programming error such as was found (sic) 
through a diagnostic examination of the Replaced Meter." (CornEd Reply at 5). 

In point I, CornEd relied on the logical order of how things are done. (See Part II. A above, for 
additional discussion of this notion). 
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In point 2, CornEd reflected what is in the Stipulation. The evidence shows that Mr. Rumsey 
testing of the meter on September 24,2009 on showed the meter to be accurate. (Stipulation at 9, 
para.36), 

Given that CornEd promptly and directly responded to Amcor's objections and clarified 
that the objected-to statement while true, meant nothing of relevance to the issues of the case, 
there is nothing here that rises to the level of sanctionable conduct 

E. Amcor Adds More Colorful Arguments to Gain Sanctions 

Amcor has charged that CornEd's and its counsel's conduct is "willful and 
contumacious." (Amcor Motion to Strike at 8). 

CornEd will not respond in kind to these frivolous arguments except to say that none of 
these assertions are supported by fact or law. CornEd trusts that the Commission will see this 
type of argument for exactly what it is - intended to harass, delay, and prejudice CornEd. 

IV. Conclusion 

For all the reasons set out in Part I of this Response, CornEd asks the Commission to: 

I. Deny the Motion outright for reason that, as shown above, it is improperly plead; or, 

2. In the alternative, give CornEd the right to file an additional pleading, i.e., a surreply, to 
the Reply on its motion filed by Amcor, in the event that Amcor adds anything new to 
address its deficiencies in pleading. 

For all the reasons set out in Part II of this Response, CornEd asks the Commission to: 

I. Deny Amcor's Motion to Strike with respect to each and every proposed strike-out 
reflected in Amcor's Exhibit A; and, 

2. Deny Amcor's Motion to Strike in total as regards Exhibit B. 

For all the reasons set out in Part III of this Response, CornEd asks that Amcor be 
denied its request for sanctions. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

By:.~~~~~ ____ __ 

Eve Moran 
128 S. Halsted Street 
Chicago, IL 6060 I 
(312)720-5803 

Of Counsel and for 
Mark L. Goldstein 
Law Offices of Mark L. Goldstein 
3019 Province Circle 
Mundelein, IL 60060 

Attorney for Respondent 

Dated: December 4, 2012 

23 



STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Amcor Flexibles, Inc. 
-vs-

Commonwealth Edison Company 

) 
) 
) 
) 

11-0033 

Complaint pursuant to Section 9-250 and 10-108 ) 
of the Illinois Public Utilities Act and Section ) 
200.170 of the Rules of Practice ) 

NOTICE OF FILING 

TO: Parties on Certificate of Service 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on December 4,2012, I filed with the Chief Clerk of 

the Illinois Commerce Commission, the following: Respondent's Response (with 

Alternatives) to Amcor's Motion To Strike and For Sanctions, and a copy of same is 

attached hereto, and hereby served upon you. 

~w. 
Eve Moran 
128 S. Halsted Street 
Chicago, IL 60601 
Of Counsel and for 
Mark L. Goldstein 
Law Offices of Mark L. Goldstein 
3019 Province Circle 
Mundelein, IL 60060 

Attorney for Respondent 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Eve Moran, hereby certify that on December 4, 2012, I served a copy of the 

attached Respondent's Response (with Alternatives) to Amcor's Motion To Strike and 

For Sanctions in the above-captioned docket, by causing a copy thereof to be placed in 

the u.~ass postage affixed, addressed to each of the parties below: 

Ms. Elizabeth A. Rolando 
Chief Clerk 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
527 East Capitol Avenue 
Springfield, IL 62701 

Paul G.Neilan, Esq. 
Law Offices of Paul G. Neilan, P.C. 
33 North LaSalle Street 
Suite 3400 
Chicago, IL 60602-2667 

Bradley Block, Esq. 
401 Huehl Rd., Suite 2B 
Northbrook, IL 60062 

Ms. Sonya Teague 
Administrative Law Judge 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 N. LaSalle St., Ste. C-800 
Chicago, IL 60601 


