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PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND SUMMARY OF ILLINOISPOWER'SPOSITION

A. Procedural History

This proceeding was opened by the Commission on its own motion by order issued July 11, 2000
(“Initiating Order”). The Initiating Order directed that the eectric utilities and other partiesfirst engagein
a series of workshops to consider alist of 50 issues rdating to ddivery servicestariffs (“DSTS’) st forth
in the Appendix to the Initiating Order. Any agreements were to be reflected in an interim order to be
issued by the Commission in October 2000, with any resulting changesto the ectric utilities tariffsto be
filed s0 as to be effective on January 1, 2001. The workshops were to be followed by a hearing phase,
to be scheduled to permit entry of afina order by April 1, 2001.

The parties participated in aseries of workshops during the months of June through September to
attempt to reach agreements concerning the issues listed in the Appendix.  The workshops resulted in a
Stipulationamong the partieswhich essentidly divided theissuesinto three categories. (i) issuesastowhich
the parties reached substantive agreement; (ii) issueswhich the parties agreed should not belitigated inthis
docket; and (iii) issues which the parties agreed could be litigated in the hearing phase of this docket. By
Interim Order issued October 18, 2000, the Commission adopted the Stipulation (Appendix A to the
Interim Order). The Interim Order dso included an Appendix B which listed “Questions That May Be
Litigated [in] Docket 00-0494.”

In the hearings phase of this docket, parties filed direct, rebutta and surrebuttal testimony.
Hearings were held on December 12-14, 2000.

B. Summary of Illinois Power’s Positions on the Litigated | ssues

Single Bill Option Issues. IllinoisPower Company (“1llinois Power”, “1P” or “Company”) does

not send to aretall eectric supplier (“RES’) whichis providing the “single bill option” (*SBO”) pursuant



to §16-118(b) of the Public Utilities Act (220 ILCS 5/16-118(b)), prior balances for bundled dectric
services provided by IP, or prior balances for ddlivery services provided by IP when the customer was
served by adifferent RES, for the current RES to hill to and collect from the customer pursuant to the
SBO. For purposesof its customer credit-scoring system, | P poststhe customer payments received from
the RESto the customer’ soldest outstanding balancefirst, evenif the oldest balanceisfor bundled service,
in order to reduce the likelihood that the customer will be sent a disconnection notice. However, for
purposes of the billing information sent to the RES in subsequent billing periodsfor the RESto usein billing
the customer, IP treats al customer payments that were received from the RES as having been gpplied to
the customer’ sddlivery servicescharges. Thus, IP spractices do not cause RESsthe same problemswith
respect to the SBO which Staff and some RESstedtified are crested by certain other utilities' practicesin
thisarea. lllinois Power has expended substantial resources to develop and implement a system which
works for dl parties, and about which no RES has complained.

Therefore, if the Commission concludesthat the practices of one or more utilities other than IPare
caugng problemsin the gpplication of the SBO, and should be changed, the Commission shouldnot adopt
a“oneszefitsdl” solution that would require | Pto changeits existing practices, about which no party has
complained. In particular, 1P should not be required to adopt a practice of closing a customer’ s existing
account and opening anew account when the customer switchesfrom bundled serviceto ddivery services,

or switchesfrom one RESto another RES.  Such apracticewould impair [llinois Power’ seffortsto collect

YIn fact, MidAmerican Energy Company (“MEC”) witness Debra Kutsunis and NewEnergy
Midwest, LLC (“NewEnergy”) witness Ken Walsh testified that |P s practices were acceptable and did
not cause the problemsin using the SBO which these partiestestified were created by certain other utilities
practices. (MEC Ex. 6.0, pp. 2-3; Tr. 603-04)



past due baances, would increase IP suncollectibles, and would result in an inability to provide suppliers
withthe customer’ s historic usage data that was recorded under the customer’s previous, closed account

numbers.

Further Development of ProFormaDélivery ServicesTariffs. IllinoisPower isnot opposed
per seto ultimate development of apro forma DST template. Infact, during thefirst fivemonths of 2001,
IP will be engaged in an initiaive to smplify and improve its DST, which will include diciting and
consdering input from RESs, customersand Commission Staff asto how IP sDST could besmplifiedand
improved. The objective of thisinitiative is to develop a smplified and improved DST to be filed in the
Company’ s upcoming delivery services rate case, whichisto be filed on or about June 1, 20012 lllinois
Power believesthat thisinitiative will be an gppropriate use of resourcesin the January - May 2001 period
leading up to the June 2001 ddivery services rate case filing. However, IP does not believe that it is
necessary for the Commission to take any specific action inthefina order in thisdocket towards mandating
further uniformity among the utilities DSTs.  IP bdieves that any incrementa benefits which would be
ganed from developing and implementing apro formaDST inthe near term would fal far short of judtifying
the diverson of resources necessary to develop the pro forma DST, away from other, more important
initiatives.. The Commisson should wait until thecompletion of theutilities delivery servicesrate casesthat

areto befiled in 2001 and concluded by approximately April 1, 2002, to assess whether there is a need

2Witnesses in this case used the terms “uniform” and “pro forma’ somewhat interchangesbly. In
this brief, IPwill generdly use the term “pro forma DST.”

3P and other utilities have agreed to a Staff request to filetheir DST rate casesby on or about June
1, 2001, significantly in advance of the statutorily-required date of October 1, 2001. (See2201LCS5/16-
104(a) and 16-108(a), IP Ex. 1.3, p. 11, and Tr. 90, 139, 177, 371-72, 435-36)
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for further proceedings to develop more uniform DSTs. At that time the Commission could, if it deems
it necessary, initiate a new docket for the purpose of developing more uniform DSTs among the utilities,
ether generdly or with respect to specific tariff topics.

However, if the Commission concludes that some further action towards uniformity among the
utiliies DSTsis needed in the find order in this docket, the only specific action which the Commission
should consder taking in this docket isto direct the utilities, in their ddivery servicesrate caseswhich are
to befiled in 2001, to file reorganized DST's cong stent with the tariff outlines (the “ Joint Outlines’) jointly
developed and supported by 1P, Commonwedth Edison Company (“ComEd’), and the Ameren
companies (Centrd 1llinois Public Service Company and Union Electric Company) inthiscase* TheJoint
Outlineswere devel oped by thesefour mgor delivery services providersbased onthe DST outlinesinitidly
presented by Peter Lazare of the Commisson Staff. The Joint Outlines improve upon, but achieve the
same objectives as, Mr. Lazare s outline. No party objected to the four utilities Joint Outlines.

The proposds of Staff and MEC to initiate anew proceeding immediately upon conclusion of this
docket, which would result in apro formaDST that dl utilities would be required to follow, should not be
adopted, for anumber of reasons:

L The most sgnificant benefits of uniformity have dready been achieved through the efforts

of the dectric utilities and other parties, snce 1998, to develop and implement uniform

business processes for the provision of ddivery services.

L Development and implementation of a pro forma DST at this time would not materidly
advance the development of competitive dectricity marketsin lllinois, because there are

4The Joint Outlines are st forth in IP Exhibit 1.4 as wdl asin ComEd Exhibits 4.1 - 4.2 and in
Attachments A and B to Ameren Exhibit 4.



numerous other, more significant factors that are impacting the development of the
competitive market.

Further proceedings towards developing a pro forma DST are premature until, a a
minmum, the utilities have developed and filed, and the Commisson has gpproved, the
intid resdential DSTSs.

Itisunredigtic to think that the parties and the Commission could, through workshops and
litigetion, arrive & a pro forma DST within the short time frames (i.e. three to Sx months)
contemplated by the Staff and MEC proposals.

The further proceedings proposed by Staff and MEC would necessarily divert significant
resources from IP' s and other utilities effortsto prepare their upcoming DST rate cases
for filing on or about June 1, 2001.

The proceedings envisoned by Staff and MEC would not ultimately result in apro forma
DST to berigoroudy followed by dl utilities.

The DST template submitted by MEC isnot sufficiently developed to be used asthe basis
for negatiations and litigation to arrive at a pro forma DST template, particularly in the
expedited proceedings proposed by Staff and MEC.

Information on Utility Web Sites. Illinois Power’s plansto make (i) customer-specific usage

and related information, and (ii) ddivery services contract forms available on IP sweb Ste satisfy Staff’ s

recommendations.

Interim Supply Service. Under IllinoisPower’ sDST, Interim Supply Service (*1SS’) isavailable

to a ddivery sarvices customer that loses its power supplier without having arrangements in place for a

successor supplier. Under IP s DST, the customer can remain on ISS for two hilling cycles, i.e., for 30

to 65 days. In addition, IP sends the customer written notice that the customer has been placed on ISS

on the next business day following the day that | P receives notice from the customer’ s power supplier that

it will no longer serve the customer. These provisons and practices satisfy Staff’ s recommendations.



Interval Meteringfor Delivery ServicesCustomers. Oneof theissuesthe parties stipulated

may be litigated in this docket is, “ At what level of demand is interva metering required to take delivery
sarvices” No party proposed a specific level of customer demand for this purpose. However, Alliant
Energy suggested that any utility that requires customers above a certain demand or usage leve to have
interva metering should be required to impose that provision equdly on both delivery services cusomers
and bundled services customers.

lllinois Power does not believe that thisissue recaived sufficient attention in this docket to warrant
asubgtantive conclusion by the Commisson. Inparticular, Alliant’ s proposa should not be adopted inthis
docket. Interva metering isneeded for delivery services cusomersin order to properly bill charges under
the eectric utility’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”), a need that does not exigt in billing
bundled service customers. Thus, interval metering may be necessary for a customer taking ddlivery
services whereas it may not be needed to record the usage of, or hill, the same customer under the
goplicable bundled service tariff. Therefore, the proposal that eectric utilities be required to apply
requirements for interval metering at the same demand or levels for both delivery services customers and
bundled service customers is ingppropriate and unwarranted.

However, if the Commission concludes thet it should establish in this docket a uniform leve of
customer demand at which utilities may require interva metering for ddlivery services customers, the most
logicd leve, inlight of thelimited record in thisdocket, isthe 400 kW demand level which the Commission
approved in ComEd's initidl DST case, Docket 99-0117.  In that case, the Commission authorized
ComEd to require ddivery services customers with demands of 400 kW or greater to ingtal interval

metering. (Order in Docket 99-0117, p. 134)






. IP SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED TO CHANGE ITS PRACTICES REGARDING
BILLINGAMOUNTSDUE FOR BUNDLED SERVICESPREVIOUSLY PROVIDED
TO CUSTOMERSWHO HAVE SWITCHED TO A RESAND ARE BEING BILLED
PURSUANT TO THE SBO, ABOUT WHICH NO PARTY HAS COMPLAINED, IN
FAVOR OF A “ONE SIZE FITSALL” APPROACH

In this proceeding, issues have been raised by certain parties concerning the practices of some
utilities with respect to (i) requiring a RES who is providing “single bill option” (“SBO") service to a
customer to hill the customer for outstanding balances due to the utility for bundled service previoudy
provided to the customer by the utility (or due for delivery services provided by the utility when the
customer was served by adifferent RES); and (ii) posting customer payments remitted by the RES against
outstanding unpaid customer baances for bundled service previoudy provided by the utility (or against
outstanding unpaid balancesfor delivery servicesprovided by the utility to the customer when the customer
was served by another RES). It isthe position of Staff and of certain RESs (i.e.,, MEC and NewEnergy)
that (i) a RES should not be required to bill the customer for, or collect from the customer, amounts due
the utility for bundled services previoudy provided to the customer (or due for ddlivery services provided
by the utility when the customer was served by another RES); and that (ii) paymentsreceived by the RES
from the customer for delivery services charges, and remitted by the RES to the utility, should only be
applied to balances owed by the customer for ddlivery services provided by the utility while the customer
is being served by the RES. Thisissue was the subject of extensve testimony in this docket by witnesses
for Staff, MEC, NewEnergy and various utilities.

Regardless of what the Commission may decide with respect to the practices and procedures
employed by any other utility, the record isabundantly clear that |P spracticesand proceduresinthisarea

are not problematic for RESs using the SBO. No party has complained about IP' s practices; to the



contrary, witnesses for MEC and NewEnergy confirmed that |P' s practices are acceptable. Therefore,
evenif the Commission decidesthat one or more other utilities must modify their practices and procedures
inthis areg, there isno basis for requiring IP to modify its practices.

Asexplained by IPwitnesses Mr. Gudeman and Ms. Smith, 1llinois Power doesnot requireaRES
to bill outstlanding baances previoudy incurred for bundled serviceto adelivery services customer that the
RES ishilling under the SBO. Instead, IP continuesto send apaper bill directly to this customer to collect
any unpaid baance for bundled service that may have been incurred prior to the customer switching to the
RES and being hilled by the RES under the SBO. (IP Ex. 1.3, p. 14) Smilarly, Illinois Power does not
requireaRESthat ishilling acustomer under the SBO to bill the customer for outstanding delivery services
charges incurred while the customer was served by aprior RES. Inthisstuation aswdl, IP continuesto
send a paper bill directly to this customer in order to collect any ddivery services baances that were
incurred prior to the customer being billed by the new RES under the SBO. (Id., p. 15)

Mr. Gudeman and Ms. Smith described how IP handles asituation in which a customer currently
being served by a RES and billed under the SBO has aprior unpaid balance with 1P for bundled service.
Assuming the customer hasa$1000 prior balance for bundled service and $5000 of chargesinthe current
monthfor delivery services, IPwould transmit the $5000 of delivery serviceschargesto the RESfor billing,
but would not transmit the $1000 of prior bundled service charges to the RES. Assuming the customer
paid its current month hill to the RESin full and the RESin turn remitted $5000 back to I P, 11linois Power
would post this payment to the customer’s oldest outstanding balance firg, i.e., $1000 would be posted
to the customer’ s prior bundled service balance and $4000 would be posted to the customer’s delivery

sarvicesbaance. Thisisthe cash posting processthat isfollowed for dl of IP scustomers. However, IP' s
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Customer Information System (“CIS”) will recognize the fact that a$5000 bill for ddivery servicesfor this
customer was sent to the RES and a $5000 payment was received from the RES. Therefore, the next
monthly statement sent to the RES for hilling to the customer will not show any past due balance for the
customer’ s delivery charges. IP will continue its efforts to collect the $1000 of bundled service charges
directly from the customer. (IP Ex. 1.3, pp. 15-16)

Mr. Gudeman and Ms. Smith explained that |P s CI'S posts payments received from the RES to
the customer’s oldest balance first (i.e, to the customer’s outstanding bundled service baance, if any)
because one of the factors used by IP's credit scoring system in determining whether to issue a
disconnection notice to the customer is the age of the customer’s arrearages. |IP's CIS “scores’ each
customer’ s account monthly, giving the account points based on different credit conditions.®> One of these
credit conditions is the age of the customer’s arrearages. The number of points given to the account is
increased as the age of the arrearages increases.  If a certain number of points is reached, a disconnect
notice is sent to the customer. Thus, a cusomer is more likely to recelve a disconnect notice as the age
of the customer’s arrearages increases. However, because IP' s CIS posts payments to the customer’s
oldest balancefirg, the customer islesslikely to receive adisconnect notice, and thereforeislesslikely to
be disconnected for non-payment. Avoiding disconnectionisbeneficid to dl parties: the cusomer, 1P, and

the RES (which cannot sdll dectricity to a disconnected customer).® (IP Ex. 1.3, p. 16; IPEX. 1.5, p. 10)

°|IP' s credit scoring system consi ders the date the account was opened; amount of the arrears; age
of the arrears; prior credit contacts with the customer; and whether |P has a deposit. (Tr. 255)

*Saff witness Dr. Schilaf testified that “ generdly it snot in anyone sinterest” to have disconnection
occur. (Tr. 99)
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Certain RESs suggested that the problemsthey daim to be experiencing with some utilities' billing

practicesin relation to the SBO could be solved by requiring the utility to close a customer’ s account and

open a new account for the cusomer when the customer switches from bundled service to ddivery

services, or when a ddivery services customer switches from one RESto another RES.  (MEC Ex. 2.0,

pp. 6-7; NewEnergy Ex. 1, p. 12) However, imposing such a requirement would be problematic for

[llinois Power, for severd reasons,

#

IP'sCISonly dlows one account to be active at apremise. If acustomer’ s account were
closed and a new one opened for service to the same premise, IP s ability to disconnect
the account for non-payment of amounts due under the first account would cease, since
the account would become inactive (and thus cannot be disconnected). (IP Ex. 1.3, p.
16)

I Pwould still be ableto pursue collection efforts againgt the ¢l ased account through manua
processes; however, without ClS-driven disconnection, the collection efforts would not
be aseffective. Themanud collection effortswould be more codtly, less efficient and less
effective than ClS-driven collection efforts. A sgnificant increase in IP's uncollectible
accountswould result.  (1d., p. 17)

The practice of closing a customer’ s account and opening a new one when the customer
switches would create the opportunity for customers to avoid disconnection for non-
payment by periodicaly switching suppliers. (1d.)

The gpproach of closing acustomer’ s account and opening anew one when the customer
switches would cause customer confusion by switching the customer to a new account
number each time the customer switches suppliers. (1d.)

This gpproach would dso add complexity for RESs attempting to obtain historica usage
informetion for the customer from IP, since the customer’s usage history would be split
among accounts. 1P sCISdoes not track account numbers asthey changefor acustomer
or link the usage history under acustomer’ s account to the usage history under aprevious
account. Thus, if the customer’ usage history were requested, the only usage IP could
provide through CIS would be the usage history for the current account, and not for any
prior, closed accounts. (1d.; IP Ex. 1.5, p. 12)

12



No party inthisproceeding complained about | P shilling and posting practicesrelating tothe SBO,
or recommended that |P be required to change any of its practices. To the contrary, MEC witness Ms.
Kutsunis, one of the witnesseswho raised the SBO issues, testified that she agreed with | P s position that
“IP's current hilling practices relating to SBO do not result in any of the problems articulated by other
parties in their direct testimonies.” (MEC Ex. 6.0, p. 2) She stated that 1P s practices “dleviate my
concerns regarding RESs being used as an uncompensated collection agency and customer confusion
regarding the outstanding baance.” (1d., p. 3) She dso testified that “IP s current billing system appears
to effectively avoid the problemsrelated to unrelated arrearages.” (1d.) Withrespect to her proposal that
utilities be required to close the customer’s existing account and open a new one when the customer
switches, Ms. Kutsunis testified that |P' s gpproach * alows themto accomplish the same god that | had”,
abeait through a different methodology. (Tr. 288)

Smilaly, NewEnergy witnessMr. Washtestified that “ [ llinoisPower . . .do[ es] not require RESs
to collect for unpaid baances for bundled services and thus dofes] not require RESs to include unpaid
baances for bundled service on single bills” (NewEnergy Ex. 2 Rev., p. 5; emphagsin origind) Mr.
Walsh stated that, based on hisreview of IP's practices in this area as described in the testimony of 1P
witnesses Mr. Gudeman and Ms. Smith, his recommendations as to what the Commission should require
utilitiesto do (NewEnergy Ex. 1, p. 17; NewEnergy Ex. 2, p. 16) were not gpplicable to Illinois Power.
(Tr. 603-04)

Saff witness Dr. Schiaf, the other witness who raised concerns with respect to the impacts of
certain utilities' billing practices on the SBO, testified that the underlying, practical business issues in this

areaare (1) aRES using the SBO wants to hill only the utility’s charges for ddivery services, and not its
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chargesfor bundled service, to the RES scustomer; (2) the RESwantsthe utility to collect itsown bundled
sarvice charges, and (3) if the RES s customer pays the full amount of the ddivery services charges that
the RES has hilled to the customer, and the RES remitsthat payment to the utility, the RES does not want
to get hilling information from the utility in the following month showing thet the customer has a pagt-due
balance for ddlivery charges. (Tr. 95-96, 98) Dr. Schlaf agreed that 0 long asthe utility hasa sysem in
place that achieves these reaults, that system should be acceptable from the RES s perspective and from
Dr. Schlaf’ sperspective.” (Tr. 96-97) As shown above, Illinois Power's system achieves these results,
and therefore should be acceptable.

In summary, Illinois Power’s current billing practices reating to unpaid balances for prior service
and the SBO do not result in any of the problems articulated by MEC, NewEnergy and Staff. 1P does not
send unrelated arrearagesfor prior serviceto aRESwhich billsunder the SBO. IP sposting practicesare
designed to keep the customer connected to the system so that the customer may receive, and the RES
may sell, dectricity. Whatever problemsthe billing and posting practices of other utilities may be causing
for RESs, those problems do not arise under IP s practices. |P has invested considerable resources in
achieving these results, and should not be required to implement a one-size fits-dl “solution” that would
result in 1P having to expend resources to change its system, which does not disadvantage any market

participant and about which no party has complained. (IPEx. 1.3, pp. 17-18; IPEX. 1.5, p. 12; Tr. 258)

'Dr. Schiaf testified that “it’s the utility’s obligation to make sure that this happens, but how it
happensisredly the utility’s— up to the utility.” (Tr. 96)
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1.  THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ORDER FURTHER ACTIONS OR
PROCEEDINGSTOWARDSDEVELOPINGAPROFORMADELIVERY SERVICES
TARIFE AT THISTIME

A. The Commission Should Consider Directing the Utilities to Reorganize Ther
Delivery Services Tariffsto Conform to the Joint Outline Developed by ComEd,
IP and Ameren, But Should Defer Any Further Action TowardsDevelopingaPro
Forma DST Until After Completion of the Residential DST Proceedings

Illinois Power is not opposed per se to ultimate development of apro formaDST. Infact, during
the January - May 2001 period, IPwill beengaging in aninitiative to smplify and improveits DSTs, based
in part on input which it will dicit from RESs, cusomers and Commisson Staff. 1linois Power does not
believe, however, that the Commission should require the utilities to undertake further efforts towards
developing and implementing a pro forma DST until after the completion of the ddlivery servicesrate cases
whichareto befiledin 2001. Illinois Power believesthat the primary, and most reedily attainable, benefits
of uniformity among the Illinois eectric utilities in the provison of ddivery services have dready been
achieved through theimplementation of substantialy similar businessprocessesand practicesby theutilities.
To expend further effortsin the near term towards developing and implementing a pro forma DST would
not yied sufficient incrementa benefits to judtify the expenditure of resources, and their diverson from
other, more important activities, that would be necessary. No party has made aconvincing argument that
adoption of apro forma DST isacritica eement in expanding the lllinois eectric market & this juncture,
or that the effort and resources which would be required to develop a pro forma DST in the near term
would produce commensurate benefits.  Moreover, efforts to develop a pro forma DST would be

premature until after the utilities have developed and filed their initid resdential DST's, and the Commission
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has reviewed those filings and approved the initia resdentid DSTs. (IPEx. 1.3, pp. 11, 14; IPEX. 1.5,
pp. 2-5) The basesfor IP s position are discussed in detail in 8l11.B below.

However, if the Commission were to conclude that some further movement towards uniformity is
appropriate in the near term, Illinois Power is willing to reorganize and refile its DSTs to conform to a
common outline of the tariffs that each utility would be required to follow. Illinois Power, ComEd and the
Ameren companiesjointly developed, and presented in this docket, such tariff outlines (i.e., an outline for
the “customer” DST and an outline for the “supplier” DST) which each of these utilities would be willing
to employ.® (IPEx. 1.3, pp. 5-6, 14; seedso ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev., pp. 5-6; Ameren Ex. 4, pp. 11, 15-
16) Under thisapproach, each utility would re-organizeitsexisting DSTsto follow the Joint Outlines. Each
utility would useits own tariff language, including subheadings, within each outline; however, the subject
matter under the outline headingsin each utility’ stariff would be smilar. 1llinois Power would be willing to
reorganize its DST's in accordance with the Joint Outlines and to file the reorganized DSTs as part of its
upcoming delivery servicesrate case, which it intends to file on or about June 1, 2001. (IP Ex. 1.3, pp.
6, 14)

The utilities' Joint Outlinesare based on proposed outlinesfor the* customer” and “ supplier” DSTs
that werefiled by Staff witness Peter Lazarein hisdirect testimony inthisdocket. (Staff Ex. 2 Rev., Sched.
1 and 2) Whilethe utilities Joint Outlines have many smilaritiesto Mr. Lazare soutlines, |P believesthat

the utilities Joint Outlines are more descriptive of the information contained in the DST's, would be easier

8The utilities' Joint Outlineswere submitted by |Pwitnesses Gudeman and Smith asIPEx. 1.4 and
were aso submitted by ComEd witness Alongi as ComEd Exs. 4.1- 4.2 and by Ameren witnessCarlsas
Attachments A and B to Ameren Ex. 4.
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for usersto follow, and in genera represent improvements over Mr. Lazare sorigina proposa.® (IP Ex.
1.3, p. 6; see also ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev., pp. 5-6; Ameren Ex. 4, pp. 15-16, 18-19)

If the Commission decidesto order the utilities to reorganize and refile their DSTs in accordance
witha common outline, the Commission should direct that the Joint Outlines developed and submitted by
| P, ComEd and the Ameren companies be used for this purpose, rather than the outlines submitted by Mr.
Lazare. The utility witnesses submitted detailed explanations of the changes and improvements to Mr.
Lazare sorigindly proposed outlines that 1P, ComEd and the Ameren companies made in arriving a the
Joint Outlines. (See IP Ex. 1.3, pp. 6-10; ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev., pp. 5-6; Ameren Ex. 4, pp. 15-19)
Without going into these detals, however, IP notes that the utilities submitted their Joint Outlines in the
rebutta testimony phase of this docket, and that in the surrebuttal phase, no party (including Mr. Lazare)
raised any issues with or objections to the utilities' Joint Outlines. In fact, Mr. Lazare testified that under
his proposd, each utility would use the section headingsthat arein histariff outlines, that each utility’ sSDST
would be required to have the sections in the order that they are presented in the outline, and that each
utility would be required to cover basicaly the same subject matter under each of the headings. (Tr. 128-
29) Hetedtified that the foregoing isthe essence of his proposd. (Tr. 129) The utilities Joint Outlines
would accomplish these same objectives. Since it would bethe utilitiesthat would haveto reorganizeand
refile their DST's in conformance with acommon outline, and Snce no party has stated any objection to or
raised any issue with the utilities Joint Outlines, the utilities should be alowed to use the Joint Outlinesthat

they developed.

°In addition, the utilities Joint Outlines are Smilar to the outline of the proposed pro forma DST
submitted by MEC in this docket. (Tr. 329-30)
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B. Further Effortsat ThisTime Toward Developing and Implementing a Pro Forma
DST Would Not Yidd Sufficient Incremental Benefits to Justify the Additional
Burden on Resources That Are Already Constrained by Existing Regulatory
I nitiatives

MEC and Staff have proposed that the Commission open anew proceeding immediately following
the conclusion of this case, to be conducted on an expedited basis, to develop through workshops and
litigationa pro forma DST template that each dectric utility would be required to implement.’° (MEC Ex.
1.0, p. 3; Staff Ex. 3, p. 12) Therecord shows, however, that any further action or proceedingsat thistime
to attempt to devel op and implement apro forma DST would not advance the devel opment of competitive
electricity markets in Illinois, would be premature, would divert the utilities resources from other more
important tasks including the preparation of their upcoming DST rate cases, and would not produce
aufficient incrementa benefits to justify the diversion and expenditure of resources that such proceedings
would require. Accordingly, the MEC and Staff proposals should not be adopted. No further, specific
actions or proceedings to develop and implement a pro forma DST should be consdered until after
completion of the upcoming round of DST rate cases.

1. Development of a Pro Forma DST as Proposed by Staff and MEC Would
Not Materially Advancethe Growth of the Competitive M ar ket, Because

There Are Numerous Other Factors, Outsde the Commission’s Control,
That Arelmpacting the Growth of the Market

As noted earlier, Illinois Power is not opposed per se to the ultimate development and

implementationof apro formaDST template. 1t has been asserted by the parties advocating devel opment

Ysaff and MEC witnesses tedtified that, following adoption by the Commission of a pro forma
DST, utilities would be dlowed to make individud tariff filings with the Commisson proposng tariff
provisons which differed from those in the template DST. (MEC Ex. 1.0, p. 13; Tr. 33, 81)
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and adoption of aproformaDST that these actionswould advance the growth of the competitive dectricity
market in Illinois, principaly because (1) it would make it eeser for RESs to do businessin the service
aeas of dl of the lllinois utilities, and (2) it would make it easer for retall cusomersthat operate in more
than one utility service areato enter the competitive market.'* (MEC Ex. 1.0, pp. 7-8; NewEnergy EX.
1, p. 5; IIEC Ex. 1.0 Rev., p. 2; Staff EX. 2 Rev., p.5) Therecord shows, however, that further efforts
towards this objective at this time would not materialy advance the development of the competitive
electricity markets, for anumber of reasons.

Firgt, with respect to making it eeser for RESs to do business in multiple service aress and  for
customers operating in more than one service areato enter the competitive power supply market, itismuch
more important to put in place uniform business practices among the utilities, rather than uniform tariff
language. (IP Ex. 1.5, p. 2; ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 2) In fact, beginning in 1998 — even before the initia
ddivery services tariffs were filed — and continuing through this proceeding, substantia efforts have been
expended, and substantial success achieved, by the utilities, RESs, customers and Staff to develop and
implement subgstantialy uniform business practices among the utilities rdaing to the provison of ddivery
sarvices. Thus, for example, a RES mugt follow essentialy the same processes in submitting a Direct
Access Service Request to any utility to switch a customer. (Tr. 227) Certification of suppliers and
provison of customer information are other common business practices that are dready reflected in the

utilities DSTs. (Tr. 472-73).

1)t is dso assarted that a pro forma DST would make it easier for Commission Staff to respond
to questions from customers, and lead to more consistent regulation. (See MEC Ex. 1.0, p. 8; Staff Ex.
2Rev., p. 5; Staff Ex. 3, p. 9; IIEC Ex. 1.0 Rev., p. 3)
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Second, and more sgnificantly, due to the presence of other factorsthat are impacting the growth

of competitive dectricity marketsin lllinais, it is extremey unlikely thet development and implementation

of aproformaDST at thistimewould yield any noticesbleimprovement intherate of growth of thisState's

competitive retail electricity market. Most if not al of these other factors are the result of statutory

provisons, federd requirements or economic factors which are beyond the Commission’scontrol. Both

the witness sponsoring the Staff proposd, Dr. Eric Schlaf, and the witness sponsoring the MEC proposd,

Charles Rea, acknowledged this redlity:

| would not clam that alack of tariff uniformity isthe sole reason that the vast mgority of
customers eligible for ddlivery services have opted not to seek service from suppliers, or
that few suppliers have entered the downstate markets, but a lack of uniformity will
eventually retard the growth of competitive markets, if it hasn't dready. Regardless of
whether tariff uniformity is a large factor in the dow growth of competitive markets, it is
Staff’ s pogtion that uniform tariffsbe in place by the time that other factors presently
hindering the devel opment of the competitiveness of the I1linois market become less
problematic. (Staff Ex. 3, p. 9; emphasis added)

A number of changes ultimately need to occur to assist the competitive market to
fully develop in Illinois. Unfortunately, many of those changes are beyond the
Commission’s ability to implement either because of alack of jurisdiction or because of
legidative requirements. (MEC Ex. 1.0. p. 14; emphasis added)

As Dr. Schlaf and Mr. Rea acknowledged, other factors adversely impacting the growth of competitive

eectricity marketsin Illinoisinclude the following (see Tr. 70-73, 355-56 and 374-76):

#

Trangtion charges that must be paid by customers who dect to purchase unbundled
electric power supplies. Pursuant to §16-108(f) of the Act, autility may collect trandtion
charges from ddivery services customers through December 31, 2006, so long as the
datutory formulain 816-102 produces a positive trangtion charge.

Volatility in the wholesal e eectric power and energy markets.
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The“market values’ produced by the statutory neutrd fact finder (“NFF’) process. These
NFF market valuesare used in ca culating trangition chargesand in setting pricesfor power
purchase option service. (See §816-102 and 16-110(b) of the Act)

In the view of a least some suppliers and some customers, the energy imbaance
provisons of the utilities OATTs, which are under the jurisdiction of the Federa Energy
Regulatory Commission, impose too greet arisk on suppliers in serving unbundled retall
load, and on customersin purchasing unbundled eectric power.

The"reciprocity” provision of the Customer ChoiceLaw (220 1L CS5/16-115(d)(5)) may
be deterring out-of-State dectric utilities and their effiliates from entering the Illinois retall
electricity market.

Not dl retail cusomersin lllinois are eigible to choose their power suppliers at thistime,
with the result thet there are not as many prospective customersfor RESsastherewill be
when al customers have supplier choice.'?

Some customers that are digible for supplier choice have € ected to enter into competitive
contracts with their incumbent dectric utility, which has reduced the number of potentia
customersfor RESs.

Indeed, according to Mr. Rea, the datutory entitlement of customersto return to bundled servicefrom the

incumbent utility, at aregulated price that is below market price, is an impediment to the development of

the competitive market. (Tr. 374-75)

ChairmanMathias' October 2000 “ Report of Chairman’s Fall 2000 Roundtable Discussions Re:

Implementation of the Customer Choice and Rate Relief Law of 1997" (* Chairman’sFall Report”), which

was relied on by NewEnergy witness Mr. Walsh (NewEnergy Ex. 1 Rev., pp. 4-5), reflectsthe views of

participants in the lllinois dectricity markets that there are many factors, other than the lack of uniformity

12 All remaining non-residential customers became digible for delivery services on January 1,
2001, and residentid customers become dligible for delivery serviceson May 1, 2002. (See §816-104(a)

of the Act)
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among the dectric utilities DSTS, that are impacting the growth of the competitive market in Illinois and

the success of the Customer Choice Law.*® For example:

#

The Chairman’s Fall Report indicates that participants agreed thereisared need for new
generating capacity to serve lllinois and that newl/increased capacity is essentid for the
Customer Choice Law to be successful. (Tr. 608)

The Chairman’s Fal Report notes that participants generdly agreed that the devel opment
of acompetitive retail ectric market in lllinoisis inextricably linked to the devel opment
of competition in the lllinois wholesdle market, and that there cannot be retail eectric
competitionuntil arobust wholesale market for power and energy develops. (Tr. 609-10)

The Chairman’ sFall Report indicatesthat participantsfdt that energy imbaanceprovisons
of OATTsare an impediment to development of the competitive market. (Tr. 610)

The Chairman’s Fal report states that some participantsfet the“reciprocity” provison of
the Customer ChoiceLaw may beinhibiting development of competitivemarketsinlllinais,
or a least limiting the number of new suppliers. (Tr. 610)

The Chairman’ sFall Report indicatesthat the ability of incumbent utilitiesto Sgn customers
to specid contracts, or to offer billing and pricing experiments, may be impeding
development of competitive marketsin lllinois. (Tr. 610-11)

The Chairman’ s Fall Report notesthat the fact that only aportion of the State’ scustomers
aredigiblefor customer choice may belimiting the devel opment of the competitive market,
because there are fewer potential customers over which to spread an ARES or RES
start-up costs. (Tr. 611)

Theviews of lllinois eectricity market participants as to the principa factors affecting the growth of the

competitive market, as reported in the Chairman’s Fall Report, are consistent with the views of Staff

witness Dr. Schlaf and MEC witness Mr. Rea summarized above. In fact, the Chairman’s Fall Report

notes that the participants encouraged the Commission to pursue atota of eight actionsto further the gods

B¥The Chairman’'s Fall Report states that it reflects the views of the Fal 2000 Rounditable
participants as well as ananalyssof Satistica dataand responsesto specific inquirieswhich wasreceived
from ARES, RES and incumbent eectric utilities. (Tr. 606)
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of the Customer Choice Law. The eight recommended actions did not include adopting apro formaDST
template to be implemented by al DSTs. (See Tr. 611-12)

In short, development and implementation of apro forma DST template a thistimeisfar down
the list in importance among actions that could have a beneficid impact on development of the
competitive eectric market in lllinois. Development and implementation of a pro forma DST & thistime
— or in the near term, before some of the other, much more sgnificant factors impacting development of
the competitive market are mitigated or eiminated —would not have a material impact on the growth
of the competitive retail electricity market.*

2. The Proceedings Proposed by Staff and MEC to Develop a Pro Forma
Delivery Services Tariff Would be Premature

To conduct anew proceeding to adopt apro forma DST &t this time, as proposed by Staff and
MEC, would be premature. Mogt of the utilities have not yet filed their initid residentid DSTs, nor,
obvioudy, has the Commission gpproved initia resdentid DSTs for the utilities. Staff’'s and MEC's
proposals would require utilities to begin negotiating, and possibly even litigating, the terms of apro forma
resdentid DST before they even filether initid resdentid DSTs, and before the Commission approves
aresdentid DST for any utility.> (Tr. 86-87) In the utilities upcoming ddlivery sarvices rate cases, a

number of presently unknown or unanticipated tariff issues may arise relaing to resdentid delivery

41linois Power also notes that supplier choice has been in place for non-residentid gas customers
inlllinoisfor some 15 years, and has been quite successful, even though the transportation tariffs of theloca
gas utilities are not uniform. (See Tr. 263)

1P notes that on December 15, 2000, subsequent to the close of the record in this case, the
Ameren companiesfiled their proposed resdentid DSTs with the Commission.
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services.® It would be more efficient to identify and resolve these issues in the context of the initia
resdential DST cases prior to moving into another proceeding to develop uniform DSTs covering both
resdentid and non-resdential ddivery services. (IPEx. 1.5, p. 5; Tr. 86)

Further, lllinois Power (and, it appears, many of the other utilities) will be filing, dong with their
initid resdentia DSTS, proposed revisons to their non-residential DSTs. (IP Ex. 1.5, pp. 8-9; Tr. 92,
139, 177, 221, 372) Itispossble that in the upcoming delivery services rate cases, the Commisson, in
resolving contested issues, will order anumber of changesto termsand conditionsin the utilities DSTsthat
will make the tariffs more uniform. (IP Ex. 1.5, pp. 5, 9-10; Tr. 234)

[llinois Power intends to engage in a comprehensive process to amplify and revise its DSTs prior
to filing its ddivery sarvicesrate case in June 2001. IPisinitiating this process because it recognizesthat
improvements can be made to its existing DSTs. The Company will meet with internd users of its DSTs
(induding employees in IP s RES Business Center, which interacts dally with suppliers) to identify and
better understand current problems or concernswiththe DSTs. Meetingswill dso be held with interested
external groupsto obtain their input, including customers, suppliersand Staff. Based on theinput received
fromadl theseinteractions, IPwill rewriteits DSTs, with the objective of making them easer to understand.
The end result of thisprocesswill bethefiling of Smplified DSTsaspart of IP sddivery servicesrate case,
on or about June 1, 2001. (IPEx. 1.1, p. 4; IPEX. 1.5, pp. 8-9) lllinois Power anticipates that one of
the outcomes of rewriting its DSTs in response to the comments of externd parties may well be greater

consgstency with the DSTs of other utilities. IP's rewritten DSTs will, of course, be subject to further

¥For example, in developing the residential DST's, issues may arise with respect to aggregating
customers that did not arise in devel oping the non-residential DSTSs. (Tr. 231-32, 433)
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comment by interested parties, and to review and further revision by the Commisson, during the upcoming
delivery sarvicesrate case.

Accordingly, the Commisson should, a aminimum, complete the upcoming delivery servicesrate
cases before it determines whether it is appropriate to initiate another proceeding with the objective of

developing apro formaDST.
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3. The Expedited Proceedings Proposed by Staff and MEC to Develop aPro
Forma DST Would Require Substantial Expenditur esof Resour cesby the
Utilities, Staff and Other Interested Parties, and Would Divert Resour ces
from Other Activitiesthat Are More Critical to the Development of Just
and Reasonable Delivery Services Tariffs

While development and implementation of apro forma DST in the near term, through the type of
expedited proceeding proposed by Staff and MEC, would have immaterid impact on growth of the
competitive market, the resources required of the parties to develop such a DST would be substantial.
Under MEC's proposd, the Commisson would initiate a new docket in April 2001 with a target
completiondate of September 1, 2001 -- aduration of only five months. During that five month period,
there would be workshops among dl the interested parties (using the DST filed by MEC in thisdocket as
the basis for discusson) to attempt to agree on as many provisons as possible, followed by a litigation
phase which would end with the Commission deciding on the content and language for those provisions of
the pro forma DST that parties could not agree on in workshops. (MEC Ex. 1.0. p. 3; Tr. 330-31, 362-
63) In contradt, in this docket, the hearings phase alone was scheduled such that the parties direct
testimony wasfiled (after severd months of workshops) in early November 2000, and the other activities
(rebuttal and surrebutta testimony, hearings, briefs, proposed order and exceptions) were sequenced to
alow for issuance of the Commisson’sfind order by April 1, 2001 —a duration of five months for the
hearing, briefing and decision process alone. (Tr. 85) Clearly, MEC's proposed proceeding would
require asgnificant commitment of resources by the utilities, Staff, RESs and other interested parties in
order to complete the proceeding within the alotted time.

Staff’'s proposd would require an even more aggressive schedule and an even more extensive

commitment of resources. Under Staff’ s proposd, the new docket would beinitiated in April 2001 and
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would be completed by July 15, 2001 -- aperiod of only 3-1/2 months. Staff’s proposed proceeding,
like MEC's, would includeboth workshops and allitigation phase. (Staff Ex. 3, p. 12; Tr. 75-76, 84) As
Staff witness Dr. Schiaf testified with characteristic understatement, It would be avery quick proceeding.”
(Tr. 84)

Further, the issuesinvolved in arriving at a pro forma DST in the proceedings proposed by MEC
and Staff would be much more numerous and difficult to resolve than were the issues in this docket.
Although in prior workshops rlating to ddivery services, the parties have been able to agree on alarge
number of business practices and on various broad principlesrelating to ddivery services, the objective of

the proposed proceedings would be to establish specific delivery services tariff language acceptable to

utilities RESs, consumer groups, Staff and other interested parties.!” As ComEd witness Mr. Alongi

observed, “Developing uniform tariff language requires close attention to items that span an enormous
scope.” (ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev., p. 24) It is readily foreseesble that only limited agreements would be

reached in the workshops — leaving the Commission to resolve numerous disputes over specific tariff

language.

Staff witness Dr. Schlaf and MEC witness Mr. Reaagreed that in the new proceeding, any party
would be dlowed to submit a complete proposed pro forma DST, or dternative language for particular
provisons of pro forma DSTs submitted by others. (Tr. 74-75, 76-77, 331, 361) Indeed, Dr. Schlaf
touted this opportunity as one of the advantages of Staff’s proposed proceeding; he observed with favor
that “ utilities might consder propodaing their existing tariffs astemplates” (Staff Ex. 3, p. 12) Thus, inthe
proceedings proposed by Staff and MEC, there may be numerous competing aternatives for the parties
and the Commission to consider and evauate for each section of the pro forma DST.
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Inshort, even with substantial commitment of resources by the utilities, Staff, the other parties, and
the Commisson, it is difficult to see how the proposed proceeding could be completed in the time frames
contemplated by Staff and MEC.

Of greatest concernto lllinois Power, however, istheredity that the Sgnificant expenditure of utility
time and effort that would be required during 2001 in the proceedings proposed by Staff and MEC would
divert those resources from other activitiesthat are more critica to the development of just and reasonable
DSTs At Staff’srequedt, IP and other utilities have agreed to file thar initid resdentiad DSTs by on or
about June 1, 2001, even though the utilities are not required by statute to file their resdentiad DST's until
October 1, 2001. (SeeIP Ex. 1.3, p. 11; Tr. 90, 371-72, 435-36; 220 ILCS 5/16-104(a) and 16-
108(a)) AsDr. Schlaf explained, Staff hasrequested that the utilitiesfiletheir resdentid DSTsfour months
in advance of the statutorily-required date in order to provide additional time in the ensuing rate cases
(whichmust be completed by April 1, 2002, see 220 ILCS 5/16-108(b)) for Staff to review thefilingsand
for the cases to be conducted in atime frame consstent with that of atraditiond rate case. (See Tr. 91)
Dr. Schlef tedtified that lengthening the duration of the DST rate cases through the requested early filings
isimportant to Staff. (Tr. 91) MEC witnessMr. Reaacknowledged that the utilities have agreed with Staff
tofilether ddivery servicesrate caseson or about June 1, 2001 “primarily for the purpose of alowing Staff
more time to review the financid and rate design aspects of each rate casefiling.” (MEC Ex. 5.0, p. 8)

Further, not only are the residentiad DSTs and revisions to the non-residential DSTsto befiled on
or about June 1, 2001, in compliance with Staff’ srequest, but dso the utilities' supporting direct testimony
and exhibits, and supporting schedules and workpapers comparable to the materid s that were filed dong

withthe utilities initid DSTsin March 1999. (Tr. 92-93) Obvioudy, the severa monthsleading up to June
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1, 2001, are a criticd period for the utilities in the development of the filing packages for the ddivery
services rate cases.
The proformaDST proceedings proposed by Staff and MEC would commence on or about April

1, 2001, shortly after issuance of thefina order in this docket, and would be concluded by about mid-July
2001 (Staff proposal) or early September 2001 (MEC proposd). Thesetimeframescoincidedirectly with
the development and filing of the next round of ddlivery servicesrate cases on or about June 1, 2001. (IP
Ex. 1.3, p. 11) IPisconcerned that the resources which would be required for 1P to participate effectively
in the expedited proceedings proposed by Staff and MEC to develop a pro forma DST, should such a
proceeding be ordered by the Commission, would have to be diverted from the Company’ s preparation
of its ddlivery sarvices rate case filing, and could result in [P being unable to file its ddivery servicesrate
caseby June 1, 2001.28 Dr. Schlaf also acknowledged the potentid for such adippagein the filing dates

for the utilities upcoming delivery services rate cases, due to resource congtraints.’® (Tr. 93-94)

18ComEd witnessMr. Alongi al so expressed concernthat ComEd would haveto redirect resources
off itsresdentia ddivery services effort in order to accommodate further proceedings on DST uniformity.
(Tr. 436)

¥MEC witness Mr. Rea cavdierly brushed off the concerns about MEC's proposed pro forma
DST proceeding interfering with preparations for the June 1, 2001 delivery services rate case filings by
observing that the commitments of the utilitiesto file their rate cases by on or about June 1 are not Satutory
obligations, and that “there is no overlap caused by statutory obligations.” (MEC Ex. 5.0, pp. 8, 17, 29)
While IP takes serioudy its commitment to Staff to fileits delivery servicesrate case by June 1, 2001, Mr.
Rea has correctly pointed out that the June 1 filing date is not mandated by Statute (nor is it embodied in
any Commission order, see Tr. 93). In contrast (as Dr. Schlaf acknowledged (Tr. 93-94), participation
inanew proceeding opened by the Commission to adopt apro formaDST, under an expedited procedural
schedule, would be mandated by a Commission order, and thusin the event of insufficient resourceswould
necessarily take precedence over preparation of the June 1, 2001 delivery servicesrate case filings.
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Nor will the utilities, Staff and the other parties be able to rest in the ddivery services rate case
proceedings once the tariffs and supporting materials are filed on or about June 1, 2001. As Dr. Schiaf
acknowledged, under the typica procedurd schedule for arate case, the ensuing three to four months will
be the period inwhich Staff and other partieswill bereviewing and evaluating the utilities filings, conducting
discovery, and preparing their own direct cases for filing. (Tr. 94-95) Obvioudy, during this period the
utilitieswill be working to respond to the data requests of Staff and other parties on atimely basis.

In short, as stated by IP witnesses Gudeman and Smith, “Devoting resources to the additiona
proceeding proposed by MEC smultaneoudly with preparation for, and participation in, the DST Rate
Caseswould bedifficult forall participants. (1P Ex. 1.3, p. 11; emphasisin original; see dso Tr. 268-69)
The Commission shouldnot initiate the proceedings proposed by MEC and Staff, but rather should defer
congderation of any further actions to develop and implement a pro forma DST until after the conclusion
of the upcoming delivery servicesrate cases.

4, The Proceedings Proposed by MEC and Staff Would Not Result inaPro
Forma DST That Each Utility Would Be Required to | mplement

The proceedings proposed by MEC and Staff would not ultimately result in a pro forma DST to
which each utility would be required to adhere. Both Mr. Reaand Dr. Schlaf emphasized that once the
pro forma DST is adopted by the Commission, any utility would be alowed to makeindividud tariff filings
to implement specific provisonsfor its DST that differed from the comparable provisonsin the pro forma
DST. (MECEX. 1.0, p. 13; MEC Ex. 5.0, pp. 12, 13, 14-15, 25, 26-27, 32-33, 39; Tr. 33, 81, 363-64)

Mr. Reatedtified that “It isnot theintent of MEC or any other proponent of apro formatariff that al utility

taiffs be exactly the same.” (MEC Ex. 5.0, p. 27) He stated that utilitieswould be alowed “to essentidly
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customize thefina template to their own needs with modifications to template terms and conditions that fit
each utility’ sindividua circumstances, dlowing for goecid language where each utility seesfit” (id., pp. 32-
33), and that “ There is nothing in the find pro forma tariff thet is absolutely binding on the utilitiesin terms
of actud business practices because MEC's proposa alows utilities to file for dternative terms and
conditions in specific areas based on individua needs, innovations and creetivity.” (1d., p. 39) Infact, he
testified that the pro forma DSTswhich he proposed be used asthe starting point for discussonsin the new
proceeding “are not entirely compatible with MidAmerican’s ddivery services operations and we would
likely file for different terms and conditions in certain Stuations from those in the proposed tariffs’ (MEC
Ex. 1.0, p. 7), and that “MEC expects to be one of those utilities that takes advantage of thisopportunity
to craft addlivery service tariff based upon acommon templatefor itsown needs” (MEC Ex. 5.0, p. 15)

[llinois Power gppreciates, and agrees with, MEC’ s and Staff’ s recognition thet individud utilities
will require, and should have the opportunity to implement, specific tariff provisonsthat differ from those
ina proformaDST, if oneisdeveloped. Obvioudy, however, to the extent the utilitiesfileindividuad DST
provisonsthat vary from the pro forma DST, the utilities DSTswill not be uniform. (Tr. 364) One must
questionthe point of requiring the utilitiesand other partiesto expend significant resourcesto arrive a apro
forma DST in an expedited proceeding, if the utilities can then immediately file (asthey necessarily must be

dlowed to) tariff provisionsthat vary from the pro forma DST template.°

“Further, the standards that would apply to the Commission’sreview of autility’ sindividua DST
filingsareproblematic. Mr. Reaindicated that the Commission’ sreview of individud utility DST provisons
would be *no different than the tariff approval processin placetoday” (MEC Ex. 5.0, p. 27); but he dso
testified that a utility should be required “to provide sufficient judtification to the Commisson” astowhy a
DST provision that differs from the pro forma template should be approved. (MEC Ex. 1.0, p. 13; see
aso Tr. 332-33, 367) lllinois Power submitsthat a utility is entitled to have its proposed tariff terms and
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C. The PartiesHave Already | dentified Numer ous Problemswith MEC’ s Proposed
Template DSTsWhich Render Them Unsuitableto betheBasisfor theExpedited
Proceeding Proposed by MEC

MEC submitted in this proceeding proposed pro forma DSTSs, which it proposes be used as the
basis for negotiations and litigation in the new proceeding that MEC recommends be initiated to develop
apro formaDST.? (MEC Ex. 1.0, p. 3) If the Commission doesa some point initiate a proceeding for
the purpose of developing apro formaDST template, 11linois Power believesthat MEC or any other party
should be entitled to submit aproposed pro formaDST template or partsthereof. However, the proposed
templaetariffsfiled by MEC inthisdocket have not been subjected to sufficient review, and havetoo many
open issues, to be adopted as template DSTs or even to serve as the Sarting point for discusson in the
expedited proceeding proposed by MEC.

Although the hearing phase of this docket was preceded by severa months of workshops, MEC
did not present its proposed pro forma DSTsfor consideration by the parties in the workshop process.
(Tr. 43) MEC did circulate adraft of its pro forma DST template to sdlected parties that MEC thought
“might be sympathetic to Sgnificantly more uniformity in the tariffs’, including Staff and NewEnergy, about
one month prior to the filing date for direct testimony. (Tr. 43, 340; NewEnergy Ex. 1, pp. 7-8)

However, MEC did not reved its proposed pro forma DSTs—which conssts of some 141 pages of tariff

conditions gpproved and placed into effect if it demonstratesthat the provisonsare (i) just and reasonable
and (ii) in compliance withany other gpplicable statutory provisons and/or Commission regulations. (See
220 ILCS 5/9-101 and 9-201) Toimpose as an additiond standard arequirement that the utility must dso
demongtrate why it should be dlowed to place into effect atariff provison that varies from the pro forma
template, but is otherwise just and reasonable, would be of questionable vaidity.

IMEC Exhibits 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 are proposed template DSTsfor, respectively, customer, energy
supplier, and meter provider service.
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sheets— to Illinois Power or, gpparently, to any of the other utilities, until MEC filed its direct testimony
on November 3, 2000.

Inthe time available under the procedura schedulein thisdocket to file rebutta testimony, 1P was
unable to conduct anything more than a superficia review of MEC's proposed DST templates. Illinois
Power did observe anumber of substantive differences between IP scurrent DSTsand MEC' s proposed
pro formaDSTs. (IP Ex. 1.3, p. 20) ComEd witness Mr. Alongi aso testified that ComEd did not have
adequate time between receipt of MEC' sdirect testimony and thefiling date for rebuttd to review MEC's
proposed pro forma DSTsin the level of detall required. (ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev., p. 23) However, based
on ComEd's preliminary review of the MEC pro forma DSTs, Mr. Alongi supplied extensve comments
onthe MEC DSTs. (ComEd Exs. 4.3, 44, 45) He tedtified that ComEd' s preliminary review of the
MEC pro forma DSTs reveded alarge number of problems and issues. He aso observed that MEC's
proposed pro forma DSTs “are overly smplistic and flawed.” (ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev., pp. 23-24) IP
agrees that the preiminary andyss of the MEC pro forma DST's presented by Mr. Alongi indicates that
the MEC DSTs are not ready to be used as the basis for development of a pro forma DST, particularly
in a highly expedited proceeding such asthat proposed by MEC. (IPEx. 1.5, p. 4)

MEC witness Reg, in surrebutta, characterized Mr. Alongi’s comments as being in large part
“technical in nature,” such as changes in punctuation, minor changes in definitions, addition of definitions,
and minor wording changesfor clarification, which Mr. Reacontended could easily be accepted and made.
(MEC Ex. 5.0, p. 31) Itistelling, however, that Mr. Rea did not attempt to make any of these technica
revisons in the MEC pro forma DSTs when he submitted his surrebutta testimony, despite having two

weeksto do so. (Tr. 352-53) Further, while any one of the “technica” issues identified by Mr. Alongi
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in the MEC pro forma DSTs might be easly addressed, the sheer volume of the “technicd” issues he

identified makes the MEC DSTs unauiteble as the sarting point for a proceeding that MEC believes can

be completed (including both workshops and a litigation phase) in less than six months.

Moreover, in addition to the numerous “technica” issues which ComEd identified in MEC's

proposed pro forma DSTs, ComEd aso identified substantive issues in the MEC tariffs. (Tr. 430-31)

lllinois Power has dso identified subgtantive issuesinitsinitid review of MEC' s proposed pro formaDST,

such asthe following:

K

MEC's pro forma DST defines “Ddivery Service Customer” to include a customer’s
“designated agent.” (See, eq., MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 4) Thisis inconsgtent with IP's
current DST and, moreimportant, with the Public UtilitiesAct. Section 16-102 of the Act
defines“retall customer” astheend user. (220 ILCS5/16-102) Whileany retail customer
may appoint an agent, the agent (whether or not aRES) isnot entitled to purchase ddivery
services or to exercise the other rights of a“retall customer” under Article 16 of the Act.

MEC's pro forma DST introduces the concept of an “Energy Supply Coordinator”, i.e.,
“an entity that aggregates Delivery Services Customers.” (See, eg., MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet
4) This concept isnot reflected in 1P s current DSTs. 1t will be necessary to decide what
the duties, respongbilities, obligations and limitations of an “Energy Supply Coordinator”
should be, particularly with respect to resdentid customers. Thistopicisonewhich could
merit an entire proceeding by itsdf.

The“Billing Arrangements’ section of MEC' sproformaDST appearsto enableaddivery
services customer to require its RES to provide the SBO or to provide separate billing,
even if the RES only wishesto offer one of these options. (See MEC EXx. 1.1, Sheet 9)

Inanumber of places, MEC' spro formaDST incorporates by reference provisonsof the
Utility’s bundled tariffs, eg., the provisions on Remittance (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 14),
Credit (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 25), Service Applications (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 26), and
Disconnection (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 26). (Tr. 379) In addition, MEC' s pro forma DST
dates asfollows:

In addition to the terms and conditions in this tariff schedule (induding dll
riders to this tariff), service hereunder shall be subject to the Company’s



terms and conditions and rules and regulations applicable to the
Company’ s Bundled Tariff Rates. (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 36) (Tr. 379)

Mr. Reatedtified that it is not MEC's intent that the provisions of the utilities bundled
tariffs would aso have to be made uniform, and that there could be any manner of varying
terms and conditions in the utilities bundled tariffs to which ddivery services cusomers
could be subject. (Tr. 379-80) Thistherefore becomes another respect in which the pro
forma DST will not result in uniformity —raising again the question, isthistrip necessary?

K MEC'spro forma DST provides that where a RES has e ected the SBO option whereby
the RES guarantees payment of the utility’ s charges to the utility, the retall customer will
not beliablefor payment of the utility’ s chargesto the utility if the customer has paid those
chargestothe RES. (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheets 15 and 29) Illinois Power disagreeswith this
provison. Theretall cusomer, not the utility, sdectsthe RES it wishesto do businesswith,
and agrees to pricing, terms and conditions with the RES as a matter of private contract.
The retail cusomer should, therefore, dways be ultimately responsible to the utility for
payment of the utility’ s delivery services charges??

K MEC's pro forma DST requires the RES to make various disclosures to the RES's
customer with respect to the prices, terms and conditions of the RES s service and certain
related matters. (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 20) Since the utility is required to enforce its tariff,
this provision places an obligation on the utility to police the RES s compliance with these
disclosure requirements, and would involve the utility in the commercid reaionship
between the RES and the customer. (Tr. 382-83) |P believes that the nature and extent
of disclosuresby aRES toits potentid or actua customers are matters between the RES
and the customer and that the utility should not be involved in either specifying the scope
of, or overseeing, these disclosures.

K MEC's pro forma DST requires a utility to disclose to a RES usage information for a
customer that has caused its account to be “blocked,” if the RES presents a letter of
authorization(“LOA”) from thecustomer. (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 16) The MEC DST does
not require that thecustomer expresdy direct the utility to unblock the customer’ saccount.
This crestesthe possibility for confidential customer information to be divulged because an
LOA isgivenin error by the customer, or by someone within the customer’ s organization
who lacks proper authority, or because the LOA is not authentic. (Tr. 384-85)

22However, the utility can berequired to undertake reasonabl e effortsto secure payment by moving
againg any deposit or other credit security that the customer’ s RES has posted with the utility, beforethe
utility is alowed to seek payment directly from the retall customer.
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K The PPO Rider included in MEC's pro forma DST indicates that if a PPO customer’s
trangtion charge becomes zero during the term of the customer’s PPO contract, the
customer is nevertheless entitled to continue to receive PPO service for the baance of the
contract. This provison imposes an obligation on the utility to provide PPO service that
goes beyond the service obligation imposed by 816-110 of the Act. Further, the parties
agreed in the Stipulaion in this docket that this issue would be litigated in other
proceedings. (IPEx. 1.3, p. 12; seeitem 8 under “ PPO Tariff Issuesfor Utilities Currently
Collecting CTCs’ in the Stipulation (App. A to the Interim Order issued Oct. 18, 2000))

K MEC's pro formaMeter Provider Service tariff incorporates, in a number of places, the
provisons of “Utility’ sM SP Operating Requirements Handbook.” (MEC Ex. 1.3, Sheets
20 (Estimated Reads; Inquiry Resolution) and 21 (MSP Metering); see Tr. 385-86) This
suggeststhat adoption of MEC' s proposed pro forma DST would a so require agreement
on, or Commission approva of, the terms of a pro forma M SP Operating Requirements
Handbook (which MEC has not submitted in this docket).? Moreover, this provision
would in effect give the provisons of the utility's “MSP Operating Requirements
Handbook” the sameforce asthetaiff.?* Sofar as|Pisaware, the “ M SP handbooks” of
those utilities that have dected to prepare such documents have not been subject to
Commission review and gpprovd in the same manner astheir DSTs.

In sum, even the limited, preiminary review of MEC's proposed pro forma DSTs that the other
parties have been able to conduct in the brief time available under the procedurd schedulefor the hearings
phase of this docket reveals so many technical and substantive issues that the MEC DST's cannot be
consdered sufficiently well developed to be used as the basisfor negotiation and litigation in aproceeding
to develop aproformaDST — particularly in aproceeding that isto becompleted in less than six months

after it is opened.

20n the other hand, if it is MEC's position that the utilities MSP Operating Requirements
Handbooks would not have to be uniform (see Tr. 387), this would congtitute a further departure from
“uniformity”, and again raise questions as to the purpose of this entire exercise.

?*Note that MEC's pro forma Meter Provider Service tariff authorizes the utility to cancel the
regidration of an MSP for (among other reasons) “Failure to comply with the termsand conditions of this
tariff.” (MEC Ex. 1.3, Sheet 9)
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V. ILLINOISPOWER ISMAKING CUSTOMER INFORMATION AND CONTRACT
FORMS AVAILABLE ON ITS WEB SITE IN ACCORDANCE WITH STAFF'S
RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff witness Dr. Schlaf made the foll owing recommendations with respect to the information thet
the utilities should make available on their web Stes:

@ Mogt, if not dl, ddivery servicesrelated contracts should be available on utility web Sites.
Utilities should describe their contract processing procedures in tariffs or in their ddivery
services implementation plans.

2 All the information that suppliers need to create a power and energy offer that is
reasonably availableto the utility should be accessiblein red-timethrough utility web sites.
(Staff EX. 1 Rev., p. 6)

[llinois Power withess Mr. Gudeman provided a comprehensive listing of the types of information
that is available to customers and RESs, or will be available by January 1, 2001, on IP s web ste, and
described the processes by which acustomer or aRES may accessthisinformation. (IPEx. 1.1, pp. 2-4;
IP Ex. 1.2) Dr. Schiaf testified in rebuttd that he had no objection to IP' s plan for providing web ste
access to customer information. (Staff Ex. 3, p. 2)

Withrespect to delivery services-related contracts, IP hasits PPO and transition charge contracts
avaladle on its web dite. (IP does not require a contract for delivery services) 1P's RES Handbook
(which isavailable on its web Ste) dso contains copies of these contracts and describesthe processesfor
submitting them. (IP Ex. 1.3, p. 20) 1P hasnot placed on itsweb Site the form of contract required of a
customer that splitsitsload between or anong abundled service, servicefrom aRESand/or PPO, because

these contracts must be individualy developed based on the specifics of how the customer wishesto plit

itstotal load. (1d.) Dr. Schlaf acknowledged thet thereisalimited set of circumstances in which a utility
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might reasonably prefer to create contractsthat aretallored toindividual customer needs. (Staff Ex. 1 Rev.,
p. 12)

Based on the record, Illinois Power believes that it has satisfactorily responded to Dr. Schlaf’s
recommendations with respect to the availability of customer information and of delivery services-rdated
contracts on IP sweb site.

V. ILLINOIS POWER’S TARIFF PROVISIONS AND PRACTICES RELATING TO
INTERIM SUPPLY SERVICE SATISFY STAFF'SRECOMMENDATIONS

Staff witness Dr. Schlaf made severd recommendations relating to the utility’ stariff provisonsfor
“interim supply service’ (“ISS’). Herecommended that addivery services cusomer should bedigiblefor
ISSin circumstances in which the customer has logt its source of supply. He aso recommended that the
taiffs sate that acustomer placed on ISSwill be provided prompt natification of the switchto that service.
Fndly, he indicated that utilities should alow a customer to remain on ISS for a least two hilling cycles
before the customer is switched back to bundled service. (Staff Ex. 1 Rev., pp. 2, 7-9)

[llinois Power witnesses Mr. Gudeman and Ms. Smith explained that under 1P s ISS provisons
(Service Classfication 110, 816), if the procedures specified in the tariff are followed, adeivery services
customer that has lost its supplier will be placed onISS.  They aso tedtified that |P s CIS automaticaly
generates aletter to notify the customer it has been placed on ISS, which ismailed to the customer on the
next businessday after |Preceivesnotice from thesupplier that it will no longer servethecustomer. Findly,
they explained that IP sDST dlows acustomer to remain on ISSfor amaximum of two billing cycles i.e.,
for 30to 65 days. (IP Ex. 1.3, pp. 18-19) Accordingly, Illinois Power believesiits tariff provisons and

practices satisfy Dr. Schlaf’ s recommendations with respect to ISS.
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V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT IMPOSE ANY REQUIREMENTSRELATING
TOINTERVAL METERINGINTHISDOCKET; HOWEVER,IFTHECOMMISS ON
DETERMINES THAT A UNIFORM USAGE LEVEL AT WHICH DELIVERY
SERVICES CUSTOMERSMUST INSTALL INTERVAL METERING SHOULD BE
ESTABLISHED, THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT THE 400KW AND ABOVE
LEVEL THAT IT HASALREADY APPROVED FOR COM ED.

One of the issues which the parties agreed “may” be litigated in this proceeding is “ At whet leve
of demand isinterva metering required to take delivery services.” (Seep. 7 of the Stipulation, App. A to
the Interim Order; seedsothelist of “Questionsthat May BeL.itigated”, App. B to theInterim Order) Only
one witness submitted any direct testimony on thistopic, Mr. Neilsen of Alliant Energy. However, Mr.
Neilsendid not propose aparticular level of demand at which interva metering should be required to take
delivery services. Rather, he smply testified that “Requirements regarding use of interval metering should
not differ for smilarly Stuated delivery services and bundled services cusomers. Doing otherwise could
cregte abarrier to retail access.” (Alliant Ex. 1, p. 13)

Although no other party submitted any direct testimony on thistopic, MEC' s proposed pro forma
DST contains a provision to the effect that the utility will not require a customer to take any metering or
metering capability asacondition of taking ddivery servicethat would not berequired under thecustomer’s
bundled servicetariff. (MEC Ex. 1.1, Sheet 13) In hissurrebutta testimony, MEC witness Reaobserved
that thisprovisonisin conflict with existing provisonsin severd utilities DSTsthat requireinterva metering
at or above a ecific leve of demand.® (MEC Ex. 5.0, p. 34) Even though MEC did not submit any

testimony on thistopic prior to surrebuttal (Tr. 376-77), and even though Mr. Rea testified that the MEC

5The conflict between this provision of MEC' s pro forma DST and ComEd' s existing, approved
DST was adso noted in one of ComEd witness Alongi’s exhibits that commented on the MEC DSTs.
(ComEd Ex. 4.3,p. 7)
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pro forma DSTs would be subject to negotiation and litigation in the new proceedings that MEC
recommends the Commission open (see, eg., MEC Ex. 5.0, pp. 2-3, 18), he testified during cross-
examinationthat MEC intendsfor the Commission to resolvetheinterva meteringissue substantively inthis
docket. (Tr. 376) However, aade from including this provison in its proposed pro forma DST, MEC
never actudly presented any testimony in support of the Alliant proposd.

The only other testimony submitted on this topic was 20 lines of rebuttd testimony by ComEd
witness Sdly Clair. (ComEd Ex. 3.0, pp. 41-42) Staff submitted no testimony on this topic.

lllinois Power does not believe that the Commission should resch a substantive decison in this
docket on the topic of the leve of demand a which interva metering isrequired to take ddivery services,
nor substantively accept or reject the Alliant proposal, because an adequate record on this topic has not
been developed in thisproceeding.  The Commission should not reach a substantive decision on thistopic
until it hascompiled arecord that adequately addressesthe circumstancesin whichinterva metering should
be required to accuratdy record usage and bill customers, the costs of ingtdling and maintaining interva
metering, and the impact on utilities of requiring changes in exiging, previoudy-goproved DST provisons
on thistopic.

If, however, the Commissionisinclined to reach asubstantive conclusionin thisdocket ontheissue
of “Atwhat level of demand isinterva metering required to teke delivery services,” the outcomethat makes
the mogt sense, given the limited record in this case, isto authorize dl utilities to include in their DSTs the
provison which the Commission has dready approved for ComEd in its initid DST case (Docket 99-
0117), namely, that the utility may require customers with maximum demands of 400 kW and above to

inddl interval metering as a condition of taking delivery services. (See ComEd Ex. 4.3, p. 7; ComEd Ex.

41



3.0, p.41) Ingpproving thisprovisionin Docket 99-0017, the Commission, after summarizing theevidence
presented in that docket, stated:
Edison’ sproposa strikesthe gppropriate ba ance between accurate metering and

the associated cost. ComEd has demondrated that the ingtdlation of interva metering, at

least for the group with greater than 400 kW of demand is both fair and economicaly

beneficid to dl. It not only promotes accurate cost recovery for the utility, it helps to

insurethat the costs are being recovered from the correct customer. (Order in Docket 99-

0017, p. 134)

Further, the Commission should not adopt in this proceeding the Alliant proposa that
“Requirementsregarding use of interval metering should not differ for smilarly Stuated delivery servicesand
bundled services cusomers.” In addition to the inadequacy of the record, the adoption of a requirement
that could in effect result in establishing amandeatory leve a which interval metering could be required for

bundled service customersisbeyond the scope of this proceeding, whichislimited to the consderation and

adoption of uniform or congstent provisions on various topics in the utilities' delivery services tariffs.

Moreover, adoption of such aprovison -- because it would not establish asinglelevel of kW demand for
mandatory interval metering which dl of the utilities would have to follow -- would not contribute to
uniformity and consi stency among the utilities DSTs. Infact, such aprovision could lock in non-uniformity,
becauseit would tiethe leve a which each utility could requireinterva metering asacondition for ddivery
sarvicesto the particular interva metering requirements in each utility’ s existing bundled service tariff.

In addition, the Alliant proposa isingppropriate on its merits. Interva metering can be necessary
and appropriate for a customer taking delivery services even though it may not be necessary for the same
customer taking bundled service. Interva metering ismorereevant in addivery services environment than

in abundled service environment because interva metering hel psto determine the load requirements with
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agreater degree of precision than a non-interva meter. (Tr. 483) In particular, interval metering is used
inthe provision of ddivery servicesto record the customer’ shourly usagein order to accurately bill charges
under the utility’s OATT, and to give a complete picture of the customer’s energy requirements to the
ddivery services provider and the energy supplier. (Tr. 483-84) The usage and hilling information that
interva metering providesisneeded inthe provision of ddivery servicesbut not in the provison of bundled
sarvice. (Tr. 484)

Although load profiling can adso be used to develop the customer’s hourly energy usage, load
profiling is only a generic estimation process, not an actud measurement of the customer’s hourly usage.
At some levd of customer demand, the additiond cost of intervd metering isjudtified by the more accurate
recording of usage and billing of charges it provides. As noted above, the Commission made the
determinationin ComEd sinitid DST case, Docket 99-0117, that interva metering isjudtified for delivery
services customer at customer maximum demand levels of 400 kW and above. In contrast, a 400 kW
customer may take bundled service under atariff that does not base charges on hourly usage, and thus
interva metering is not necessary to accurately record the customer’ s bundled service usage or to hill the
customer under the bundled service tariff.

Findly, Mr. Nellsen' s one-sentence assertion that “ doing otherwise could cregte abarrier to retall
access’ (Alliant Ex. 1, p. 13) does not judtify imposing arequirement that the customer KW demand leve
a which interva metering is required must be the same for a utility’ s bundled service tariffsand its DSTs.
As shown above, interva metering can be justified and appropriate for billing a customer for delivery

sarvices, yet may betotaly unnecessary for billing the same customer for bundled services. Thisdigtinction
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isnot a“barrier”, but rather ared, subgtantive difference in requirements which arises when a customer
elects to take unbundled service rather than bundled service.8

VIl. CONCLUSON

For the reasons set forth in this brief, the Commission’sfind order in this proceeding:

@ Should not adopt the proposasof MEC and Staff to initiate anew proceeding immediately
following the condusion of this docket to devel op and adopt apro forma DST. Instead,
the Commission should defer further cong deration of the development of aproformaDST
until after the completion of the utilities' upcoming delivery services rate cases.

2 Should not require Illinois Power to make any changes in its current billing and posting
practices and procedures relating to customers being billed by a RES under the SBO.

3 Should find that IP s plansfor placing customer information and ddivery servicesrelated
contracts on its website satisfy Staff’ s recommendation.

4 Should find thet Illinois Power’ stariff provisons rdating to Interim Supply Service satisfy
Staff’ s recommendations.

6The Public Utilities Act expresdy requires tha “ An eectric utility shal provide the components
of ddivery sarvicesthat are subject to the jurisdiction of the Federa Energy Regulatory Commission & the
same prices, terms and conditions set forth in its gpplicabletariff asapproved or dlowed into effect by that
Commission.” (220 ILCS 5/16-108(a)) Thereis no such requirement with respect to the eectric utility’s
provison of bundled tariffed service.
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) Should not reach any decision onthecustomer kW demand leve a whichinterva metering
canberequired asacondition of taking ddlivery services, and should not adopt the Alliant
proposal that any such demand leve inautility’ sDST must aso gpply toitsbundled tariffs.
However, if the Commission determinesthat it needsto reach a substantive concluson on
this topic, the Commisson should authorize utilities to require customers with maximum
demands of 400 kW and aboveto indal interval metering asacondition of taking delivery
sarvices, a provison which the Commission approved for ComEd in Docket 99-0117.
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