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A. 
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A. 
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Q. 

Q. 

A. 

Respondent 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 
DENNIS J. HUGHES 

Please state your name. 

My name is Dennis J. Hughes. 

Are you the same individual who has previously submitted your written prepared 
testimony in this case on behalf of Huntington Park Apartments? 

Yes. 

Subsequent to submitting your testimony, have you had the opportunity to review the 
Direct Testimony of certain individuals submitted on behalf of Respondent 
Commonwealth Edison Company? 

Yes. 

Is this your prepared rebuttal testimony in response to said submissions? 

Yes. 

Directing your attention to the direct testimony of Mr. Rick Childress, was there anything 
in said testimony to which you feel the need to respond? If so, would you please identify 
the page and line number to which you are responding. 

Yes, at Page 4, lines 45 to 5 1, I must respond that at no time has anyone from ComEd 
ever mentioned the "problem" of missing seals being an every month problem. If 
missing seals or tampered meters had ever been mentioned as a concern to ComEd, - 
Huntington Park would have asked that secure, protective containers been installeg 
site were broken seals were a problem every month. 
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Q. 

A. 

Anything else pertaining to Mr. Childress? 

Yes, I would like to know specific dates and meter numbers for which a missing demand 
seal was noted on a monthly basis (line 50). 

Directing your attention to the Direct Testimony ofMr. Gany Pacholski, do you feel it 
necessary to respond to any of Mr. Pacholski's testimony related to this case? If so, 
would you lease specify what is your concern? 

Yes. Mr. Pacholski testified relative to Huntington's account and billing records. Yet in 
all the time that this dispute has been ongoing, I do not recall having ever received any 
communication from him, written or otherwise. I have saved all my notes and 
correspondence, and, when received, billing from ComEd, since approximately 1998. I 
find it hard to believe that the company would not have done likewise, at least until the 
matter is finally resolved. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. Anything else? 

A. Yes, the concept, but not the name, double punch, has occasionally been mentioned by 
ComEd personnel. Without any justification or explanation, it was stated that when 
demand exceeds a certain level, the computer would cut the demand amount by one-half. 
Huntington Park does not buy the idea that in so doing ComEd is giving it the benefit of 
the doubt, since, according to the testimony, double punching results when the readings 
are flagged with the suspicion that the meter has either been inappropriately activated or 
tampered with (line 194). Huntington park resents the insinuation that it had tampered 
with meters, and would point out that the allegation has never been made to myself. 

Directing your attention to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Jerome Dorgan, do you feel the 
necessity to respond or rebut any of same? If so, would you please specify the page and 
line numbers and the nature of your rebuttal? 

Yes. At lines 40-42 ofhis direct testimony, it is alleged that I had stated that demand 
charges were inconsistent with other bills, or too high. He then states that I failed to be 
"specific enough. Attached hereto as Hughes Exhibit 1.1 and 1.2 are copies of bills 
issued 8-24-2000 for reads performed 3-9-00. Copies of these, and other bills have 
previously been produced, pursuant to discovery. Your attention is directed to the 
following: 

Q. 

A. 

Meter # 08256747 
Usage: 1548 Kwh 
Demand: 29.92 

075770568 
3283 Kwh 
12.10. 

I have repeatedly asked how 3283 KWh used on the second meter results in only 12.10 
demand when 1548 Kwh usage results in a 29.92 charge. I am still waiting for a answer. 

Additionally, in my attached Hughes Exhibit 2.1 through 2.9, also previously produced 
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pursuant to discovery, I have asked how, in addition to having inconsistent demand 
charges (even for the duplicate bill for the period from 3-9-00 through 4-8-00) there are 
differences in demand charges, hut billing for each, except page Hughes 2.9, has an entry 
assessing an unexplained maximum charge. 

Any other matters you would like to rebuttal rebut? 

I would only like to state that there is a divergence of recollection, apparently, between 
what was discussed by Mr. Dorgan and myself at the meetings, as well as what remedies 
the company agreed to undertake in order to resolve issues. 

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony at present 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. Yes. 
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