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I
ATTENDEES: Representatives from ComEd, Ameren, IP, DCEO, IIEC, Peoples Energy Services, Constellation NewEnergy, Reliant, MidAmerican (utility and retail), Trizec-Shorenstein, the Cook County State’s Attorney office, the IL Attorney General, and the ICC Staff were in attendance.
II a
ISSUES DISCUSSED FROM FINAL ISSUES LIST


This was our sixth meeting. The group reviewed the minutes from the fourth and fifth meetings and agreed to adopt both sets of minutes. The group approved the final version of the “Utility Obligations under Current Illinois Law” document. The group also approved the “Summary of Illinois law,” and adopted the appropriate consensus item affirming that approval.

The group returned to question 80.   The USOWG reached consensus that the current PUA requires electric utilities to provide a regulated (i.e., bundled service) product to residential and small commercial customers, regardless of a competitive declaration for those classes.   Specifically, the USOWG recognized that the current PUA places certain load-serving obligations on electric utilities to serve all residential and small commercial customers.  The group achieved further consensus that the afore-mentioned customer classes should continue to be provided a regulated rate past the expiration of the mandatory transition period.  The group could not reach consensus with which party – the electric utility or another party – these obligations to provide this regulated product should be placed.

The USOWG reached consensus that the current PUA requires electric utilities to provide a regulated (i.e., bundled service) product to commercial and industrial customer classes that have not been declared competitive or abandoned. The USOWG also reached consensus that a regulated (i.e., bundled service) product should continue to be offered to commercial and industrial customer classes that have not been declared competitive or abandoned.  The USOWG could not reach consensus with which party – the electric utility or another party – these obligations to provide this regulated product should be placed.  On this point, the group could not reach consensus on whether the PUA required amendment in order to place these obligations with other entities. 

The USOWG could not reach consensus on what product(s) should be offered to commercial and industrial classes that have been declared competitive or abandoned.  Moreover, the group could not reach consensus with which party – the electric utility or another party – these obligations to provide service should be placed.  The USOWG debated: whether electric utilities (or any other entity) were statutorily required to provide any product to competitive and/or abandoned commercial and industrial customers during and after the mandatory transition period; the USOWG members who believed that a product should be offered to the afore-mentioned customer classes could not agree on the type of product (regulated or bundled versus market-based) that should be offered.  The group reached consensus that substantive debate on question 80 is over.

The group moved on to question 81.  Due to the group’s confusion over the meaning of question 81, particularly the parenthetical, the group decided to answer question 81 in conjunction with question 80.  

The USOWG could not reach consensus regarding whether the incumbent utility will retain the default service responsibility specified in the Act unless the law is amended.  Under current law, there is consensus that ISS is an optional service provided by utilities.  The large Illinois incumbent electric utilities, as represented in the USOWG, indicated that they do not wish to change their default service responsibilities (statutorily mandated or optional) at this time. 

Should an amendment(s) to the PUA and attendant responsibilities be sought by others, however, an alternative arrangement may be feasible.  It is possible for the default service obligations to reside with an entity other than the current incumbent utility, although this working group makes no recommendation as to the feasibility of any particular alternative scenario.  While the USOWG reached no consensus on whether the current PUA permits an entity other than the current incumbent electric utility could be statutorily assigned or delegated a default service obligation, the USOWG did conclude that such an alternative arrangement is possible if the PUA is amended.  The USOWG working group did not reach any consensus on the various options for the default service responsibility that may be available and their feasibility.  This is not intended to preclude (or to specifically encourage) consideration of the potential for another party, who is willing and able to do so, to be statutorily obligated to take on all or part of the default service responsibility.  

The group could not achieve consensus regarding whether: parties other than incumbent electric utilities could fulfill default obligations; the PUA should be amended to allow other parties to do so; or what the post-’06 options for default service are.  Moreover, it is unclear what the language in Question 81’s parenthetical meant; as a general matter, however, the issue of supply imbalances is better left to other working groups.

II b
OTHER ISSUES DISCUSSED

See above.

III
PRESENTERS

NONE.

IV
PRESENTATION SUMMARIES

NOT APPLICABLE

V
CONCLUSIONS REACHED

See above.

VI
COMMENTS


The group was able to solve the previous issues of pushback by having the conveners take a leadership role in framing the debate and emphasizing common ground.

VII
TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING

Question 84 and a review of written language to satisfy verbally agreed-upon consensus principles from this meeting.

VIII
TIME AND LOCATION OF NEXT MEETING

07/26/04 at 9:30 am at Constellation NewEnergy (550 W. Washington Blvd., Suite 300). 
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