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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 seventh meeting. The group reviewed the minutes from the sixth meeting and agreed, pending standardization of language by the conveners, to adopt the minutes. After reviewing the definitions adopted earlier, substantive debate began.

The group returned to questions 80-81. The USOWG debated the use of the term POLR and whether to re-divide questions 80 and 81. The USOWG could not reach consensus on how the term POLR should be used, so the group agreed to avoid the term in questions 80 and 81, saving the issue for question 85. The group also could not achieve consensus that the term “bundled service provider” was an appropriate replacement for POLR, instead agreeing to the term “regulated provider of generation commodity.”

Responding to a redline version of the consensus items circulated by one of the major utilities, the group agreed to carve the answers to 80 and 81 from that document. The USOWG achieved tentative consensus on language and sequencing revisions in the answers for 80 and 81.


The USOWG discussed additional issues, including third-party access to customers on “regulated” rates and the nature of utility obligations in other procurement models. No consensus was reached on those topics, beyond what is reflected in the paragraphs above. The USOWG hopes to find consensus on some of those issues in its discussion of question 85, especially the issue of the nature of POLR service.

II b
OTHER ISSUES DISCUSSED

See above.

III
PRESENTERS

NONE.

IV
PRESENTATION SUMMARIES

NOT APPLICABLE

V
CONCLUSIONS REACHED

See above.

VI
COMMENTS


The group could not achieve consensus on how to interpret the suggested meaning of “consensus.” Some parties, when alone in objecting to a consensus item, wanted the meeting minutes to reflect their dissent, or at least the presence of dissent. Those members are also counting on having a forum to place comments and concerns along with the final report. The group so far has not identified any item as “consensus” thus far unless there has been unanimous support.

VII
TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING

Questions 84 and/or 85.

VIII
TIME AND LOCATION OF NEXT MEETING

08/5/04 at 9:30 am at Constellation NewEnergy (550 W. Washington Blvd., Suite 300). 
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