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Ms. Hoffman Malueg’s Rebuttal Testimony, which was offered in response to Mr. Haubensak’s
Direct Testimony, as Mr. Haubensak acknowledges,'” states: MERC is proposing to require all
interruptible customers, including all of MERC’s Small Volume Transportation customers, to
install telemetry. This proposal makes Mr. Haubensak’s statement a moot point. Currently
under MERC’'s existing tariff, a Small Volume Transportation customer may either install
telemetry or purchase the smalil volume balancing service.”"*® Constellation therefore had clear
notice in the record that MERC proposed to require ail small volume transportation customers 10

install telemetry and to delete the tariff provision relating to the small volume balancing service.

With respect to telemetry, Mr. Haubensak testified that he agrees with MERC’s proposal

' He also testified, however, that

that all interruptible customers be required to install relemetry.'®
he did not agree with the telemetry requirement for small volume transportation customers and
that there would not be a small volume program because customers could not afford it."* With
respect to the relative expense of telemetry versus the small volume balancing service, Mr.
Haubensak agrees that the installation of telemetry is a one-time cost and that the ongoing small
volume balancing fee is a charge that would be assessed in every bill.'® Under MERC’s
proposal, a small volume transportation customer would be required 1o make a one-time payment

184

of approximately $810.00 for the installation of telemetry equipment.”™ An average small

=]
" Tr. Vol. 2A at 64-65 (Haubensak).
180 0 a4 iy . -
Ex. 34, Hoffiman Malueg Rebuttal at 13.
Ex. 62, Haubensak Surrebuttal at 3; Tr. Vol. 2A at §3-84 {Haubensak).
" Tr. Vol. 2A at 76-77 (Haubensak.

Tr. Vol. 2A at 93-94 (Haubensak).

188

Ex. 1 10, MPUC StaiT Information Request Ne. 12.
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