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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Laurie H. Karman.  My business address is 607 E. Adams Street, 3 

Springfield, IL 62701.  4 

Q. Please describe your education and work experience. 5 

A. I am the Regulatory Affairs Liaison for Central Illinois Light Company d/b/a 6 

AmerenCILCO, Central Illinois Public Service Company d/b/a AmerenCIPS, 7 

and Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP (“AIUs” or “Companies”).  A 8 

statement of my qualifications is attached as an appendix to my testimony. 9 

Q. Are you familiar with this proceeding? 10 

A. Yes.  On behalf of the AIUs, I have worked on the rewrite of 83 Ill. Adm. Code 11 

280 (“Part 280”) both in this proceeding, as well as the previous proceedings that 12 

were rolled into this one.  My previous background in credit management and 13 

addressing low-income issues, as well as a general familiarity with the current 14 

Part 280, allowed me to be an active participant in the workshops conducted in 15 

this proceeding.  I worked on behalf of the AIUs with Staff and the other parties 16 

in this docket to identify and substantiate concerns, as well as develop proposed 17 

solutions and recommendations that were shared within the workshop discussions. 18 

Q. Would you like to comment on the workshops? 19 

A. Yes.  As a workshop participant, I would like to comment on the leadership, hard 20 

work and patience that Staff put forth in leading the workshop process.  This was 21 

no small undertaking, and Staff should be commended for their efforts.  In 22 
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continuance of the spirit of progress exhibited at workshops, the AIUs are also 23 

committed to working on finding consensus among the parties. However, as 24 

explained below, there remain certain areas of concern with Staff’s proposal. 25 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony in this proceeding? 26 

My direct testimony addresses the AIUs’ major concerns with the Part 280 27 

rewrite, as proposed in the testimony and sponsored exhibit of Staff witnesses Jim 28 

Agnew and Joan Howard. 29 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 30 

A. First, my testimony addresses the following sections of Staff’s proposed Part 280: 31 

(1) 280.30(k) - Application (data collection requirements); 32 

(2) 280.110(d) - Refunds and Credits; 33 

(3) 280.120(b)(1)(B) - Deferred Payment Agreements; 34 

(4) 280.130(b)(4) - Disconnection of Service; 35 

(5) 280.130(c)(1)(4) - Disconnection of Service; 36 

(6)  280.160 - Medical Payment Agreements; 37 

(7) 280.210 - Payment Avoidance by Location; and 38 

(8) 280.220(k)(3) - Utility Complaint Process. 39 

I also introduce AIU witness Joseph Solari, the Manager of Development Energy 40 

Customer Service, who estimates both the implementation time and Information 41 

Technology (“IT”) costs associated with implementing Staff’s proposed Part 280.  42 

Mr. Solari’s testimony is presented in Ameren Exhibit 2.0.  In addition to the IT 43 

costs, I present the AIUs concerns with the potentially significant administrative 44 

costs associated with complying with Staff’s proposed Part 280. 45 
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While I address the issues identified above, they do not represent the entirety of 46 

the AIUs’ concerns relating to the impact that a rewrite of Part 280 could have on 47 

the AIUs’ operations.  In the spirit of continued cooperation and progress, the 48 

AIUs have done their best to narrow the contested issues based on their 49 

understanding of Staff’s proposal at this time, but must still reserve their right to 50 

address other issues in future testimony, if appropriate.   51 

II. REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED RULE 52 

A. Do the AIUs have concerns with Section 280.30(k), which addresses the data 53 

collection requirements associated with a customer’s application for service? 54 

Yes.  The AIUs have a concern with both the purpose and an ambiguity within 55 

Section 280.30(k).  First, Staff has not identified either the purpose or the value of 56 

tracking the information that would be collected as part of the data collection and 57 

maintenance requirements contained in Section 280.30(k).  At present, there is no 58 

tracking of “rejected applications” nor is there a mechanism to do so.  Further, I 59 

cannot foresee any meaningful value in tracking this information.  For example, 60 

there is no apparent benefit in knowing that an application had been denied 61 

because the applicant never completed the application process.  Expending 62 

resources to develop such a mechanism without first identifying a real need and 63 

assessing the value of such an exercise can result is undue expense for our 64 

customers.   65 

Additionally, the AIUs have concerns as to the ambiguity of the term “rejected 66 

application,” which is presently undefined.  This ambiguity will lead to confusion 67 

as to what information needs to be tracked by the AIUs.  For example, an 68 
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individual may call in to request service, and as part of the process in gathering 69 

information from the individual, the individual is told a past-due debt exists that 70 

must be paid before service can be activated.  At that point, the individual ends 71 

the call, but does not call back to complete the application.  In fact, sometime later 72 

the service becomes established at the same location in another individual’s name.  73 

While service has been established at the original location, the application of the 74 

first caller was never completed, and therefore arguably never “rejected.”  75 

Another example may be where an individual applies for service, but his or her 76 

social security number cannot be validated.  When this situation occurs, the 77 

individual is instructed to fax in copies of identification.  Quite often, however, 78 

the identification fax never comes and the application cannot be completed, and 79 

again, it cannot be either approved or rejected.  While these are two of the more 80 

common situations where an application is started but not completed, there are 81 

other scenarios not related to a past-due debt or social security number where an 82 

individual might start the application process with the AIUs, but then choose to 83 

not complete it.  Under Staff’s proposed Section 280.30(k), whether or not these 84 

incomplete applications constitute a “rejected application” subject to the tracking 85 

requirements remains unclear, as does the value of tracking such “rejections”.  86 

Q. But doesn’t Staff suggest tracking this information will enable the Staff and 87 

utilities to track the success of the application process? 88 

A. Yes, however, Staff does not explain or quantify what value there is in tracking 89 

this information i.e., need is not being met because this information has not been 90 
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tracked.  Data collection for its own sake is not sufficient justification. At the end, 91 

all the Commission will have is a number for which no need exists. 92 

Q. Do the AIUs have a recommendation with respect to Staff’s proposed Section 93 

 280.30(k)? 94 

 Yes.  In the absence of knowing either the purpose or scope of Staff’s proposal to 95 

require the tracking of “rejected applications” – let alone the value to either the 96 

utilities or their customers of doing so –  the AIUs recommend eliminating this 97 

requirement from the proposed language of Section 280.30(k). 98 

Q. Do the AIUs have any concerns with Section 280.110(d), which addresses 99 

Refunds and Credits? 100 

B. Yes.  The AIUs have a serious concern about the scope of the proposed language 101 

in Section 280.110(d) because it appears to require the payment of interest in all 102 

refund and credit situations.  This result is not in line with Staff’s explanation for 103 

the proposed changes, which ostensibly were intended to provide detail to the 104 

procedures of issuing refunds as credits.  (ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, 336-45.)  Requiring 105 

the payment of interest on all refund and credit situations would also contradict 106 

the currently effective language of Section 280.75, which directs that interest be 107 

paid in cases where there has been an error in charging more than the published 108 

rate, in measuring the quantity or volume of service provided, or in charging for 109 

the incorrect class of service.  In essence, under the current rules, the utility pays 110 

interest to the customer only in cases of utility error.  As a matter of equity and 111 

fairness, utility error should be the only circumstance when interest is to be paid. 112 
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Q. Is there a problem in applying interest in “all” refund and credit situations, 113 

as proposed by Staff? 114 

A.  Yes.  First, if Staff did intend to propose that utilities pay interest in all refund and 115 

credit situations, they have not presented an adequate reason to impose such a 116 

requirement.  As stated above, it cannot be the case that interest would be paid in 117 

“all” situations.  Given that there are scenarios where customers can – and do – 118 

intentionally submit overpayment to the AIUs, it would not be fair to require the 119 

AIUs to pay interest in such scenarios.  For example, customers have double-paid 120 

their next-to-last bill because the amounts owed have carried over on to their final 121 

bill.  In the meantime, payment for the original bill crossed in the mail.  As such, 122 

any overpayment is refunded back to the customer.  In another example, some 123 

AIU customers choose to make several payments ahead when they will be gone 124 

from their residence for an extended period of time – such as residing at a 125 

secondary home in the winter, long vacations, military service, etc. – in order to 126 

avoid specific payment tracking and possible disconnection of service while 127 

away.  It is not appropriate or fair to require the AIUs to refund these 128 

overpayments back to customers with interest. 129 

Q. Do the AIUs have a recommended alternative to Staff’s proposed language? 130 

A.  Yes.  The AIUs recommend that Staff retain the current language contained in the 131 

now effective Section 280.75(a), which provides direction on when interest is to 132 

be applied to customer bills – that is, errors in charging more than the published 133 

rate, in measuring the quantity or volume of service provided, or in charging for 134 

the incorrect class of service. 135 
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Q. Has Staff explained why the Commission should deviate from this rule? 136 

A. No. 137 

Q. Has Staff offered testimony explaining why this rule is no longer effective? 138 

A. No. 139 

Q. Do the AIUs have any concerns with Section 280.120(b)(1)(B), which allows a 140 

customer to be eligible for a deferred payment agreement until utility service 141 

is disconnected? 142 

A. Yes.  The  proposed language of Section 280.120(b)(1)(B) is confusing, and could 143 

be operationally problematic depending upon the interpretation of the term 144 

“disconnection.”  It is unclear whether “disconnection” means the time that the 145 

account is actually physically disconnected or the account is scheduled for 146 

disconnection.  In practice, at least for the AIUs, utilities can issue field orders for 147 

service work such as non-payment disconnections to be performed on a given 148 

day, and the customer service representatives within the call centers expect the 149 

work will be done that day without the benefit of knowing the actual time such 150 

work will take place.  In such a scenario, a customer calling in to make a deferred 151 

payment arrangement with a customer service representative on the day a field 152 

order is scheduled for non-payment disconnection, would be provided with 153 

payment reconnection terms under the assumption the service was disconnected.  154 

In reality, service may have actually already been disconnected at that point or 155 

conceivably it could be disconnected within the next hour or even later that day.   156 
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Q. Do the AIUs have a recommended alternative to Staff’s proposed language? 157 

A. Yes.  The AIUs suggest Staff revise the language of Section 280.120(b)(1)(B) to 158 

allow customers to be eligible for a deferred payment agreement only until “the 159 

day of utility disconnection” in order to clear up any timing confusion that might 160 

arise between field scheduling and actual order updating. 161 

Q. Do you believe the AIU proposal meets the spirit of the Staff proposed rule? 162 

A. Yes, I do.  It appears Staff wants the customer to have a meaningful opportunity 163 

to execute a deferred payment agreement prior to disconnection.  The clarity 164 

brought by the AIU proposal meets the spirit or intent of the Staff rule. 165 

Q. Please comment on Section 280.130(b)(4), which addresses Disconnection of 166 

Service. 167 

A. This particular language would appear to allow the utilities to disconnect service 168 

due to non-access after four attempts have been made to gain access to the 169 

utility’s facilities.  This section cross references Section 280.140 for the 170 

procedures that must be undertaken before such a disconnection can occur.  The 171 

AIUs’ concern stems from the cross reference to Section 280.140, which only 172 

addresses access issues associated with multi-meter premises and does not 173 

address access issues at a single premise location.  As such, it appears the 174 

disconnection for non-access of a single meter facility is not clearly covered by 175 

Staff’s proposed language to Section 280.140. 176 
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Q. Do the AIUs have a recommended alternative to Staff’s proposed language? 177 

A. Yes.  The AIUs recommend Staff remove the cross reference to Section 280.140 178 

found in proposed Section 280.130(b)(4) in order to provide the utility with the 179 

ability to disconnect both single meter and multi-metered premises due to non-180 

access. 181 

Q. Was there anything about Staff’s discussion of this particular rule that would 182 

suggest Staff meant to make a distinction between multi meter premises and 183 

single meter premises? 184 

A. No. 185 

Q. Do the AIUs have concerns with Section 280.130(c)(1) and (4), which address 186 

the disconnection of service and non-deniable charges? 187 

A. Yes.  The proposed language in Section 280.130 provides direction on the 188 

disconnection of service.  Section 280.130(c) provides a list of non-deniable 189 

charges which does not constitute a valid reason for the disconnection of 190 

regulated utility services.  Section 280.130(c)(1) would prohibit disconnection 191 

due to charges for non-utility services, and Section 280.130(c)(4) would prohibit 192 

disconnection due to charges for equipment or merchandise.  This proposed 193 

language is in conflict with the provisions set forth in the On-Bill Financing 194 

component of the recently enacted Senate Bill 1918 (found at 220 ILCS 5/16-195 

111.7), which allows a utility to disconnect a participant that defaults on the 196 

payment of his or her utility bill for the measure or measures purchased under the 197 

On-Bill Financing Program.  As such, the law currently provides a utility the 198 
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ability to disconnect for reasons – like non-utility services and merchandise – that 199 

proposed Section 280.130(c)(1) and (4) prohibit.  200 

Q. Do the AIUs have a recommendation regarding Staff’s proposed language?  201 

A. Yes.  Given the conflict between Staff’s proposed Section 280.130(c)(1) and (4) 202 

with existing law, the AIUs recommend the proposed language be removed. 203 

Q. Do the AIUs have any concerns with Section 280.160, which addresses 204 

Medical Payment Agreements? 205 

A. Yes.  The AIUs have a concern with the language in Section 280.160(i)(2), which 206 

requires that a new medical certificate must be offered to the customer each year 207 

regardless if the amounts from an existing medical certificate remain unpaid.  208 

Specifically, the proposed language suggests that the medical certificate is a 209 

“collection entitlement” to be offered to customers once each year similar to the 210 

annual deferred payment agreement requirement contained in Section 280.135.  In 211 

response, there should not be a prescriptive period of time when a medical 212 

payment agreement must be offered so long as the amount that was the subject of 213 

the original medical payment agreement has been satisfied.  By requiring utilities 214 

to provide a medical agreement each year, along with a deferred payment 215 

agreement each year, plus renegotiation and reinstatement provisions, along with 216 

the winter moratorium, it is possible that a customer could go an entire year 217 

without making a payment.  This result does not seem fair or equitable to either 218 

the utility or its other customers.  Further, it is doubtful that Staff had this as an 219 

intended consequence. 220 
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Q. Do the AIUs have other concerns about the Medical Payment Agreement 221 

language? 222 

A. Yes.  The AIUs are also concerned that during the initial contact with customers, 223 

the AIUs cannot quote a dollar amount as to what a customer’s specific 224 

installment amounts would be under a Medical Payment Agreement.  The 225 

inability to communicate these dollar amounts is due to the fact the “1/12th,” 226 

“1/4th,” and subsequent “1/9th” installment amounts identified in Section 227 

280.160(h) are all unknown at the time of the initial call.  In fact, these installment 228 

amounts only become known at the point in time the account is subject to billing, 229 

as only then can the current billing charges be included in the installment amount 230 

calculation.  Not being able to provide the installment amounts during the early 231 

communication period with the customer regarding a Medical Payment 232 

Agreement, is a disservice to the customer because the customer does not know 233 

how much he or she will be expected to pay on the first billing statement due after 234 

the 30-day certification period. 235 

Q. Do the AIUs have a recommended alternative to Staff’s proposed language? 236 

A. Yes.  First, to resolve the concern about what constitutes a “collection 237 

entitlement” under the proposed language, the AIUs recommend that Staff 238 

remove Section 280.160(i)(2) which provides for a new medical certificate 12 239 

months from the beginning date the prior certification has passed even though the 240 

amounts that were the subject of the prior certificate have not been paid. Second, 241 

to eliminate customer confusion and for ease of customer communication, the 242 

AIUs recommend that those customers who present a medical certificate be 243 
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required to enroll in the utility’s budget billing program.  As a result of budget 244 

billing participation, utility personnel would then have the necessary information 245 

to provide customers with the appropriate 1/12th or 1/4th amount of their current 246 

bill amount, which can then be added to the respective percentage of their arrears 247 

to equal their first post-certification period installment under the Medical Payment 248 

Agreement. 249 

Q. Did the AIUs review Section 280.210, which addresses Payment Avoidance 250 

by Location? 251 

A. Yes.  While the AIUs appreciate the effort Staff put into drafting the language in 252 

this new section, the proposed language would be difficult to administer and 253 

would not address the AIUs concerns about their uncollectible losses experienced 254 

as a result of payment avoidance. 255 

Q. Please explain. 256 

A. During 2008, the AIUs wrote off almost $6.5 million resulting from 257 

approximately 4,700 accounts disconnected for non-payment that immediately 258 

reconnected service at the same premise within a four-day window.  In fact, $4.8 259 

million of the $6.5 million was actually reconnected within a two-day window 260 

after non-payment disconnection.  The likelihood of receiving payment, rather 261 

than circumventing payment by switching service into another household 262 

member’s name, is much greater if service can be denied in cases where the 263 

previous customer currently remains a member of the applicant’s household. 264 
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Q. Does Staff’s proposed language allowing a utility to deny service if there has 265 

been a “repeated pattern” of payment avoidance address this concern? 266 

A. No.  While the proposed language of Section 280.210 does provide for the denial 267 

of service in certain situations after certain conditions have been met, in order to 268 

invoke the denial of service provision, a “repeated pattern” of payment avoidance 269 

must first be established through a tracking mechanism.  The proposed language’s 270 

use of the word “repeated” would be functionally difficult to track because 271 

payment circumvention (i.e., the uncollectible loss) typically occurs right after a 272 

non-payment disconnection between two parties, and it may be sometime after, if 273 

at all, that another payment circumvention occurs at that same location.  Also, the 274 

tracking of potential payment avoidance situations for purposes of establishing a 275 

repeat pattern anytime after a non-payment disconnection happens would be 276 

administratively burdensome and have unknown results.  Staff offers no 277 

explanation as to how the proposal would actually work.  “Repeated” as a 278 

condition to collection is without context.  It is vague and uncertain and so 279 

enforcement will prove to be difficult and contentious.  A better approach would 280 

be to allow the AIUs to immediately address a potential payment avoidance 281 

situation when it arises and in the context of the particular circumstance.   282 

Q. Please provide an example. 283 

A. Certainly.  Two roommates are living together.  Utility service is in the name of 284 

one of the roommates.  The utility service is disconnected for non-payment.  285 

Upon the non-payment disconnection, a request for new utility service is 286 
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immediately made at the same premise from the other roommate.  This new 287 

service request is an attempt to circumvent payment.  In the absence of a 288 

household/benefit of service rule in the State, the utility has no basis for which to 289 

deny service; therefore service is restored and the previous debt becomes 290 

uncollectible.  According to Staff’s proposed payment avoidance language, only if 291 

this situation occurs again and again at the premise – a repeated pattern – can 292 

utility service potentially be denied, assuming other criteria are met.  Still, this 293 

does not address the initial loss that the utility and its other paying customers 294 

incurred. 295 

 Q. Does the proposed language create other barriers to the AIUs reducing their 296 

uncollectible losses caused by payment avoidance? 297 

A. Yes.  Even assuming the AIUs could establish a “repeated pattern” of payment 298 

avoidance, the proposed language found in Section 280.210(d)(1)(A-E) only 299 

allows the AIUs to deny service and prevent uncollectible loss from payment 300 

avoidance situations when all five of the prescribed conditions are met.  This 301 

could create serious problems for the AIUs because their ability to deny service 302 

would be based on arbitrary conditions.  For example, one of the conditions that 303 

must be met requires the application for service to be received the same day as 304 

the non-payment disconnection.  So, even assuming a “repeated pattern” of 305 

payment avoidance can be demonstrated, and the other four conditions are met, if 306 

the application for service happens to be made the day after non-payment 307 

disconnection (due to the applicant’s work schedule or other circumstances), the 308 

utility cannot deny service according to the proposed language.  Or, by way of 309 
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another example, assuming a repeated pattern can be demonstrated and the other 310 

four conditions are met but the outstanding amount at the premise is 73% of the 311 

estimated annual charges for the premise, a utility cannot deny service because 312 

the proposed language requires that the amount outstanding at the premise be 75% 313 

or more of the estimated annual charges for the premise.  Staff has not provided 314 

adequate reasons for restricting the AIUs’ ability to deny service in these types of 315 

situations.  Moreover the proposal is simply unworkable. 316 

Q. Does Staff’s proposed language allowing for the collection of an upfront 317 

deposit prior to service in situations where the utility is prohibited from 318 

denying service address the AIUs’ concerns? 319 

A. No.  While Staff’s proposed language regarding an upfront deposit might appear 320 

to address the denial of service issues identified above, unfortunately, the deposit 321 

language included in this section is just as problematic and burdensome as the 322 

denial language.  This is because of the various, arbitrary conditions imposed on 323 

when a utility can require an upfront deposit found in Section 280.210(d)(2).  For 324 

example, Section 280.210(d)(2)(B) requires that before an upfront deposit can be 325 

obtained, the applicant must have resided with the previous customer for the last 326 

90 days.  So, if the applicant happened to only reside with the previous customer 327 

for a 60- or 75-day period, the utility could not obtain a deposit.  Another example 328 

is found in Section 280.210(d)(2)(D), which contains an arbitrary amount 329 

outstanding for service at the premises (50% or more of the estimated annual 330 

charges) that must be met before obtaining an upfront deposit from the applicant.  331 

By including these types of arbitrary conditions as a pre-requisite to obtaining an 332 
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upfront deposit, Staff has not provided a means to address the AIUs’ concerns 333 

regarding the proposed payment avoidance provisions of Part 280.  Moreover, 334 

Staff has not justified or explained the appropriateness of these arbitrary 335 

thresholds.  In fact, the proposed Section 280.210(d)(2)(D) only adds to the AIUs’ 336 

concerns. 337 

Q. Do the AIUs have a recommendation regarding Staff’s proposed language? 338 

A. Yes.  First, the AIUs recommend removing the phrase “repeated pattern” from 339 

Section 280.210(b) and “pattern” from Section 280.210(c), as well as the 340 

conditions imposed by Section 280.210(d), so that Staff and the parties can 341 

explore other options for this section.  Rather than reinvent the wheel, the AIUs 342 

suggest Staff consider proposing payment avoidance language that is currently 343 

operational in other States so that the practical implications of any conditions 344 

imposed can be assessed by the parties in this docket.  Ohio, Florida, Michigan, 345 

Wisconsin, Texas, Washington, Colorado, Missouri are states that currently have 346 

payment avoidance rules that address the situation whereby a previous customer 347 

continues to reside in the same premise while owing the utility and at the same 348 

time that a new applicant applies for service at that same premise in order to avoid 349 

payment of the utility debt.  350 

Alternatively, Staff could also consider proposing that the Commission adopt 351 

something like the rule already in effect on the telecom side found in 83 Ill. 352 

Admin. Code § 735.130(b)(1).  This section has a provision that addresses the 353 

discontinuation or denial of service when “the applicant for service voluntarily 354 

signed a form agreeing to assume responsibility for the bills of the previous 355 
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customer, or the previous customer is currently a member of the same 356 

household as the applicant.” Id. (emphasis added). 357 

These are just two recommended approaches for the Commission consider, and 358 

they certainly do not exhaust the possible alternatives.  The AIUs remain 359 

committed to working towards finding a way to appropriately revise Section 360 

280.210. 361 

Q.  Do the AIUs have any concerns with Section 280.220(k)(3), which addresses 362 

the Utility Complaint Process? 363 

A. Yes.  In cases of a pending disconnection, the AIUs are particularly concerned 364 

with the requirement to provide an additional three business days of service to a 365 

customer who does not accept the final response to his or her complaint so that 366 

the customer can contact the Commission’s Consumer Services Division.  This 367 

additional three-day extension would seem to be added to the ten day period 368 

provided for the disconnection notice (the proposed language of Section 369 

280.130(g)(2) increases the disconnection notice period from eight to ten days).  370 

Staff simply fails to adequately explain why an extra three days is necessary. 371 

Q.  Do the AIUs have a recommendation with respect to Staff’s proposed 372 

Section 280.220(k)(3)? 373 

A. Yes.   The AIUs recommend Staff remove the additional three-day suspend period 374 

from the proposed Section 280.220(k)(3).  The removal of this language would 375 

not preclude a customer from filing an informal complaint with the Commission’s 376 



Ameren Exhibit 1.0  
 

18 

Consumer Services Division during the ten-day notice period, which seems to be 377 

the only purpose behind including the additional three business days. 378 

III. COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED RULE 379 

Q. Have the AIUs estimated the amount of time and costs associated with 380 

implementing and complying with the proposed rewrite of Part 280? 381 

A.  Yes.  The AIUs have estimated certain of the IT costs associated with 382 

implementing the Staff’s proposed rewrite of Part 280, the results of which are 383 

addressed by AIU witness Solari, Ameren Services Manager of Development 384 

Energy Delivery.  Mr. Solari also recommends that the AIUs be given between 385 

18-24 months to implement the proposed changes, as written. 386 

 With respect to the administrative costs, the AIUs have a general concern that 387 

these costs will be significant, even though they are presently difficult to quantify 388 

due to the uncertainties as to what would ultimately be required of the AIUs by 389 

the final rules.  To the extent either the Staff or other parties propose additional 390 

changes to the Staff’s revisions, or the final form of the Part 280 rewrite becomes 391 

clearer, the AIUs reserve their right to quantify and put forth evidence on their 392 

administrative costs. 393 

 Finally, I note the AIUs expect and anticipate that the prudent costs associated 394 

with implementing and complying with the final Part 280 rewrite will be 395 

recoverable either through a future rate case or through other appropriate 396 

regulatory recovery mechanisms. 397 
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Q. Would you like to add anything further with respect to the costs associated 398 

with implementing and complying with the final form of the Part 280 399 

rewrite? 400 

A.  Yes.  The AIUs note that certain of Staff’s proposed changes, while laudable in 401 

nature, may have the unintended effect of benefiting a few customers at the 402 

expense of the others.  For example, Staff’s proposed language addressing 403 

Preferred Payment Date in Section 280.70 will require utilities to notify any 404 

residential customer who pays late two times in a twelve-month period of the 405 

availability of a preferred due date, without regard to whether or not that 406 

individual meets the specific criteria for the program.  The administrative costs 407 

involved in notifying customers of the availability of this restricted enrollment 408 

program, then responding to follow-up inquiries raised by false expectations, only 409 

to have customers denied due to ineligibility, must be balanced against the impact 410 

of these costs and dedicated resources on the entire customer base.  At this point, 411 

approximately 1% of customers currently participate in the preferred due date 412 

program.  While the AIUs agree that such programs should be communicated to 413 

customers who could benefit from it, and they are, repeated communication 414 

month after month as prescribed in the proposed language to those customers who 415 

cannot qualify for such programs is an unnecessary administrative cost. 416 

IV.   CONCLUSION 417 

Q. Would you like to add anything further to your testimony? 418 

A. Yes.  While my testimony presents the major issues that AIUs have with Staff’s 419 

proposed language, it does not represent the entirety of the AIUs’ concerns 420 
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relating to the impact the proposed Part 280 rewrite could have on the AIUs nor 421 

the positions taken by any other party in this proceeding.  In the spirit of 422 

continued cooperation and progress, the AIUs have done their best to narrow the 423 

contested issues based on their understanding of the proposals at this time, but 424 

must still reserve their right to address any other issues in future testimony, if 425 

appropriate.     426 

Q.  Does this conclude your testimony? 427 

A.  Yes, it does. 428 
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APPENDIX 

 STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS OF LAURIE H. KARMAN 

 

I have a bachelor’s degree in Business Administration from Western Illinois University 
and a Master’s Degree in Business Administration from the University of Illinois-
Springfield (previously Sangamon State University).  I also hold the professional 
designation of CBA (Credit Business Associate) in the field of Credit Management. 

I have been employed by CIPS, AmerenCIPS, AmerenServices and AmerenCILCO since 
1979.  Throughout my career I have held a variety of positions in the area of customer 
service, credit and collections, and energy assistance programs.  Since January 2008, I 
have been working in the Regulatory Affairs Department as a Regulatory Affairs Liaison, 
with my most recent project being the AIUs’ implementation of Senate Bill 1299.  Prior 
to January 2008, I was Managing Supervisor of Credit & Collections for the AIUs’ three 
operating companies which included responsibility for credit and collection policies and 
practices and administration of energy assistance programs. 

In the past I have been appointed to serve on several Illinois and Missouri Commission 
task forces and state-wide committees to address consumer-related and low-income 
energy assistance issues, including the Plug-in-Illinois choice campaign and the Missouri 
Affordable Energy Task Force.  In addition, I was previously Chair of the National 
Association of Credit Manager’s International Utility Group, an association for credit 
professionals in the utility industries.  I have also served on the Boards of the United Way 
of Illinois and Consumer Credit Counseling Services.  Presently I represent the State’s 
combination utilities on the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic 
Opportunities’ LIHEAP Policy Advisory Council. 

I have previously testified before the Commission in dockets 05-237 and 01-0321 and 
also have testified in proceedings involving formal consumer complaints. 

 


