
STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 

 

 : 

Illinois Commerce Commission  : 

On Its Own Motion : 

 : Docket No. 06-0703 

Revision of 83 Ill. Adm. Code 280 : 

 : 

 

Surrebuttal Testimony of Gretta R. Knight  

On Behalf of MidAmerican Energy Company  

 

Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Gretta Knight, and my business address is 106 E. 2nd Street, 2 

Davenport, Iowa 52801. 3 

Q. Are you the same Gretta Knight who filed Direct and Rebuttal Testimony 4 

previously in this Docket? 5 

A. Yes, I am.  6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide comments to the rebuttal testimony 8 

filed by various interveners. MidAmerican has not responded to every issue 9 

addressed by the various interveners, since many of the issues were already 10 

addressed in MidAmerican’s rebuttal testimony. MidAmerican’s surrebuttal 11 

testimony is intended to highlight issues where proposed amendments were 12 

made without identifying real problems that necessitate a change to the proposed 13 

rules or where some of the proposed changes do not allow the utility flexibility to 14 
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work with customers or provide a balanced approach between a customer’s 15 

obligation to pay and a utility’s obligation to provide safe and reliable service.  16 

Q. Please provide an overview of MidAmerican’s testimony. 17 

A. MidAmerican’s surrebuttal testimony follows the outline of Staff’s draft rules.  18 

Specifically, MidAmerican addresses proposed changes supported by the Retail 19 

Gas Suppliers (RGS) regarding the policy section and partial payment allocation. 20 

Additionally, MidAmerican addresses the proposed changes the Government and 21 

Consumer Interveners (GCI) support regarding the application process as also 22 

supported by AARP, deposits, payment, disconnection, medical certification, 23 

unauthorized service and information requirements. 24 

I. SUBPART A:  GENERAL 25 

Q. RGS recommends changes to Section 280.05 – Policy.  Does MidAmerican 26 

agree with those suggested changes? 27 

A. While MidAmerican agrees that there should be a policy in place that encourages 28 

a level playing field for the development of a competitive market, the policy 29 

expansion recommended by RGS is outside the scope of this docket. Therefore, 30 

the changes suggested by RGS should be rejected by the Commission. 31 

Q. RGS also recommends changes to Section 280.60 – Payment. Does 32 

MidAmerican agree with those recommendations? 33 

A. No. RGS recommends that partial payment allocation be made on a pro rata 34 

basis to outstanding delivery services charges and charges related to alternative 35 

supplier products and services on a percentage basis. RGS is simply adding a 36 
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layer of complexity in posting customer payments, which would be confusing to 37 

customers and costly to implement. Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd) 38 

has offered testimony that addresses RGS’ concerns and offers a simple solution 39 

to the perceived issue. ComEd’s approach focuses on what drives disconnection 40 

of service for non-payment regardless of who supplies the commodity. 41 

MidAmerican notes that in its rebuttal testimony, it made recommended changes 42 

to the definition of “delivery services.” However, MidAmerican is willing to accept 43 

the language proposed by ComEd. ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 16-18, Lines 347-382, and 44 

ComEd Ex. 2.1 at 6 (supplier power and energy charges definition).   45 

  II. SUBPART B:  APPLICATIONS FOR UTILITY SERVICE 46 

Q. Several parties raised concerns with Staff’s proposed Section 280.30 – 47 

Application. Specifically, GCI and AARP recommend deleting Staff’s 48 

proposed Subsection j) of Section 280.30 - Application (Timeline for service 49 

activation). Does MidAmerican agree with those proposals? 50 

A. No. GCI suggested in its testimony that smaller utilities be exempt from the 51 

service activation requirements. GCI Ex. 3.0 at 6, Lines 144-169. Although 52 

MidAmerican’s Illinois service territory is small, MidAmerican serves 53 

approximately 1.4 million customers in four states and points out that all utilities, 54 

regardless of size, could have a natural disaster which could make it impossible 55 

to comply with the proposed service activation requirements. It is simply 56 

unreasonable to think that utilities have unlimited resources to comply with this 57 
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provision at all times. Staff’s proposed language strikes a balance, is reasonable 58 

and should be adopted.  59 

Q. GCI proposes language to disconnect service within five days absent a 60 

written agreement with a landlord or property manager. Does MidAmerican 61 

agree with GCI’s suggested changes to Section 280.35 – Revert to 62 

Landlord/Property Management Agreements?   63 

A. No. MidAmerican finds GCI’s proposed language regarding disconnection within 64 

five days unnecessary and arbitrary. GCI Ex. 4.0 at 3, Lines 62 – 73. Nicor 65 

correctly noted in its direct testimony that the proposed language “places the 66 

burden to obtain a landlord agreement solely with the utility. As such, a 67 

landlord/property owner has neither the obligation nor incentive to enter into an 68 

agreement.” Nicor Ex. 1.0 at 13, Lines 287-288. A landlord agreement gives 69 

property owners the opportunity to automatically transfer service into their name 70 

between tenants. GCI’s suggested language, however, places an arbitrary 5-day 71 

disconnection period, but absent the requirement, the utility would be free to 72 

disconnect service, if a landlord agreement was not in place. GCI offers no basis 73 

upon which a property owner who refuses to enter into a landlord agreement, or 74 

who is not eligible for service, should be entitled to “free” service and the 75 

protection from disconnection for any amount of time. Each utility should have 76 

the flexibility to determine what action is best for its company and customers. 77 

Therefore, MidAmerican does not believe the five day requirement proposed by 78 

GCI is reasonable. 79 

 80 
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III. SUBPART C:  DEPOSITS 81 

Q. GCI asserts Staff’s proposed rules allow utilities to collect additional 82 

deposits from customers who have had service for longer than 24 months. 83 

Do you agree with GCI’s assertion that proposed deposit rules would 84 

significantly increase the number of Illinois customers who would be 85 

charged a deposit?  86 

A. No. GCI is assuming that the rules would mandate that utilities collect a deposit 87 

from all customers who meet the requirement under the proposed deposit rules. 88 

MidAmerican agrees with Staff that tenure alone should not determine whether a 89 

customer demonstrates risk. MidAmerican maintains that Staff’s proposed 90 

language strikes a balance between the potential of a utility requiring a deposit 91 

from a low risk customer versus a customer whose behavior was once less risky 92 

but then becomes high risk. See Staff Ex. 2.0, at 30-31, Lines 688-706.  93 

 Moreover, the data used by GCI in its testimony is outdated, and GCI has not 94 

offered current data to support its position. It is important to note that GCI merely 95 

asked which customers are eligible for a deposit and not how many customers 96 

the utility is actually charging a deposit. The “dual trigger” in the proposed 97 

language, that allows collection of a deposit only when the customer has 98 

repeatedly paid late and is delinquent by 30 days or greater, ensures that 99 

deposits are assessed when appropriate.  Staff Ex. 2.0 at 31, Lines 697-705. 100 

Staff’s approach to balance a customer’s riskiness with a utility’s right to assess a 101 

deposit is reasonable and should be accepted by the Commission. 102 

  103 
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IV. SUBPART E:  PAYMENT 104 

Q. GCI continues to recommend that the Commission prohibit utilities from 105 

charging a fee for approved payment methods promoted by the utility.  GCI 106 

Ex. 3.0 at 11-13, Lines 249-288. Does MidAmerican agree with GCI’s 107 

recommended approach?  108 

A. No. The fact that utilities are allowed to charge the cost-causer for certain 109 

payment methods is the primary reason a utility is able to make a wide variety of 110 

payment options available. GCI argues that Staff is incorrect in assuming that a 111 

fee is independent of a utility. GCI Ex. 3.0 at 11, Lines 256-285.  Yet, GCI also 112 

recognizes the “fee is a function of the market.”  Id. at 12, Lines 265-266.  GCI is 113 

effectively arguing that utilities absorb the fee and not charge the customer. 114 

While it is true that a utility can ask for rate recovery of these fees, it does not 115 

necessarily follow that the Commission will allow utilities to recover these fees. 116 

The impact of GCI’s suggested language may force utilities to stop offering 117 

alternative payment methods that require a fee and only allow traditional, non-fee 118 

related payment methods. Consequently, GCI’s proposal may result in fewer 119 

payment options for customers.  120 

Q. Does MidAmerican agree with GCI’s recommendation that budget plans 121 

should be reviewed and adjusted quarterly?  122 

A. No, MidAmerican maintains GCI’s proposed language is too restrictive and 123 

eliminates flexibility in administering Budget Billing Plans. Over 27,000 Illinois 124 

customers take advantage of MidAmerican’s Budget Billing Plan, which is 125 

approximately 32% of its Illinois customer base. While MidAmerican initially 126 
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defaults customers new to the Budget Billing Plan to a quarterly review, 127 

MidAmerican has found that many customers benefit from having the option of a 128 

less frequent review. Therefore, MidAmerican is opposed to GCI’s proposed 129 

language that Budget Billing Plans for all customers be reviewed and adjusted 130 

quarterly. Staff’s proposed rules are reasonable and allow utilities the flexibility to 131 

manage Budget Billing Plans based on individual customer circumstances. 132 

 133 

V. SUBPART I:  DISCONNECTION 134 

Q. GCI recommends requiring the utility visit a property and knock on the 135 

door prior to disconnection of a residential customer. Does MidAmerican 136 

agree that this should be a requirement?  137 

A. No. While MidAmerican addressed this in its rebuttal testimony, MidAmerican 138 

maintains that this is an unnecessary requirement and puts service personnel at 139 

risk for potentially dangerous situations. As Staff correctly noted in its rebuttal 140 

testimony, the knock on the door requirement is outdated. Staff Ex. 1.0 at 17, 141 

Lines 384-387; Staff Ex. 2.0 at 75, Lines 1731-1733. Utilities make multiple 142 

attempts to notify customers of potential disconnection prior to the actual physical 143 

disconnection. MidAmerican also notes that, although IBEW supported this 144 

proposal in its initial testimony, it retracted its support in its rebuttal.  IBEW Ex. 145 

2.0 at 2, Lines 8-16. 146 

  147 

  148 
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  149 

VI. SUBPART J:  MEDICAL CERTIFICATION  150 

Q. GCI recommends changes to allow for more frequent medical certifications 151 

if appropriate. Does MidAmerican agree with this recommendation?  152 

A. No, MidAmerican concurs with the concerns expressed by utilities and agrees 153 

that the proposed rules offer a great deal of flexibility to customers with medical 154 

conditions. GCI’s suggested language may lead to customers abusing the 155 

purpose of the medical certification. The medical certification is intended to 156 

extend service in the event of a medical emergency. GCI’s proposed language, 157 

however, allows a customer to continually avoid paying the utility bill due to a 158 

medical condition. Consequently, MidAmerican recommends the Commission 159 

consider a more balanced approach and adopt Staff’s proposed changes.  160 

 161 

VII. SUBPART L:  UNAUTHORIZED SERVICE USAGE 162 

Q. GCI expressed concern regarding illegal taps and contends that tenants 163 

may be open to harassment by utilities for access to equipment. GCI 164 

proposes language to address this concern. (GCI Ex. 3.0 at 8-9, Lines 190-165 

204.) Does MidAmerican agree with GCI’s proposed language?  166 

A. No. Section 8-303 of the Public Utility Act (PUA) outlines the utilities’ 167 

responsibility to investigate allegations of unreasonably high bills, which requires 168 

access to the premises. It is reasonable to assume that a utility would work with 169 

tenants, property management, and property owners to gain access in order to 170 

address the issue. Additionally, GCI has presented no evidence to indicate that 171 
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tenants are harassed by utilities for the purposes of gaining access in these 172 

situations. Therefore, MidAmerican supports the language proposed by Staff.   173 

 174 

VIII. SUBPART N:  INFORMATION 175 

Q. GCI continues to recommend several data requirements be included in the 176 

proposed rules. Does MidAmerican agree with GCI’s recommendations?  177 

A. No. GCI continues to propose a list of 21 data requirements, with 13 sub-178 

requirements, and proclaims that this information would be valuable in 179 

formulating utility service access and bill collection policies. GCI Ex. 1.0 at 16, 180 

Lines 403-405. As noted in its rebuttal testimony, GCI has not adequately 181 

explained how this specific data would be put to use or how the information 182 

requested is relevant to customers having access to utility service. GCI has 183 

indicated that its goal is to require uniform definitions and formats so that the 184 

information can be compared across Illinois utilities. Id. at 17, Lines 435-437. 185 

However, many of GCI’s information reporting requirements are not clearly 186 

defined. Consequently, GCI is not going to obtain consistent data from all the 187 

utilities due to size and operational differences, and these differences will render 188 

the data meaningless. GCI’s request is simply unreasonable and over 189 

burdensome and does not provide any customer benefit. 190 

Q. Does the Commission currently require utilities to provide customer 191 

information on utility access? 192 
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A. Yes. The Commission already has a monthly data request where utilities report 193 

the number of residential disconnections, reconnections, and service points. In 194 

addition to this data, twice a year, utilities submit the data as part of the 195 

requirements pursuant to Part 280.135 j) of the Illinois Administrative Code. Part 196 

280.135 j) requires that utilities provide more in-depth disconnection data, and 197 

Staff retains these requirements in its proposed rules.  198 

Additionally, Staff sends out data requests to utilities regarding specific utility 199 

practices on disconnection, reconnection, and what information utilities provide 200 

customers. 201 

Q. GCI recommends requiring utilities to include information specific to low-202 

income customers in its welcome booklet. Does MidAmerican agree with 203 

GCI’s recommendation? 204 

A. No. The welcome booklet is intended to provide an overall picture of a company’s 205 

products and services and includes basic information. It is not intended, nor is it 206 

realistic, to attempt to provide detailed information on every question or issue a 207 

customer may encounter. Additionally, GCI focuses solely on low-income 208 

information. There are already notification requirements for customers who may 209 

be low-income. For example, the existing rules require that utilities provide a 210 

listing of the names, addresses and telephone numbers of governmental and 211 

private agencies which may provide assistance to residential customers in paying 212 

their utility bills once they have received a disconnection notice. Additionally, 213 
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utilities are required to provide bill inserts regarding a listing of income guidelines 214 

for the energy assistance programs.   215 

Since there are requirements already in place to provide customers with low- 216 

income information, it is redundant to also place that information in the welcome 217 

booklet. Staff’s current and proposed rules require that this information be sent at 218 

more appropriate times rather than at the time they initiate service. Additionally, 219 

as Staff noted, the proposed list of requirements of the customer information 220 

packet is already very lengthy.      221 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 222 

A. Yes. 223 


