
City Ex. 3.01

THE CITY OF CHICAGO’S RESPONSES TO
THE PEOPLES GAS LIGHT AND COKE COMPANY AND

THE NORTH SHORE GAS COMPANY’S
FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS

PGL/NSG-City 1.03  On page 4, line 62 of Mr. McKenzie’s testimony, he states, “At the outset,

it must be noted that the proposed rule is unfair.”  Does Mr. McKenzie agree that that [sic]

Section 280.130 of the Commission’s rules currently allow utilities to shut off service to an entire

building, even when some customers within that building are current in their utility payments,

when the utility is unable to gain access to read its meters?  If not, please explain why not.  If so,

please explain whether Mr. McKenzie believes that current Section 280.130  is unfair and

whether  proposed Section 280.140 rule is any more unfair than current Section 280.130.  

Response:

The City objects to this question as it calls for a legal opinion.  Without waiving that objection,

the City does not take a position with respect to the assertion “that Section 280.130 of the

Commission’s rules currently allow utilities to shut off service to an entire building, even when

some customers within that building are current in their utility payments, when the utility is

unable to gain access to read its meters[.]”  It is Mr. McKenzie’s understanding that Peoples Gas

will disconnect a multi-tenant under only certain circumstances.  In particular, Mr. McKenzie’s

understanding is that currently Peoples Gas will disconnect a multi-tenant building when (1) the

building owner is responsible for providing heat to the building or (2) when there are allegations 
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of gas theft.  As to the first situation, the building owner is the Peoples Gas customer and is

responsible for paying the bills for gas used to provide heating.  The situation involving alleged

gas theft is a potentially dangerous situation.  However, Mr. McKenzie also understands that

utilities do not currently disconnect all tenants in a multi-tenant building where the tenants are

Peoples Gas customers and are responsible for providing their own heat when one tenant is

subject to disconnection for non-payment, as proposed section 280.140 would allow. 

Disconnecting all customers in a building, all of whom, except one, are current on their bills, is a

far different matter than the situations in which utilities currently disconnect entire multi-unit

buildings.  Disconnecting all tenants in a building, who are Peoples Gas customers and who are

responsible for providing their own heat, because one tenant in a building is subject to

disconnection for nonpayment is fundamentally unfair.  Because utilities do not currently

disconnect all tenants in a multi-tenant building because one tenant is subject to disconnection

for non-payment and proposed section 280.140 would permit such a practice, Mr. McKenzie

believes proposed section 280.140 is unfair as compared to current practices.  In addition, to

being unfair, proposed section 280.140 will create several other problems discussed in Mr.

McKenzie’s direct testimony, City Ex. 1.0.  



City Ex. 3.02

THE CITY OF CHICAGO’S RESPONSES TO
THE PEOPLES GAS LIGHT AND COKE COMPANY AND

THE NORTH SHORE GAS COMPANY’S
FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS

PGL/NSG-City 1.04  On page 4, line 62 of Mr. McKenzie’s testimony, he states, “At the outset,

it must be noted that the proposed rule is unfair.”  Does Mr. McKenzie agree that that [sic] the

provision entitled “Right to Refuse or Discontinue Service” contained on First Revised Sheet No.

18 of The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Schedule of Rates, on file with the

Commission,  currently allow Peoples Gas to shut off service to an entire building, even when

some customers within that building are current in their utility payments, when Peoples Gas is

unable to gain access to inspect its metering equipment, service pipe and all other equipment

relating to the Company’s service?  If not, please explain why not.  If so, please explain whether

Mr. McKenzie believes  the “Right to Refuse or Discontinue Service” provision of Peoples Gas’

Schedule of Rates  is unfair and whether  proposed Section 280.140 rule is any more unfair than

that provision.

Response:

The City objects to this question as it calls for a legal opinion.  Without waiving that objection,

the City does not take a position with respect to the assertion “the provision entitled “Right to

Refuse or Discontinue Service” contained on First Revised Sheet No. 18 of The Peoples Gas

Light and Coke Company’s Schedule of Rates, on file with the Commission,  currently allow 
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Peoples Gas to shut off service to an entire building, even when some customers within that

building are current in their utility payments, when Peoples Gas is unable to gain access to

inspect its metering equipment, service pipe and all other equipment relating to the Company’s

service[.]”  The referenced section of Peoples Gas’s tariffs states that the utility may discontinue

service “in accordance with the terms of 83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 280.”  As stated in

response to the previous question, PGL/NS-City 1.03, it is Mr. McKenzie’s understanding that

Peoples Gas will disconnect a multi-tenant under only certain circumstances.  In particular, Mr.

McKenzie’s understanding is that currently Peoples Gas will disconnect a multi-tenant building

when (1) the building owner is responsible for providing heat to the building or (2) when there

are allegations of gas theft.  As to the first situation, the building owner is the Peoples Gas

customer and is responsible for paying the bills for gas used to provide heating.  The situation

involving alleged gas theft is a potentially dangerous situation.  However, Mr. McKenzie also

understands that utilities do not currently disconnect all tenants in a multi-tenant building where

the tenants are Peoples Gas customers and are responsible for providing their own heat when one

tenant is subject to disconnection for non-payment, as proposed section 280.140 would allow. 

Disconnecting all customers in a building, all of whom, except one, are current on their bills, is a

far different matter than the situations in which utilities currently disconnect entire multi-unit

buildings.  Disconnecting all tenants in a building, who are Peoples Gas customers and who are

responsible for providing their own heat, because one tenant in a building is subject to

disconnection for nonpayment is fundamentally unfair.  Because utilities do not currently

disconnect all tenants in a multi-tenant building because one tenant is subject to disconnection

for non-payment and proposed section 280.140 would permit such a practice, Mr. McKenzie 
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believes proposed section 280.140 is unfair as compared to current practices.  In addition, to

being unfair, proposed section 280.140 will create several other problems discussed in Mr.

McKenzie’s direct testimony, City Ex. 1.0.  



City Ex. 3.03

THE CITY OF CHICAGO’S RESPONSES TO
THE PEOPLES GAS LIGHT AND COKE COMPANY AND

THE NORTH SHORE GAS COMPANY’S
FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS

PGL/NSG-City 1.05  On page 4, lines 77-79, of Mr. McKenzie’s testimony, he states:  “I note

that the rule does not require that the utility take any measures to ensure that tenants are actually

able to provide the assistance the proposed rule is intended to compel.”… Would Mr. McKenzie

support proposed Section 280.140 if it were revised to require the utility to take measures “to

ensure that tenants are actually able to provide the assistance the proposed rule is intended to

compel”.  If not, please explain why not.  

Response:

No.  The quoted portion of Mr. McKenzie’s testimony is only one flaw of proposed section

280.140.  As described throughout Mr. McKenzie’s testimony, there are additional flaws in the

proposed rule.  Making the modification suggested in the question does not cure all of the

proposed section’s flaws.  Moreover, as Mr. McKenzie testified, the primary flaw with the rule is

that it is unfair to punish customers in a multi-tenant building who pay their bills because one

customer is subject to disconnection for non-payment.
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