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Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A.  My name is James G. Robinson, Jr.  My business address is 130 E. Randolph Drive, 2 

Chicago, Illinois 60601. 3 

Q. Are you the same James G. Robinson, Jr. who testified previously in this 4 

proceeding? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

Q. For whom are you testifying? 7 

A.  I am testifying on behalf of The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas”) 8 

and North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”), (collectively “the Companies”). 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?  10 



 

2 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony sponsored 11 

by other intervenors in this proceeding.   12 

Q. Would you please summarize your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 13 

A. My surrebuttal testimony provides the Companies’ position on the rebuttal testimony of 14 

the other intervenors generally and specifically with respect to certain of their 15 

recommendations.  In addition, I address the timing of implementation of rules once 16 

adopted in this proceeding.  Note that I have already provided comprehensive testimony 17 

on the Proposed Rules in my rebuttal testimony.  I do not repeat myself here.  Rather, I 18 

address those sections of the Proposed Rules where intervenors have attempted additional 19 

arguments in support of positions with which the Companies disagree.  Also, I have 20 

limited by surrebuttal testimony to the following issues which are of the greatest 21 

importance to Peoples Gas and North Shore: 22 

 Proposed Section 280.20, Definitions:  The definitions of “Customer” and “Transfer of 23 

Service” should not be revised to allow someone customer status for 30 days after 24 

disconnection of service. 25 

 Proposed Section 280.30, Application:  This section should be revised to provide that one 26 

form of identification must be a state or federal issued photo ID. 27 

 Proposed Section 280.35, Revert to Landlord/Property Management Agreement:  The 28 

proposal of the Governmental and Consumer Intervenors (“GCI”) to require utilities to 29 

disconnect service within five days of a customer leaving a premise is arbitrary and 30 

should be rejected. 31 

 Proposed Section 280.40, Deposits:  GCI’s proposal to eliminate credit scoring as a basis 32 

for imposing a deposit should be rejected. 33 
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 Proposed Section 280.40, Deposits:  GCI’s proposal to prohibit utilities from imposing 34 

deposits on non-paying customers who have been customers for at least 24 months 35 

should be rejected. 36 

 Proposed Section 280.90, Estimated Bills:  GCI’s proposals to revise the Commission 37 

Staff’s proposed rules should be rejected. 38 

 Proposed Section 280.130, Disconnection of Service:  The proposals to require a personal 39 

contact prior to disconnection of service should be rejected. 40 

 Proposed Section 280.140, Disconnection for Lack of Access to Multi-Metered Premises:  41 

The City of Chicago’s proposal to delete this section is inappropriate and should be 42 

rejected. 43 

 Proposed Section 280.210, Payment Avoidance by Location (PAL):  The 44 

recommendation of various parties to delete this section should not be accepted; rather, 45 

the proposed rules should be revised to incorporate the “tweaking” changes proposed by 46 

Peoples Gas and North Shore. 47 

Q. How is your surrebuttal testimony organized? 48 

A. My surrebuttal testimony is organized in the same order as the Commission Staff’s 49 

Proposed Rules.  Note that where I do not address the testimony of another intervenor on 50 

a particular section, that does not mean that the Companies either support or oppose that 51 

testimony. Rather, the Companies are not taking a position at this time. 52 

Proposed Section 280.20, Definitions 53 

Q. Ms. Alexander, a witness for GCI, continues to advocate modifying the definition of 54 

“Customer” to provide that for a 30-day time period subsequent to disconnection, a 55 

person would still be considered a customer.  In her rebuttal testimony, she claims 56 
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that this proposed modification “may actually be a benefit to the utility”.  (GCI Ex. 57 

3.0 (Alexander), p. 3, line 68)
1
  Please comment. 58 

A. I don’t see a benefit to a utility by extending the 14 days to 30 days, particularly when 59 

this proposed change is coupled with GCI’s position that the definition of “Transfer of 60 

Service” should not be revised as proposed by the Commission Staff; instead, that 61 

definition should simply be revised by changing “14 days” to “30 days” to conform to 62 

GCI’s proposed definition of “Customer”.  Taken together, GCI proposes that a person 63 

within 30 days of disconnection, voluntarily or involuntarily, at another premise should 64 

still be considered a customer and able to transfer service, including unpaid bills, from 65 

the prior address to the current address. The only exception is when a disconnection 66 

notice has been issued at the prior address. 67 

Treating an applicant as a customer under the circumstances proposed by GCI can 68 

not be considered a benefit to the utility.  The Commission Staff’s proposed rules are 69 

more balanced and would allow a transfer of service within 14 days of disconnection.  70 

However, under the definition of “Transfer of Service” if the customer requesting the 71 

transfer has undisputed past due utility charges or deposit amounts owing for more than 72 

two days past the due date, the utility may deny the transfer of service unless the 73 

customer pays the past due utility charges or deposit or enters into a payment agreement 74 

on the amounts owing.   Even this feature of the Commission Staff’s revised definition of 75 

“Transfer of Service” needs clarification.  76 

Q. What clarification is necessary? 77 

                                                 
1
 Note that both the rebuttal testimonies of Ms. Alexander and Ms. Sandra Marcelin-Reme are labeled “GCP Ex. 3.0.  

In this rebuttal testimony, they will be differentiated as follows:  “GCI Ex. 3.0 (Alexander)” and “GCI Ex. 3.0 

(Marcelin-Reme)”. 
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A. The definition should be revised to clarify that this definitional section does not confer 78 

any additional rights to a deferred payment agreement beyond those set forth in Section 79 

280.120 of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules.  In other words, if a customer had 80 

already exhausted his or her entitlement to deferred payment arrangements as set forth in 81 

Section 280.120, this definitional section should not be construed to allow an additional 82 

deferred payment arrangement. 83 

Q. Do you have language to offer for such a clarification? 84 

A. Yes.  I would add the following sentence before the last sentence of the definition of 85 

“Transfer of Service”:  “Note that this section shall not be construed to entitle the 86 

customer to rights to an additional deferred payment arrangement beyond those conferred 87 

by Section 280.120 of these rules.” 88 

Proposed Section 280.30, Application 89 

Q. Ms. Alexander recommends that “language be added to Part 280 to make clear that 90 

a utility must inform applicants that alternative forms of identification are 91 

permissible”.  (GCI Ex. 3.0 (Alexander), p. 6)  Please comment on her 92 

recommendation. 93 

A. Yes.  I don’t disagree that a utility should inform applicants that alternative forms of 94 

identification are acceptable, however I believe the Staff’s language in Proposed Section 95 

280.30 (b) and (c) accomplish this.  For the reasons stated in my rebuttal testimony, 96 

which I will not repeat here, Staff’s Proposed Section 280.30 (c) should be revised to 97 

provide that at least one of the required forms of identification must be a state or federal 98 

picture ID.   99 

Proposed Section 280.35, Revert to Landlord/Property Management Agreement 100 
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Q. In their rebuttal testimony, Staff witnesses stated their opinion that the best way for 101 

utilities to deal with uncooperative landlords and property owners is to simply stop 102 

providing service when a tenant leaves after a reasonable period of days has passed 103 

without a new applicant for service.  In her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Sandra 104 

Marcelin-Reme offers a new proposal, namely, that absent a written 105 

prearrangement with a landlord/property manager or an application for service 106 

from the landlord/property manager, the utility should disconnect service within 107 

five days.   In her opinion, requiring disconnection of service within five days is 108 

providing a clear definition of “reasonable period of days”.  (GCI Ex. 3.0 (Marcelin-109 

Reme, p. 3)   Do you agree that five days is a reasonable period of time in this 110 

situation? 111 

A. No.  There are many different actual circumstances involving disconnection and 112 

reconnection of service.  In some cases, it may be entirely appropriate and reasonable to 113 

disconnect service within five days.  In other cases, it may be reasonable to disconnect 114 

service, if such disconnection is required, after a period of five days.  In my opinion, the 115 

five day requirement proposed by Ms. Marcelin-Reme is not reasonable, it is simply 116 

arbitrary.  In contrast, the Commission Staff’s proposed language is appropriate to allow 117 

the utility some judgment in how to deal with these situations. 118 

Proposed Section 280.40, Deposits 119 

Q.  In her rebuttal testimony, GCI witness Marcelin-Reme continues to recommend 120 

that Proposed Section 280.40 be revised to remove credit scoring as a basis for 121 

imposing a deposit, raising the question “what does assessment of risk based on the 122 
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credit score actually do for the utility company?”  (GCI Ex. 3.0 (Marcelin-Reme), p. 123 

4)  What does the use of credit scoring “do” for a utility? 124 

A.  My rebuttal testimony demonstrated the effectiveness of credit scoring based on data for 125 

calendar year 2009.  Subsequent to the filing of that rebuttal testimony, I now have 126 

similar data for calendar 2010.  In calendar 2010, approximately $5.64 million was paid 127 

in deposits to Peoples Gas from applicants based on credit scoring.  Approximately $15.2 128 

million was charged-off from accounts going final that were billed a credit scoring 129 

deposit.  Approximately $2.17 million was applied to past due bills. 130 

The experience in calendar 2010 clearly demonstrates the continued need for 131 

credit scoring.  To answer Ms. Marcelin-Reme’s question, what credit scoring does for 132 

utilities is allow them to collect a deposit on customers who would otherwise not be 133 

eligible for a deposit and subsequently apply such deposits to past due bills which 134 

otherwise would become uncollectible and have to be collected from the utilities’ other 135 

customers. 136 

Q. Alternatively, Ms. Marcelin-Reme argues that if the practice of using credit scoring 137 

is retained, Staff should “propose language which will limit the use of credit scores 138 

to those customers who fail to pay their bills”.  (Id., p. 4, lines 95-97)  Please 139 

comment. 140 

A. If she is saying that a utility should limit the use of credit scores to customers who failed 141 

to pay their bills to that utility, we would be back to where we were prior to the 142 

amendments to the rule allowing credit scoring.  If she is speaking of failing to pay bills 143 

generally, I would expect that applicants who pay their bills would not be imposed a 144 

deposit based on credit scoring. 145 
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Q.  GCI witness Alexander recommends that Proposed Section 280.40 be revised to 146 

retain the current restriction against billing for deposits after someone has been a 147 

customer for 24 months. In support of her recommendation, she states that allowing 148 

“the utility to demand a deposit from customers who pay late is likely to make it 149 

more difficult for certain customers to pay their bills, particularly for low income 150 

and payment-troubled customers”. (GCI Ex. 3.0 (Alexander), p. 9, lines 203-205). 151 

Please comment. 152 

A.  Her recommendation, as it pertains to low income customers, is unnecessary.  Except 153 

under certain circumstances set forth in Proposed Section 280.45, Deposits for Low 154 

Income Customers, a utility cannot impose a deposit on a low-income customer.  As for 155 

payment-troubled customers, if she means customers who don’t pay their bills, these are 156 

exactly the customers for whom a deposit should be imposed.  157 

Q.  In support of her position, GCI witness Alexander sets forth a chart showing the 158 

number of residential customers that would be eligible for a deposit under the 159 

proposed rule change based on data provided in Docket 05-0237.  That chart shows 160 

that the number for Peoples Gas was 40,000 residential heating customers.  The 161 

amount of deposits associated with those 40,000 customers was $6.2 million.  Please 162 

comment. 163 

A. I don’t see how these numbers support her argument.  The opposite is true—the numbers 164 

show that Peoples Gas had a serious risk of not collecting from customers who have been 165 

customers of Peoples Gas for a period longer than 24-months.  Insulating such customers 166 

from deposit requirements simply because they have been customers for the arbitrary 167 

period of 24 months simply does not make any financial sense.  The Commission Staff’s 168 
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proposal to remove this arbitrary limitation on deposits is both reasonable and 169 

appropriate. 170 

Proposed Section 280.90, Estimated Bills 171 

Q. Ms. Alexander, on behalf of GCI, appears to be making an alternative proposal in 172 

her rebuttal testimony regarding estimated bills.  She recommends that the 173 

Commission “prohibit the use of disconnection of service for a repeated failure to 174 

read the meter and obtain an actual meter reading when there is no obstacle 175 

presented by the customer in obtaining such a reading”. (GCI Ex. 3.0 (Alexander), 176 

p. 14, lines 305-308, emphasis in original) What is your position regarding this 177 

proposal? 178 

A. Section 280.90 of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules sets forth the 179 

requirements for issuing estimated bills.  Proposed Section 280.90 ((b) (1) requires a 180 

utility to “perform an actual reading of a customer’s meter at least every second billing 181 

unless the utility’s effort to do so is prevented”.  Section 280.130 of the Commission 182 

Staff’s Proposed Rules set forth the requirements and restrictions relating to 183 

disconnection of service.  There is no reason to combine these two sections.   184 

 Moreover, the wording “obstacle presented by the customer” is ambiguous.  In a 185 

situation in which the meter is located indoors and the meter reader is unable to gain 186 

access, has the customer presented an obstacle to obtaining the reading?  Or is the 187 

wording limited to some type of physical obstacle, e.g. constructing a locked closet 188 

around the meter? 189 

Q. In her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Marcelin-Reme suggests a compromise to GCI’s 190 

original position recommending forfeiture of estimated bills.  Her suggestion is that 191 
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“if a utility repeatedly fails to read a customer’s meter, the utility could accept 192 

payment in an amount that is equal to the amount of the customer’s last billing in 193 

which both the present and previous readings were both actual readings”.  (GCI Ex. 194 

3.0 (Marcelin-Reme), p. 6, lines 126-129)  Is this a workable alternative?  195 

A. No.  The current rules (and the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules) provide for the bi-196 

monthly reading of meters.   I should point out in this regard that Peoples Gas is in a 197 

different situation than North Shore.  Peoples Gas has automated meter reading (“AMR”) 198 

for approximately 95% of its accounts.  For these accounts, Peoples Gas attempts to read 199 

the meter every month. For the remaining accounts, Peoples Gas attempts to read the 200 

meter every other month. North Shore does not have an automated meter reading system 201 

and its meter readers attempt to read the meter every other month.  Consequently, for 202 

North Shore, and most other utilities, the first situation contemplated by Ms. Marcelin-203 

Reme, i.e. a bill in which both the previous and current readings are actual, will not 204 

occur.   205 

Q. Ms. Marcelin-Reme sets forth an alternative proposal.  If such a bill based on two 206 

actual readings does not exist, “the utility could accept 50% of the estimated bill 207 

until an actual reading is taken”.  (Id., lines 129-130)  What is your position 208 

regarding her alternative proposal? 209 

 Ms. Marcelin-Reme’s alternative of requiring the utility to take 50% of the amount owed 210 

by the customer is simply a bad idea.  If Ms. Marcelin-Reme is suggesting that one 211 

should assume that an estimated bill is twice as high as what an actual reading would be, 212 

there is simple no support for such an assumption.  Keep in mind that the estimation 213 

methodologies of Illinois utilities, including Peoples Gas and North Shore, have been 214 
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approved by the Commission.  Where there is a good history of meter reading, most 215 

estimated bills will be close to actual.  Moreover, allowing customers to pay 50% of an 216 

estimated bill is simply going to make them fall behind in what they owe to the utility 217 

and make it difficult for such customers to pay their bills when the bill based on an actual 218 

reading is delivered.    Her 50% figure is completely arbitrary and should be rejected.  219 

Q. In response to the Commission Staff’s rejection of GCI’s proposal to prohibit 220 

utilities from issuing final bills based on estimated readings, Ms. Marcelin-Reme 221 

indicates that she disagrees with Staff’s assessment that the costs of having the 222 

utility take actual readings when a person is moving in or out of a residence 223 

outweighs the benefits to the consumer.  (Id., lines 133-147)  Please comment. 224 

A. I agree with the Commission Staff’s assessment that the costs of having a utility take 225 

actual readings when a person is moving in or out of a residence outweighs any benefit to 226 

consumers.  As I have previously stated, the Companies’ estimation procedures have 227 

been approved by the Commission and are reasonable.  Again, with a good meter reading 228 

history, a final bill based on an estimated reading should be close to the actual. In this 229 

situation, it is hard to see the benefit to the consumer of requiring an actual reading.  Of 230 

course, if the final bill, based on an estimate, is objected to by the customer, the 231 

Companies would take the necessary steps to obtain an actual reading to confirm the 232 

estimated reading.   233 

Proposed Section 280.130, Disconnection of Service 234 

Q. Mr. Musser, AARP’s witness, continues to assert the position that Proposed Section 235 

280.130 should be revised to require the utility to attempt a contact at the time of 236 

disconnection.  In support of his position, he cites the position of IBEW that such a 237 
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contact has a “safety value”.  (Musser Revised Rebuttal Testimony, p. 2, lines 4-13)  238 

Please comment.  239 

A. First, to the extent that Mr. Musser is relying on the position of the IBEW, that reliance is 240 

misplaced.  In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Loomis, IBEW’s witness, withdrew his 241 

recommendation that the proposed rules require a contact at the time of disconnection.  242 

(IBEW Ex. 2.0, p. 2, lines 8-16)  Second, AARP’s proposed requirement is unnecessary.  243 

The Commission’s current rules and the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules provide 244 

adequate notice and allow a sufficient amount of time for persons subject to 245 

disconnection of service to make arrangements to retain their service.  Third, as I have 246 

previously testified, requiring customer contact at the time of disconnection can put our 247 

employees in a dangerous situation.   248 

Q. Ms. Alexander, on behalf of GCI, also continues to assert that the Commission 249 

Staff’s Proposed Rules should contain a “knock on the door requirement”.  (GCI 250 

Ex. 3.0 (Alexander), p. 16, lines 358-360).  Please comment. 251 

A. Initially, I would note that Ms. Alexander, like Mr. Musser, “defers to the IBEW” on the 252 

safety aspect of this requirement.  Again, as previously stated, the IBEW withdrew its 253 

recommendation that the “knock on the door requirement” be retained.  Ms. Alexander 254 

devotes several pages to this issue in a discussion of remote disconnection of meters.  The 255 

issue of whether there should be a “knock at the door” when a utility disconnects service 256 

is independent of the issue of remote disconnection of meters.  Just because a field 257 

employee is present at the premises in order to disconnect service does not mean that that 258 

employee should attempt to collect the bill.  Again, the Commission Staff’s Proposed 259 
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Rules provide ample opportunity for customers to avoid disconnection.  Putting field 260 

employees at risk is not the solution. 261 

Q. In his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. McKenzie criticizes the Commission Staff’s 262 

rejection of his recommendation, stating that the “fundamental premise of the 263 

rule—that some customers should be punished for the actions of others to assist a 264 

utility’s collection efforts—remains intact in Staff’s modified proposed rule”.  (City 265 

Ex. 2.0, p. 2, lines 22-24)    Please comment. 266 

A. The purpose of the rule is not to punish customers.  The purpose of the rule is to allow a 267 

utility to collect for service from customers in multi-metered premises who seek to obtain 268 

utility service without paying for it, by abusing the current restrictions on a utility’s 269 

ability to disconnect service to such customers when there are customers with current 270 

accounts in the building.  The rationale is not to punish the other customers in the 271 

building, but to enlist their aid in obtaining access to the meters of those customers who 272 

are gaming the system, and to do so with notices and other protections that will seek to 273 

avoid their disconnection and, if disconnection does occur, to reconnect such customers 274 

as quickly as possible, as well as provide them with an inconvenience credit for their 275 

trouble. 276 

Q. In support of his recommendation, Mr. McKenzie states that he was “particularly 277 

surprised” that Staff did not condition its “penalty” on an actual ability of affected 278 

paying customers in a building to provide the access to the non-paying customer’s 279 

meter.  (Id., p. 2, lines 31-33) Please comment. 280 

A. I find it particularly surprising that the City’s witness brings this point up.  As I stated in 281 

my rebuttal testimony, Peoples Gas and North Shore submitted a data request to the City 282 
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of Chicago asking if the City would withdraw its opposition to Proposed Section 280.140 283 

if the rule were amended to apply only in situations in which the utility determined that 284 

the tenants have access to the meter subject to disconnection.  The City indicated that it 285 

would not. 286 

Q. Mr. McKenzie expresses the City’s sympathy to utilities trying to collect a bill, but 287 

states that “in making a choice between continued provision of essential services to 288 

paying utility customers in a building and collecting the bill of a single customer in 289 

the building, the Commission should reject a proposed rule that gives unquestioned 290 

priority to bill collection”.  (Id., p.3, lines 54-58)  Please comment. 291 

A. I don’t agree with Mr. McKenzie’s rhetoric that, in adopting Proposed Section 280.140, 292 

the Commission would effectively be choosing bill collection over the provision of 293 

essential services to paying customers.  I believe that Proposed Section 280.140 gives the 294 

utility a tool to collect from non-paying customers by encouraging other customers in the 295 

building to provide access to the non-paying customer’s meter.   296 

Q. Mr. McKenzie, in his rebuttal testimony, criticizes the inconvenience credit, saying 297 

that the “rule provides the same (and only one) monthly charge whether a 298 

building’s customer [sic] have their service interrupted for a few hours or many 299 

days.”  Please comment. 300 

A. Peoples Gas has experience in a related situation.  The Commission’s current rules allow 301 

Peoples Gas to disconnect service to a multi-metered building at which one of the 302 

customers has not provided Peoples Gas with access to its equipment to perform a 303 

regulatory requirement.  In cases in which Peoples Gas has disconnected service for this 304 

reason, our experience is that the other customers in the building quickly provide the 305 
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necessary access so that Peoples Gas can perform its regulatory responsibilities and 306 

restore service to the building. 307 

Proposed Section 280.210, Payment Avoidance by Location (PAL) 308 

Q. Do you have any response to the testimony of other intervenors or Staff with respect 309 

to Proposed Section 280.210, Payment Avoidance by Location (PAL), of the 310 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules? 311 

A. Yes, in its Rebuttal Testimony, Staff sought input on certain timing changes that had been 312 

proposed by Peoples Gas and North Shore.   313 

Q. Please describe those timing changes and why Peoples Gas and North Shore 314 

proposed them. 315 

A. As explained in Peoples Gas and North Shore’s Direct Testimony, minor revisions of the 316 

criteria in Section 280.210 would allow the section to be useful for the purpose for which 317 

it was designed, namely stopping applicants for service and customers from avoiding 318 

payment by gaming the system.  Those minor timing changes to the existing criteria are 319 

as follows.  Under subsections 280.210 (d) (2) (A) (2) and 280.210 (d) (2) (A) (3), “24 320 

hours” would be revised to “seven days” for the following reason.  The applicants and 321 

customers who are household residents, who this section is attempting to cover, have 322 

shown that they want to game the system and intentionally avoid paying the large 323 

delinquent balance.  Limiting the protection of this section to 24 hours after collection 324 

activity or contact would enable these individuals to easily avoid coming within the 325 

criteria of the section by simply waiting a few days.    The “24 hours” criterion does not 326 

enable the utility to hold accountable those residents that continue to reside at the premise 327 
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and avoid payment, which is contrary to my understanding of the intended purpose of this 328 

section.   329 

Q. How did parties respond to the Commission Staff’s request for comments on 330 

Peoples Gas’ and North Shore Gas’ proposal? 331 

A. A number of utilities responded that due to the stringent requirements that a utility must 332 

meet in order to comply with the proposed section, it should simply be deleted.  While I 333 

agree that the requirements of the proposed section are stringent, I don’t believe the 334 

solution is to delete the section.  With the timing changes proposed by Peoples Gas and 335 

North Shore, utilities would be able to utilize the remedies provided by the proposed 336 

section in a number of instances.  To my mind, this is an improvement over the current 337 

rules which provide no remedy in the situations where applicants are attempting to game 338 

the system. 339 

  Moreover, having some rule in place in the payment avoidance by location 340 

situation will provide utilities with useful information and experience.  Such useful 341 

information and experience may help determine if future revisions to the rule would 342 

make it more effective at addressing the serious problem of payment avoidance by 343 

location. 344 

Timing of Implementation 345 

Q. In Peoples Gas and North Shore’s direct testimony (PGL/NSG Ex. 1.0), the 346 

Companies  took the position that utilities should have 18 months from the date of 347 

the adoption of rules to implement the rule changes.  Has this position changed 348 

based on the rebuttal testimony of the Commission Staff and the revised 349 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules? 350 
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A. No, Peoples Gas and North Shore would still be able to implement the proposed rules, as 351 

revised, within 18-24 months from the date that final rules are adopted in this proceeding.  352 

However, if the Commission were to adopt some of the proposals of GCI or some of the 353 

other intervenors in these proceeding, implementation could well take longer than this 354 

18-24 month time period. 355 

Summary 356 

Q.  Will you please summarize your position in this case? 357 

A. In general, the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules represent a reasonable effort to 358 

change the existing Part 280 rules in a manner to assist those customers who need 359 

additional assistance, without impeding too greatly on the ability of utilities to provide 360 

reliable service and collect accordingly.  Incorporation of the proposed revisions which 361 

the Companies have supported in their direct, rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony in this 362 

proceeding will improve the proposed rules.  On the other hand, the proposed revisions 363 

which I have opposed in my rebuttal testimony and this surrebuttal testimony should be 364 

rejected.  In particular, the proposal of the City of Chicago to delete Proposed Section 365 

280.140 should be rejected. 366 

Q.  Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 367 

A. Yes, it does.  368 
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