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Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A.  My name is Vincent Gaeto.  My business address is 130 E. Randolph Drive, Chicago, 2 

Illinois 60601. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I am employed by Integrys Business Support, LLC (“IBS”), a service company providing 5 

services to, among others, The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas”) 6 

and North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”), (collectively referred to as the 7 

“Companies”). IBS, Peoples Gas and North Shore are subsidiaries of Integrys Energy 8 

Group, Inc. (“Integrys”) 9 

Q.  What position do you hold with IBS? 10 

A. Director, Meter to Cash.  11 

Q. What are your duties in your position with IBS? 12 
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A.  I’m currently on a short term assignment tasked with overseeing various Customer 13 

Service initiatives, mostly regulatory in nature.  Up until this temporary assignment and 14 

presumably following its completion, my duties include overseeing the “Meter to Cash” 15 

functionality within the Customer Service Department.  This department includes:  16 

Residential Billing, Payment Processing, Meter Reading, and Collections. 17 

Q. What is your educational background? 18 

A.  In 1996, I received a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from the University of Illinois.  In 19 

2006, I received an M.B.A. in Finance, Management & Strategy, Marketing, from 20 

Northwestern University’s Kellogg School of Management. 21 

Q.  What is your professional background?  22 

A. I have worked for Integrys and/or its subsidiaries for thirteen and a half years, the last 23 

two and a half in the Customer Service Department.  I began my employment with 24 

Peoples Gas in 1996 in the Operations Division, beginning as a staff engineer and rising 25 

to the level of Manager at both Peoples Gas and North Shore prior to transferring to the 26 

Customer Service Department.  I also spent two years working at the Trigen-Peoples 27 

Trigeneration Power Plant in Chicago. 28 

Q. For whom are you testifying? 29 

A.  I am testifying on behalf of Peoples Gas and North Shore. 30 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?  31 

A. The purpose of my testimony is  to respond on behalf of Peoples Gas and North Shore  to 32 

the Direct Testimony of the witnesses for the Illinois Commerce Commission 33 

(“Commission”) Staff, Jim Agnew and Joan Howard, in this proceeding, and comment on 34 

the proposed rules which would amend 83 Ill. Admin. Code Part 280, which were 35 
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attached to their direct testimony as Attachment A  (“Commission Staff’s Proposed 36 

Rules”). 37 

Q. Please describe the operations of Peoples Gas and North Shore. 38 

A.  Peoples Gas is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, 39 

having its principal office at 130 East Randolph Drive, Chicago, Illinois 60601.  It is 40 

engaged in the business of purchasing natural gas for and distributing, selling and 41 

transporting natural gas to approximately 840,000 customers in the City of Chicago. 42 

Peoples Gas is a public utility within the meaning of the Public Utilities Act. 43 

 North Shore is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, 44 

having its principal office at 130 East Randolph Drive, Chicago, Illinois 60601.  It is 45 

engaged in the business of purchasing natural gas for and distributing, selling and 46 

transporting natural gas to approximately 158,000 customers in the Cook and Lake 47 

Counties, Illinois. North Shore is a public utility within the meaning of the Public Utilities 48 

Act. 49 

Q. Would you please summarize your direct testimony in this proceeding? 50 

A. My direct testimony provides the Companies’ position on the Commission Staff’s 51 

Proposed Rules generally and specific comments and suggestions for revisions.  My 52 

direct testimony is categorized into six parts.  First, there is one section of the 53 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules that requires substantive revisions:  Section 280.210, 54 

Payment Avoidance by Location (PAL).  I explain why revisions are needed and provide 55 

the necessary revisions.  Second, I identify sections in the Commission Staff’s Proposed 56 

Rules that have a significant adverse impact on Peoples Gas and North Shore.  However, 57 

despite that fact, Peoples Gas and North Shore are willing to accept such sections as part 58 
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of the overall framework of the revised Part 280, as drafted in Commission Staff’s 59 

Proposed Rules.  Third, I identify one of the sections of the Commission Staff’s Proposed 60 

Rules that is of particular significance to Peoples Gas, Section 280.140, Disconnection 61 

for Lack of Access.  It is of vital importance that this section be retained without any 62 

substantive change.  However, there are three provisions of that section which require 63 

clarification.  Fourth, there are substantial costs associated with implementing the 64 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rule.  I describe those costs and provide estimates of such 65 

costs for the Commission’s information.  In addition, I testify that Peoples Gas and North 66 

Shore expect, and are entitled, to recover implementation and compliance costs through 67 

appropriate ratemaking mechanisms.  Fifth, it is important that the Commission provides 68 

sufficient time for the utilities to implement the proposed changes.  I recommend a 69 

timeline of up to 18-24 months for implementation.  The sixth and final section of the 70 

Companies’ testimony provides and recommends minor editorial and technical revisions 71 

which would help customers and users understand the Commission Staff’s Proposed 72 

Rules better. 73 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits on behalf of Peoples Gas and North Shore? 74 

A.  Yes, I am sponsoring Peoples Gas/North Shore Exhibit No. VG-1.1 , which sets forth 75 

Peoples Gas’ and North Shore’ proposed substantive changes to the Commission Staff’s 76 

Proposed Rules.  I am also sponsoring Peoples Gas/North Shore Exhibit No. VG-1.2, 77 

which sets forth minor editorial and technical changes to those proposed rules. 78 

Q. Are there any sections of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules which should be 79 

revised? 80 
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A. Yes, there is one section of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules that requires 81 

substantive revision:  Section 280.210, Payment Avoidance by Location (PAL).    82 

Q. What does Section 280.210 address? 83 

A. Section 280.210, Payment Avoidance by Location, attempts to address the problem of 84 

applicants for service and customers who attempt to avoid paying utility bills at a 85 

premises that they share.  For example, an apartment may be shared by roommates.  One 86 

roommate puts the utility bill in his or her name.  When the bill is not paid, the utility 87 

ultimately shuts off the gas service, whereupon a second roommate residing at the 88 

premises applies to put the utility service in his or her name.  When this bill is not paid 89 

and the service is terminated again, a third roommate applies to put the utility service in 90 

his or her name.  During this period of time, all three roommates are residing at the same 91 

premises and getting the benefit of utility service without payment. 92 

Q.  Please explain why Section 280.210 needs to be revised. 93 

A.  The problem that Section 280.210 attempts to address is a real one—the existence of 94 

applicants for service and customers who attempt to “game the system” in order to avoid 95 

payment.  This process represents intentional action by the applicant or customer to avoid 96 

payment.  Generally, gaming occurs when customers switch service to the name of 97 

another individual in the same household or connected with the account for the purpose 98 

of avoiding payment or disconnection of service, or to obtain service.  The rationale for 99 

addressing this problem is a good one.  Applicants for service and customers who game 100 

the system in order to avoid payment cause uncollectibles to increase.  These 101 

uncollectibles must be recovered from good-paying customers.  Obviously, this shifting 102 

of costs is not fair and the problem needs to be fixed.  However, while the intent to fix the 103 
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problem of shifting costs is there, Section 280.210, as currently drafted, does not correct 104 

the problem.  This is because the criteria used in the Proposed Section 280.210 are so 105 

rigid that the remedies set forth under the section are illusory; they will virtually never be 106 

applicable.   107 

Q.  How did you make this determination that the remedies under Section 280.210 108 

would not be applicable in most billing and applicant situations? 109 

A. Peoples Gas determined this by taking a sample of 100 accounts where a large delinquent 110 

balance remained.  The only criterion was that there be a large delinquent balance, i.e. 111 

Peoples Gas had no reason to believe that gaming was occurring at the 100 accounts 112 

studied.  However, application of the criteria in Section 280.210 to the circumstances of 113 

the 100 accounts resulted in none of the accounts qualifying for the remedy under Section 114 

280.210 of denial of service and similarly none of the accounts  qualifying for the remedy 115 

of the greater deposit. 116 

Q. Do you have revisions to propose to Section 280.210 which would address the 117 

problem? 118 

A. Yes.  Minor revisions or “tweaking” of the criteria in Section 280.210 would allow the 119 

section to be useful for the purpose for which it was designed, namely stopping 120 

applicants for service and customers from avoiding payment by gaming the system.  121 

Those minor changes or tweaks to the existing criteria are as follows.  Under subsections 122 

280.210 (d) (2) (A) (2) and 280.210 (d) (2) (A) (3), I propose to change “24 hours” to 123 

“seven days” for the following reason.  The applicants and customers who are household 124 

residents, who this section is attempting to cover, have shown that they want to game the 125 

system and intentionally avoid paying the large delinquent balance.  Limiting the 126 
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protection of this section to 24 hours after collection activity or contact would enable 127 

these individuals to easily avoid coming within the criteria of the section by simply 128 

waiting a few days.    The “24 hours” criterion does not enable the utility to hold 129 

accountable those residents that continue to reside at the premise and avoid payment, 130 

which is contrary to my understanding of the intended purpose of this section.   131 

Q. Did you apply your revised criteria to your sample of 100 accounts? 132 

A. Yes, I did. 133 

Q. What were the results? 134 

A. With the revised criteria, four of the accounts qualified for the greater deposit. 135 

Q.  Why did they qualify for the greater deposit? 136 

A.  They qualified because they applied within 7 days of disconnection or collection activity 137 

and there was documentation that they resided at the address prior to disconnection when 138 

the account was in another person’s name. 139 

Q. In your opinion are customers adequately protected under your proposed revisions 140 

to Proposed Section 280.210.? 141 

A. Yes.  The most important protection provided under my proposed criteria remains the 142 

same as that under the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules.  Namely, the burden is on the 143 

utility to prove that payment avoidance by location has occurred.  Only when the utility 144 

has information that the criteria exist will it invoke the sanctions under this section.  In 145 

addition, I am not proposing to change the criteria which would result in denial of 146 

service, the more extreme sanction.   147 

Q. Have you provided language to address the proposed changes? 148 
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A. Yes.  Revised Proposed Section 280.210, reflecting my proposed revisions, is set forth in 149 

its entirety in Peoples Gas and North Shore Exhibit VG-1.1. 150 

Q. You have indicated that there are certain sections of the Commission Staff’s 151 

Proposed Rules which have a substantial negative impact on Peoples Gas and North 152 

Shore.  Would you please identify those sections? 153 

A. Yes, there are three separate Sections having an adverse impact. They relate to special 154 

provisions for low income customers. 155 

The three are: 156 

1. Section 280.45 (Deposits for Low Income Customers); 157 

2. Section  280.65 (Late Payment Fee Waiver for Low Income Customers); and 158 

3. Section 280.125 (Deferred Payment Arrangements for Low Income Customers).   159 

Q. How is a low income customer defined in the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules? 160 

A. The definition of low income customer is contained in Proposed Section 280.20.  161 

Basically, a low income customer is a residential customer who has qualified under the 162 

income criteria set forth in Section 6 of the Energy Assistance Act of 1989.  Qualification 163 

is achieved through the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 164 

administrator notifying the customer’s utility of the customer’s status as a low income 165 

customer. 166 

Q.  How does Proposed Section 280.45 have a negative impact on Peoples Gas and 167 

North Shore? 168 

A. Proposed Section 280.45 provides that, except in limited circumstances, utilities may not 169 

require low income customers or applicants to pay a deposit.  The limited circumstances 170 

are where the low income applicant or customer has benefitted from tampering or where 171 
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the low income applicant was previously disconnected for non-payment for the same 172 

class and type of service. Therefore, pursuant to Section 280.45, Peoples Gas and North 173 

Shore would be unable, in most circumstances, to bill a deposit to and collect a deposit 174 

from low income applicants and customers.  Peoples Gas and North Shore estimate they 175 

would be unable to attach approximately $3.0 million in deposits from delinquent 176 

accounts of low income customers per year due to the restrictions of proposed Section 177 

280.45.   178 

Q.  How does Proposed Section 280.65 have a negative impact on Peoples Gas and 179 

North Shore? 180 

A.  Proposed Section 280.65 provides that low income customers shall not be assessed late 181 

payment charges.  Therefore, pursuant to proposed Section 280.65, Peoples Gas and 182 

North Shore would be unable to collect late payment charges from low income 183 

customers.  Peoples Gas and North Shore estimate that this would result in their not 184 

collecting approximately $2.6 million per year in late payment fees from low income 185 

customers due to the restrictions of proposed Section 280.65.   186 

Q.  How does Proposed Section 280.125 have a negative impact on Peoples Gas and 187 

North Shore? 188 

A. Proposed Section 280.125 provides that, in addition to the deferred payment 189 

arrangements available to all customers pursuant to 83 Ill. Admin. Code Section 280.120, 190 

low income customers are allowed more lenient terms, as well as the availability of a 191 

second deferred payment arrangement that is not available to customers who are not low-192 

income customers.  Therefore, pursuant to proposed Section 280.125, Peoples Gas and 193 

North Shore would be required to offer more favorable deferred payment arrangements, 194 
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as well as additional deferred payment arrangements, for low income customers.  Peoples 195 

Gas and North Shore have not been able to quantify the financial impact on the  196 

Companies, but extended deferred payment arrangements and additional deferred 197 

payment arrangements will have an adverse impact because the collection on accounts 198 

will be extended over a longer time.  199 

Q.  Are Peoples Gas and North Shore proposing revisions to the three proposed sections 200 

setting forth special provisions for low income customers? 201 

A. No. While  those provisions are adverse to Peoples Gas and North Shore, we realize that 202 

these sections of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules are aimed at a class of 203 

customers in need of assistance and Peoples Gas and North Shore  are willing to accept 204 

those special provisions as part of the overall framework of the Commission Staff’s 205 

Proposed Rules.  However, if there are significant changes to other Sections of 206 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules, as drafted, Peoples Gas and North Shore would 207 

reassess their position and possibly oppose these special rules for low income customers. 208 

Q. You have testified that Peoples Gas and North Shore are willing to accept several of 209 

the sections of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules having a negative impact on 210 

the Companies because there is a balance in those rules, with some proposed rules 211 

having a beneficial impact on Peoples Gas and North Shore.  Would you please 212 

identify those proposed rules which would benefit Peoples Gas and North Shore? 213 

A.  In particular, Proposed Section 280.140, Disconnection for Lack of Access, provides a 214 

valuable tool for utilities, especially Peoples Gas.  However, there are three provisions 215 

which require clarification. 216 

Q. What does Proposed Section 280.140 allow utilities to do? 217 
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A. Proposed Section 280.140 allows utilities to deal with non-paying customers who deny 218 

utilities access to their equipment in order to prevent disconnection of service.  Under the 219 

current rules, utilities are unable to disconnect such customers from outside their 220 

premises when there are other, current accounts in the building.   221 

Under proposed Section 280.140, utilities would be able to discontinue service to 222 

accounts located in a multi-meter premises at which there are accounts, which would 223 

otherwise not be subject to discontinuance, in order to discontinue service to customers at 224 

that premises who are subject to disconnection under the Commission’s rules.   225 

Q. Has the inability to disconnect non-paying accounts in multi-metered premises been 226 

a problem for Peoples Gas? 227 

A. While the Commission’s current rules (specifically Section 280.130  (a) (1) (B))  permits 228 

utilities to discontinue service to a customer due to non-payment of the bill, many 229 

customers will not allow their utilities access to their meters in order to effectuate the 230 

discontinuance of service.  This is a particular problem for Peoples Gas which has 231 

approximately 85% of its active meters located inside premises.  While it is possible, in 232 

some circumstances, to discontinue service to a customer from outside the premises; i.e. 233 

by disconnecting service at the service pipe or at the main, this is not currently 234 

permissible in situations in which there are multiple meters inside a premises and at least 235 

one of those meters is for an account that is not subject to discontinuance of service under 236 

Section 280.130 (a) (1) (B). Therefore, while the Commission’s current rules represent an 237 

attempt to balance the interests of the utilities and their customers, in general, the 238 

practical application of the rules, based upon the large number of inside meters, creates a 239 

problem for Peoples Gas.   240 
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Moreover, the problem of discontinuance of service for non-payment has been 241 

exacerbated for Peoples Gas because of its investment in new technology.  Due to the fact 242 

that the vast majority of Peoples Gas’ meters are located inside customers’ premises, 243 

Peoples Gas made a major investment in new automated meter reading (“AMR”) 244 

technology.  Approximately 96% of Peoples Gas’ inside meters are equipped with 245 

electronic reading devices, encoder-receiver-transmitter units, or “ERTs”.  These devices 246 

allow Peoples Gas to obtain monthly meter readings without gaining access to the meter 247 

inside the premises.  (Prior to the implementation of the AMR technology, Peoples Gas 248 

attempted bi-monthly manual readings of meters.)  Peoples Gas’ substantial investment in 249 

AMR technology allowed it to substantially eliminate the number of estimated bills, 250 

which had been a major concern of the Commission and Peoples Gas’ customers.  251 

However, the irony of the situation is that implementation of AMR technology 252 

exacerbated the problem of disconnecting service for non-payment to customers with 253 

inside meters.  This is because prior to the implementation of AMR technology, Peoples 254 

Gas had to gain access to inside meters in order to read meters.  Failure to gain access for 255 

reading the meter would have allowed Peoples Gas to discontinue service to customers, 256 

who would otherwise not be subject to discontinuance, pursuant to 83 Ill. Admin. Code 257 

Section 280.130 (a) (1) (F) of the Commission’s current rules:  a customer’s service can 258 

be discontinued due to the customer’s failure to “provide utility representatives with 259 

access to the meter after receiving consecutively estimated bills…”.   However, with the 260 

implementation and installation of ERTs, access is not needed for the readings. In effect, 261 

Peoples Gas is being penalized because of its substantial investment in AMR technology.   262 
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Q. Proposed Section 280.140 would allow utilities to disconnect customers who are 263 

current in their bills.  How are such customers protected under proposed Section 264 

280.140? 265 

A. Customers disconnected under this section, who were otherwise not subject to 266 

disconnection, would receive many notices allowing them to avoid disconnection by 267 

providing access. 268 

Q. Beyond notices, what else do customers receive? 269 

A. In the event that disconnection to the building takes place because access has not been 270 

provided despite the numerous notices, customers would be entitled to an inconvenience 271 

credit.  Moreover, Peoples Gas and North Shore would be prepared to give such 272 

customers priority for restoration of service once access to the building is provided.  That 273 

is, Peoples Gas and North Shore would restore service to such customers on the same day 274 

that they provide the necessary access.   275 

Q. You testified that there are three provisions of proposed Section 280.140 which 276 

require clarification.   Will you please identify those sections and comment on the 277 

need for clarification? 278 

A. Yes.  First, proposed Subsection 280.140 (b) sets forth the allowable reasons for 279 

disconnection of an entire multi-meter premises.  Basically, there are three reasons (lack 280 

of access to meet regulatory requirements, lack of access to disconnect for non-payment, 281 

and lack of access to read the meter) which are contained in subsections 280.140 (b) (1), 282 

(2), and (3), respectively.  These are three different and distinct reasons for 283 

disconnection; however, they are joined by an “and” rather than an “or” in subsection 284 

280.140 (b) (2), which might lead a reader to believe that all three reasons would have to 285 
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be present, which would not make any sense.  Consequently, the “and” should be 286 

replaced with an “or” in Subsection 280.140 (b) (2). 287 

 Second, in that same Subsection 280.140 (b), it is not clear what failure to “provide 288 

access to the utility facilities” requires on behalf of the utility.  It is not clear whether the 289 

utility has to physically attempt to gain access to the facilities or whether it is sufficient 290 

that the utility attempts to gain access through some means, for example, by attempting to 291 

make an appointment for access to which the customer does not respond. 292 

 Third, Subsection 280.140 (d) (2) states that the “inconvenience compensation credit 293 

shall be equal to the amount of the utility’s customer charge to that customer for a single 294 

billing period, prorated for the amount of time without service”.   Literally, this means 295 

that if the customer were without service for a day, the inconvenience compensation 296 

credit would be 1/30 of the monthly customer charge.  Peoples Gas and North Shore have 297 

no objection to this interpretation; however, we wish to clarify if this is indeed the 298 

Commission Staff’s intent. 299 

Q. In addition to commenting on the substance of the Commission Staff’s Proposed 300 

Rules, you indicated previously that you would address the costs of implementing 301 

those rules, as well as the recovery of such costs.  Have Peoples Gas and North Shore 302 

calculated the costs of implementing the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules? 303 

A. Yes, Peoples Gas and North Shore have conducted a preliminary evaluation in order to 304 

create an estimate of the additional costs of implementing the Commission Staff’s 305 

Proposed Rules, the main component of which would be the cost of new upgrades to their 306 

computer programs to create new business processes.  Generally speaking, the total 307 

estimated cost for development and implementation is approximately $2.7 million, 308 
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broken down into two categories:  IT programming costs of approximately $2.1 million 309 

and project implementation costs (other than IT programming) of approximately 310 

$600,000.  Note that Peoples Gas and North Shore do not have an estimate of lost 311 

revenues due to features of the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules such as more lenient 312 

provisions for low income customers. 313 

Q.  Please describe the costs that would be incurred in implementing the Commission 314 

Staff’s Proposed Rules. 315 

A. The most significant costs are for IT programming.  Peoples Gas and North Shore 316 

currently use a computer system called C-First.  C-First is not currently programmed to 317 

meet the changed requirements set forth in the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules.  The 318 

changes require study and analysis by IT experts, purchasing or licensing of software and 319 

hardware, programming, implementation and testing to determine the extent to which the 320 

C-First System must be upgraded.  Our initial estimate is that the programming changes 321 

will take approximately 18-24 months to complete at a cost of approximately $2.1 322 

million, reflecting approximately 17,500 man-hours. 323 

 In addition to IT programming costs, there are costs associated with development of 324 

Peoples Gas’ and North Shore’s response to implement the Commission Staff’s Proposed 325 

Rules.  These include costs for the various business units within Peoples Gas and North 326 

Shore that will have to make changes to implement the new rules.  Our initial estimate is 327 

that these development and implementation costs will be approximately $600,000. 328 

Q.  You  indicated previously that Peoples Gas and North Shore expect, and are 329 

entitled, to recover both the one-time and annually recurring costs of implementing 330 

and complying with the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules.   Please explain. 331 
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A.  Peoples Gas and North Shore are entitled to recover  the one-time cost of implementing 332 

the new rules to be adopted in this proceeding, as discussed above.  In addition to these 333 

one-time costs, there will likely be additional costs associated with compliance with the 334 

final rules the Commission adopts in this proceeding.  Unlike the implementation costs, 335 

such compliance costs would be annually recurring costs.  All of these costs result from 336 

new rules and are costs of doing business imposed on them by the Commission.  337 

Depending upon when Peoples Gas and North Shore file requests for rate increases, such 338 

costs may not be fully reflected in future rates.  Accordingly, Peoples Gas and North 339 

Shore are not requesting a particular ratemaking treatment at this time.  Rather, they are 340 

putting the Commission on notice that they will be seeking recovery, through appropriate 341 

ratemaking mechanisms of the costs of implementing and complying with the final rules 342 

adopted in this proceeding. 343 

Q. In addition to commenting on the substance of the Commission Staff’s Proposed 344 

Rules, you indicated previously that you would address the need for an appropriate 345 

timeline for implementing those rules.  Have Peoples Gas and North Shore 346 

determined the amount of time it would take to implement the Commission Staff’s 347 

Proposed Rules? 348 

A. Yes, Peoples Gas and North Shore have been able to prepare an estimate of the time it 349 

would take to implement fully the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules.  Due to the need 350 

for extensive programming, as well as the hiring and training of additional personnel, 351 

Peoples Gas and North Shore recommend that the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules be 352 

phased in over a period of 18-24 months after final rules are adopted by the Commission.   353 

Q. Why do you recommend a phase in period for effectiveness? 354 
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A. There may be certain provisions in the proposed rules that are easier to implement than 355 

other, provisions, for example, that may require little or no programming and little 356 

additional training of existing personnel.  Utilities should not have to wait the maximum 357 

time period before implementing such rule changes.   358 

On the other hand, there are many other new or revised provisions of the Commission 359 

Staff’s Proposed Rules that require extensive programming and/or hiring and training of 360 

employees.  Furthermore, given the extensive changes to the current rules reflected in the 361 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules, only time and experience will tell how quickly each 362 

change can be implemented.  Thus, I propose that utilities be given the authority to 363 

implement individual provisions of the rules as soon as they are able, but in no more than 364 

18-24 months from the date the Commission adopts final rules in this proceeding.  365 

Finally, I have to note that the 18-24 month estimate is based on the Commission Staff’s 366 

Proposed Rules.  To the extent that the final rules adopted by the Commission in this 367 

proceeding differ from those proposed rules, then the range of 18-24 months for 368 

implementation may be impacted. 369 

Q. In addition to commenting on the substance of the Commission Staff’s Proposed 370 

Rules, you indicated previously that you would provide minor editorial or technical 371 

revisions that would help make the rules easier to understand.  Please describe 372 

Peoples Gas and North Shore Exhibit No. VG-1.2. 373 

A. Peoples Gas and North Shore Exhibit No.VG-1.2 is a list of editorial and/or technical 374 

changes that Peoples Gas and North Shore believe would make the rules easier to 375 

understand, implement and enforce consistently.   376 

Q.  Will you please summarize your position in this case? 377 



 

18 

A. In general, the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules represent a reasonable effort to 378 

change the existing Part 280 rules in a manner to assist those customers who need 379 

additional assistance, without impeding too greatly on the ability of utilities to collect for 380 

utility service.  In this regard, the revisions proposed to Section 280.210, Payment 381 

Avoidance by Location, are consistent with such an effort because they are not directed at 382 

customers who need additional assistance.  The Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules 383 

should not allow applicants for service and customers to game the system to the detriment 384 

of good paying customers.   385 

 As I have stated previously, Peoples Gas and North Shore’s overall support for the 386 

Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules, with the revisions I have proposed, is conditioned 387 

upon the entire framework of those proposed rules, as drafted.  Any substantial adverse 388 

revision to the Commission Staff’s Proposed Rules, particularly any lessening of the 389 

effectiveness of Section 280.140, Disconnection for Lack of Access, would cause Peoples 390 

Gas and North Shore to withdraw their support. 391 

 In addition, Peoples Gas and North Shore note that they  expect, and are entitled, to 392 

recover the costs of implementing and complying with the final rules adopted by the 393 

Commission in this proceeding.  Finally, for the reasons I have provided, utilities should 394 

be directed to implement any final rules as they are able but no more than 18-24 months 395 

from the adoption of such final rules.  396 

Q.  Does this conclude your direct testimony in this proceeding? 397 

A. Yes, it does. 398 


