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GOVERNMENTAL AND CONSUMER INTERVENORS’ 

FIRST NOTICE COMMENTS 

 

Pursuant to the schedule defined by the Commission’s Notice, dated January 15, 2014, 

and section 5-40 of the Illinois Administrative Procedure Act, the Citizens Utility Board 

(“CUB”), through its attorney, the City of Chicago (“City), through its Corporation Counsel, 

Steven Patton, AARP, by its counsel, and the People of the State of Illinois, ex rel. Lisa 

Madigan, Attorney General (“AG”), (hereinafter “Governmental and Consumer Intervenors” or 

“GCI”), hereby file their First Notice Comments on the proposed Part 280 regulations adopted 

by the Commission’s First Notice Order (“Order”) in this docket, which was on issued on 

November 13, 2014.  The Commission’s First Notice Rules were published in the Illinois 

Register as required by law on January 17, 2014 (the “First Notice Rules” or the “Rules”).  5 

ILCS 100/5-40; 38 Ill. Reg. 1452 (Jan 17, 2014). 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 Overall, the Commission’s First Notice Rules represent a long, overdue fine-tuning and 

elaboration on essential consumer protections for Illinois utility customers.   They incorporate 

revisions to address problems under the current rules that have long frustrated utility service 

consumers seeking to obtain and retain essential regulated utility services on terms that are fair 
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and recognize the special nature of those services.  The Rules are the product of a lengthy 

process that coordinated the efforts of both utility service providers and utility service 

consumers, with the task of balancing competing visions of the public interest falling to the 

Commission.   

GCI will not comment on every instance in which the Commission’s determination of the 

proper balance between utility and consumer interests varied from that proposed by GCI.  

However, there are instances where, in GCI’s view, an improper balance must be redressed for 

the Rules’ stated objectives to be realized.  See Section 280.05 (“reasonable terms and 

conditions” and “fair and equitable procedures”).
1
  Those provisions are the focal points of these 

Comments.   

In addition, GCI have identified other instances where successful implementation of the 

Commission’s adopted provision (i.e., for operation as the Commission intended) requires a 

revision of language or a clarification in the Commission’s orders.  In these instances, GCI 

accept the Commission’s determination (whether or not GCI’s position prevailed), but note 

possible problems and propose solutions.  Finally, as with any lengthy document that combines 

materials from numerous sources, there are typographical errors and apparent omissions that 

should be corrected before the Rules are finalized.  GCI note a small number of instances where 

such corrections are appropriate.   

 

  

                                                 
1
  Unless stated otherwise, references in these Comments to specific Part 280 sections are to the Rules adopted by 

the Commission’s First Notice Order in this proceeding.  Any references to corresponding sections of the current 

rules are described as such.   
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II. ARGUMENT 

A. NECESSARY REVISIONS 

 Part 280.20  Definitions – Definition of “Transfer of Service” 

 Under the definition of “transfer of service,” the Rules allow a utility to deny a request to 

transfer service from a customer “who has past due utility charges or deposit amounts that have 

not previously been disputed by the customer owing for more than 2 days past the due date.”  In 

effect, this is a denial of service for customers just two days past due on their utility bill.  This 

result is unacceptable for three principal reasons.  First, this is an unreasonable period of time for 

customers to pay off a past due balance in the context of moving residences.  Second, the Rules’ 

definition of transfer of service also conflicts with a policy that allows a customer to retain their 

rights when transferring service from one location to another within the same service territory 

and utility.  Third, this could have the unintended result of forcing the customer to default on his 

or her deferred payment arrangement (“DPA”) and making the entire amount due immediately at 

the new location.  Each of these results contradicts the Rules stated policy to “ensure that 

essential utility services are provided to and maintained for the People of the State of Illinois 

under reasonable terms and conditions…”  Section 280.05.  

Instead, GCI argue that the grace period for allowing a past due balance on a transfer of 

service should be extended to at least 14 days.  Expanding the allowance for past due balances on 

a transfer of service request would allow utilities to pursue normal collection activities against 

the person at the new location as if the customer had not, in fact, changed locations at all.  See 

GCI Ex. 5.0 (Rev.) at 93-98.  Making this allowance would not, therefore, diminish the utilities 

ability to collect past due amounts.  The Rules as they stand, however, would (a) diminish 

customer rights simply because of moving residences and (b) turn the occasion of a residence 
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change (within a utility’s territory) into a hazard that disrupt a history of regular payment or 

destroy payment plan – results that are untenable.   

Part 280.30 (j)(1), (2), (7)  Activation of Service Timelines 

Like the Reconnection timelines approved in Part 280.170, the Commission’s First 

Notice Order’s service activation timelines defer to utilities’ preferred staffing levels and work 

schedules, instead of recognizing prevailing standards of utility service.  The Rules allow electric 

utilities four calendar days and gas utilities seven days to activate service – time periods that are 

in addition to the two-business day timeline permitted for the utilities simply to process a utility 

service application.  See Appendix A, Part 180.170(i).  Together those provisions can leave 

customers awaiting activation of essential utility service for between six (for electric service) and 

nine (for gas service) days.  No rationale is provided in the Order for these extended timelines, 

except to say that Staff’s proposal is “reasonable.”  First Notice Order at 79.   

A review of the activation schedules of utilities in other states, taking account of the 

nature of the services being sought, confirms that the adopted timelines are unnecessarily 

lengthy.  GCI proposed that electric, water, and sewer utilities have three days activate service 

for a successful applicant.  See, e.g., GCI Ex. 5.0 at 14-15.  Under our proposal, Gas utilities 

would have up to five days after an application has been approved.  Id.  In comparison, electric 

utilities in Ohio are required on a monthly basis to activate 99% of all new service installations 

or activations within three business days or by the requested installation date, where requested by 

the applicant
2
.   

 GCI acknowledge that gas utilities may need a lengthier process to activate service for 

new customers, due to their need for a premises visit and safety check prior to turning on the 

service.  However, Ohio gas utilities must install service on a monthly basis for 90% of its 

                                                 
2
 Ohio Administrative Code, 4901:1-10-09 Minimum customer service leve 
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applicants within five business days.
3
  While the Rules should provide some flexibility to 

accommodate an emergency, major storm, or other event beyond the control of the utility, there 

is no basis for excusing utilities from reasonable standards bechmarked by prevailing practices in 

other states.  As the Commission recognized, excusing timely service activation based on 

predictable increases in workload for which they should plan, such as reconnection activity every 

fall, is unacceptable.  Order at 81.  

 The First Notice Order errs in defining activation periods based on current utility 

personnel staffing levels and resources and utilities’ desire to avoid weekend activation work.
4
  

These utility preferences are the result of years of utilities’ aggressive workforce reduction and 

cost cutting efforts with inadequate attention to the statutory standard of safe and reliable service.  

The PUA’s standards are not defined by utilities’ preferences for resource deployment  

The question raised by this section of the Rules is whether the recommended activation 

periods -- which can result in a delay of up to a week for provision of an essential utility service -

- meet the statutory requirement for utility service that promotes the health and safety of its 

customers, is “in all respects adequate,” and is provided on just and reasonable terms that furnish 

service “without delay.”  220 ILCS 5/8-101.  There is no evidence in this record that Illinois 

utilities are incapable of activating utility services as quickly as utilities in other states or that the 

statutory requirement for service “without delay” is subordinated to utility management 

preferences.   

The recommended provision does not satisfy the statutory standard.  The Commission 

should modify its First Notice Order to adopt activation periods of three days for electric service 

and five days for gas service.  

                                                 
3
 Ohio Administrative Code, 4901:1-13-05 Minimum customer service levels. 

 
4
 See, e.g., Transcript of May 25, 2012. at 400. 
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Part 280.40  Deposits  

Under the current Part 280 rule, customers who have retained service for more than 24 

months are exempt from deposit requirements imposed for late payments.  (83 Ill. Admin Code 

280.60(a).)  The First Notice Rules diminish this customer protection by allowing a utility to 

impose a deposit requirement on any customer who has paid late four times in the last 12 months 

and who also has an undisputed past due balance that has remained unpaid for over 30 days – 

even if that customer has paid on time and in full for two consecutive years.  See Appendix A, 

Part 280.40(e).   

Statutory considerations of broad access to utility service provide a basis for eliminating 

the deposit requirement for late payments (no matter how long a customer has had utility service) 

where payment is ultimately made.  Moreover, the existence of late payment fees, uncollectibles 

riders, and cash working capital collection lag allowances, which provide strong protections for 

utilities, show that legislative and regulatory policy enables cost recovery without disrupting 

access to and retention of utility service.  Thus, GCI recommend that, at a minimum, the existing 

exemption from deposits for customers with 24 months of utility service be retained.
5
   

Customers who have successfully retained utility service for twenty-four consecutive 

months have demonstrated that they are not credit risks.  The evidence in the case showed that a 

customer who pays late is not necessarily a non-payment risk.  In fact, paying late is often a 

chronic fact of life for many low income and working poor customers.  GCI Ex. 5.0 at 18:396-

99.  In fact, such customers may have to show evidence of crisis (like a pending disconnection 

notice) to trigger eligibility for financial assistance and bill payment aid.  Id. at 18:399-403.  

Changing a customer’s billing date, while sometimes helpful, is not an adequate recognition that 

                                                 
5
 The only appropriate exception to this, which is provided for in the existing rule, should be for tampering, which 

is already provided for in the rule. 
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long-standing customers may have irregular income, seasonal income, or simply very low 

income.  These factors can affect the regularity and completeness of utility bill payments, though 

payment is ultimately accomplished (as it has been for at least two years).  Id. at 18:403-406.   

The effect of this modification to customer deposit rules is can be catastrophic.  Section 

280.40 permits a utility to assess a customer deposit of up to 1/6 of estimated annual charges for 

the customer’s service.  Appendix A, Part 280.40(c)(1).  The proper purpose of a deposit is to 

protect the utility from losses that could be incurred from nonpayment – not late payment.  

Utilities are compensated payment delays through late payment charges and through cash 

working capital allowances built into delivery service rates.  Id. at 18:406-408.  (Indeed, Utilities 

already collect interest on late payments at a rate (up to 1.5% per month assessed) that exceeds 

the current customer  interest rate of 0%.  See Appendix A, Part 280.60(d)(2).)   

GCI expert concluded that the record fails to correlate late payment with any risk to the 

utility or to other customers in the form of a future uncollectible expense.  GCI Ex. 2.0 at 10.  

Yet, customers who can barely afford their bills are subjected to to the threat of deposits that 

jeopardize retention of utility service –on rationales that are unexplained in the record of this 

case. 

In sum, the inexplicable elimination of the two-year benchmark for deposit waivers 

reflects an imbalance in the Commission’s weighing of competing interests. When adding a 

deposit requirement for late payments can be the difference between disconnection and the 

retention of essential utility service, the assurances already provided for possible or actual 

uncollectibles should tip the balance against a further challenge to access to essential services.   
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Part 280.80  Budget Payment Plan 

 

 GCI recommend that subsection (h) – Reconciliation – of Staff’s section 280.80 be 

modified such that utilities are required to review each budget plan at least twice during the term 

of the plan to strike a balance between ensuring that significant shortfalls or credits do not 

surface, and making the budget plan retain value for the customer.  CUB’s Director of Consumer 

Advocacy explained the need for regular true-ups, testifying that when customers enroll in a 

budget payment plan, they do not expect their payments to “fluctuate greatly, if at all.”  GCI Ex. 

2.0 at 11:280-282.  She also explained that customers often will refuse to enter into, or will 

cancel, a budget payment plan when significant true-up payments and/or fluctuations in the 

budget billing amounts are experienced.  GCI Ex. 4.0 at 5.  Some customers have even entered 

into unfavorable contracts with alternative gas suppliers because they provide a degree of price 

stability that budget payment plans do not.  Id.   

Fluctuations in billing amounts that occur from budget billing reconciliations that occur 

either too frequently (more than quarterly) or not frequently enough (periods likely to yield large 

true-ups) frustrate the intent of a budget billing plan.  GCI determined the optimal budget 

payment plan reconciliation frequency to be quarterly and recommend that the Rules be modified 

to include a requirement for quarterly true-ups in lieu of the review currently in the Rules, which 

requires only that the utility “at least once between the 4th and the 7th month of the term of the 

plan.”  Alternatively, the Commission should require that the utility perform a reconciliation at 

least twice during the term of the plan.  Either of these modifications would be an improvement 

over the Rules as currently drafted. 
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 Part 280.90  Estimated Bills 

 Section 280.90 of the First Notice Rules does not protect consumers from several of the 

concerns raised by GCI during this Proceeding.  First, by allowing bill estimations (with no 

requirement for exigent reasons or any justification at all), as long as an actual reading has been 

taken in the 60 days prior, the rule effectively creates a meter reading standard of every second 

billing period.  Order at 143, 280.90(b)(1).  Second, utilities should be obligated to start and end 

service only on actual readings, particularly if the customer specifically requests such and/or 

offers to provide the reading by postcard or phone.  280.90(d).  The Commission’s stated intent 

in this section is to describe the utility’s responsibilities to obtain actual readings of customer 

meters, and to describe the process by which a utility “may” issue an estimated bill.  See 

280.90(a).  Though that would seem to imply that actual readings are the preferred and expected 

means of billing, the particulars of the rule do not capture that intent or require that practice. 

 Part 280.90(b)(1) 

 CUB’s consumer advocacy witness Sandra Marcelin-Reme testified that a significant 

number of CUB’s complaints are driven by abnormally high bills resulting from corrections to 

estimated bills.  GCI Ex. 2.0 at 12:312-17.  Under-estimates can cause high “true up” bills that 

are not reflective of customers’ actual usage in the meter reading/billing period.  Such “true-up” 

bills may be so high the customer cannot afford to pay.  Yet, full payment by the usual due date 

for bills is still required.  Often, customers are not aware that their bill was previously estimated, 

or if they are aware, accept (as the utilities assert) that the utility’s estimates are very accurate 

and in line with actual usage.   

Rather than establishing that actual readings are required every month, absent 

extraordinary circumstances, the rule establishes a standard of actual reads every other billing 
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cycle.  That does not improve the practices under the current rules, which have caused customer 

confusion and many customer complaints.   

 Unless the Commission wishes to depart from the principle that customers should pay for 

the services actually used, utility bills should be computed on actual meter readings whenever 

possible.  The Rules do not protect consumers from large true-up bills caused by a utility’s 

failure to read meters.  Utilities may still require payment in full, on the usual due date, 

regardless of how erroneous their estimated bills may have been.  GCI has recognized that, on 

occasion, extraordinary circumstances may exist, and proposed exceptions for such cases.   

 Part 280.90 should be changed to 1) require a utility to perform an actual reading of a 

customer’s meter every billing period, unless the utility’s attempt to do so is prevented; 2) 

require a utility to perform an actual reading of a customer’s meter to start or end service (or, 

alternatively, to accept a customer’s meter read, and to inform customers of that right when they 

request to begin or end service). 

 Though GCI contend that estimates every other month are not acceptable, if Section 

280.90 is ultimately adopted, it is even more important that utilities not be permitted to start or 

stop service on an estimate.  Weather in Illinois can change drastically in 60 days, and it is 

conceivable, if not likely, that an estimate could be wildly inaccurate if the previous 60 days 

were during a different heating season.  The Commission must recognize that the issue of a lax 

standard that allows an every-other-month pattern of repeated estimates and billings for actual 

service used that starts or ends on an estimate are closely intertwined.   

 Part 280.90(d) 

 The Section 280.90 language requiring a meter read within 60 days of beginning or 

ending service is insufficient to address the problem of estimates spanning different heating 
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seasons.  The possibility of gross errors in cross-season estimates creates significant potential for 

subsidization of one customer by another when estimates are used for beginning and/or ending 

reads.  Yet, Section 280.90 does not require a utility to begin or end service with an actual read, 

even where the customer specifically requests a reading and offers to assist with a customer read. 

Utilities have acknowledged that errors in meter estimates do affect the amounts billed, and that 

the over- or under-payments may not be corrected, given the likelihood of subsequent estimated 

billing.  See Order at 144-145; June 9, 2011 tr. at 975:7-22; see also June 7, 2011 tr. at 535-

36:22-24, 1-8.  If the Commission’s policy is to allow these offsets out of convenience, because 

they are “good enough,” that is a very different policy from the one the PUA describes, where 

customers are obligated to pay only for the service they use.  See 220 ILCS 5/9-102, 5/9-240.  

The Commission should be clear about which policy it is adopting – and, GCI continues to 

maintain – only a policy where customers pay for their actual usage (verified by meter readings) 

is appropriate. 

 To protect customers and comply with governing law utilities must actually read 

customer meters when they start and stop service and read them for each bill, absent exigencies 

that justify exceptions.  (GCI note that, as in other areas, the data collected by the Commission 

does not permit an informed determination of the accuracy of utility estimates and the impacts on 

affected customers, for start/stop or for monthly readings.)  If not required in every circumstance, 

actual readings should at the very least be offered as an option, and actual reads taken by 

customers should be accepted.   

 Part 280.140  Disconnection for Lack of Access to Multi-Meter Premises 

 GCI continue to recommend elimination of this revised provision, which permits – for the 

first time – group punishment of paying utility service consumers as part of a utility’s effort to 
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collect money from a non-paying consumer.  The new Section 280.140 purports to authorize 

disconnection of an entire building as a remedy for frustrated collection efforts against a single 

non-paying tenant.   

 The current Part 280 provisions respecting building disconnections are limited to safety 

concerns and meter reading requirements.  See Order at 196; Staff Ex. 1.0 at 19:431-438.  

Section 280.140 of the Rules expands the permissible bases for disconnection of service to an 

entire building to include debt collection.  Such an expansion of utility disconnections of service 

cannot be justified by the reasons given by the utilities and Staff – essentially utility 

convenience.  Though the utilities assert a need for such drastic collection tactics, they minimize 

their own responsibility for such situations and ignore the legal remedies available to every 

unpaid service provider.  See GCI BOE at 36-41.  Conscription of innocent, paying customers 

into a collection effort between third parties – where they lack any verified ability to assist – 

should not be codified as Commission policy. 

 Looking at its basic unfairness, the City has three main concerns about disconnections 

under the proposed section.  The primary concern is, of course, the danger created by the large 

scale disconnections of essential services this rule contemplates.  The record in this proceeding 

includes the testimony of a City expert who confronts almost daily the impacts of a loss of utility 

service on residential tenants in the City.  To acquire the safe and comfortable environment 

utility services can provide, people denied those essential services will sometimes go to extreme 

lengths, often creating exacerbating hazardous situations for affected families.  See City Ex. 1.0 

at 5:92-95 (describing the tragic example of a family that lost six children in a fire caused by a 

candle substituting for utility service).   
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 Even PGL’s expert did not deny the danger created by disconnections – “lack of utility 

service in the City of Chicago can be hazardous, even life-threatening.”  (PGL / NSG Ex. 2.0 at 

41:911-912, 42:935.)  If such circumstances become more common, as this rule affirmatively 

contemplates, tragedies become more likely.  The Order judges that the current limited-scope 

rule “has not engendered the adverse consequences articulated by GCI.”  Order at 204.  There is 

little (if any) basis for the Commission’s speculation that that past, fortunate experience will be 

replicated going forward, despite the intended increase in the scope and frequency of 

disconnections.   

 Second, the Rules’ expanded disconnection authority is based on the supposition that 

building residents can grant the utility access to the meters of non-paying customers.  However, 

that may not be the case, and the Rules do not require the utility to verify the existence of that 

capability before shutting off vital utility service to paying customers, essentially holding paying 

customers hostage in a contract dispute between the utility and a non-paying co-tenant.  Tenants 

lack legal control over spaces they do not own or lease, and the collection target’s co-tenants 

may have no ability to provide the physical access the utility demands as a condition of their own 

utility service.  Even a Commission rule cannot give tenants physical control over building 

spaces a utility wants to access, when, in fact, such control does not exist.    

 Despite the absence of any requirement that a utility verify that tenants actually can 

provide the access to utility meters the utility demands, the adopted language lacks any limit on 

the length of building disconnections.
6
  Surely, there must be some period after which even the 

Commission must concede that the tenants cannot provide what the utility wants, or that the 

burdens of broad group punishment are unjust and unreasonable, outweighing any putative bill 

                                                 
66

  Other related problems with the language of this provision are addressed later, in the final section of these 

Comments. 
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collection benefit.  Under the adopted section, if tenants cannot provide the access the utility 

demands, the tenants could be without service indefinitely.  But the Rules do not even 

acknowledge those possibilities.   

 Third, an immediate consequence of using building disconnections as a collection tactic 

is a wholesale shift of the costs of the utility’s failures in collections and facilities management 

onto other stakeholders.  Those stakeholders – consumers, building owners, and municipalities 

providing emergency support services – have no ability to manage the utilities’ collection and 

meter access practices and risks.  The Order reflects an insufficient consideration of the question 

“Who should fairly bear the burdens of a utility’s collection actions?” 

 The problem this section is supposed to address arises from utility decisions about the 

location of its equipment on rental properties.  By definition, those premises are not owned and 

controlled by tenant-customers.  Either a utility has a legal basis for its presence (and a right to 

access its facilities) or it has put its facilities at risk through imprudent occupancy arrangements.  

Yet, the Rules blame the tenant-customers.  Tenants may have even less rights than the utility to 

open meter spaces.  Some utilities argue that they do not have legal or contractual rights that 

would obligate the building owner or landlord to grant the desired access.  (ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 

34:760.)  Prudent management of utility facilities and utility tariffs, however, suggest something 

different.  See, Order at 20 3-204 (utilities noting their tariff provisions on access, but 

misconstruing the tariffs to attribute the obligations of building owners regarding the location of 

and access to meters to tenants, who have no property rights beyond their rental agreement. 

 Respecting the provision’s effect on residential consumers, GCI acknowledge that the 

Commission has significantly modified the provision proposed by the Commission Staff and the 

utilities.  The changes reflect an apparent Commission desire to moderate the undeniable impacts 
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of a loss of essential utility services to family homes.  However, utility practices that impose 

such consequences as “collateral damage” of utility bill collection tactics are neither just nor 

reasonable under governing law and do not constitute “fair and equitable procedures.” See 220 

ILCS 5/9-801; 5/9-201(a); Rules Section 280.05.  Even under the modified Section 280.140, 

denial of service for the actions of another is permitted.  And the prescribed compensation – 

monthly charge bill credits – are trivial in comparison to the possible costs of family relocation 

when a family dwelling is denied utility service.
7
  Instead, the Rule shifts the burdens and costs 

of its bill collection activity first to paying co-tenants.   

 The shift of burdens under the expanded provision also affects landlords.  The removal of 

utility services makes the habitability of dwellings both practically and legally dubious.  Such 

conditions create the possibility of adverse legal consequences for building owners whose 

properties are affected by the denial of service. City Ex. 1.0 at 3 -4:53-62.  For example, under 

the City’s Residential Landlord and Tenant Ordinance, tenants may pursue certain remedies 

when essential services are not being provided to residential dwellings, making litigation against 

landlords likely, even though the property owner has nothing to do with the disconnection.  City 

Ex. 1.0 at 11:217.    

 For municipalities providing support services for residents in urgent need or hazardous 

conditions, the expanded provision will create situations that impose new demands on scarce 

City resources.  Local governments like the City must respond to events that render residences 

unsuitable (even temporarily) for use as a dwelling.  Under this provision, utilities have no 

responsibility for the costs of relocation or emergency assistance local governments will be 

required to provide.   

                                                 
7
   There is no certainty that the collection tactic will be immediately successful and  that service will be restored 

on the same day, notwithstanding a utility’s expectations.  See, e.g., Order at 202.   
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 Moreover, the alleged need for this enhanced collection practice is at odds with the 

judgment of the General Assembly whose directions the Commission executes.  The legislature 

has provided an alternative means of assuring bill revenue collection.  Under revisions to the 

PUA, the legislature has authorized special riders to recover uncollected bill revenues, without 

the use of coercive collection practices.  220 ILCS 5/16-111.8 and 5/19-145.   

 An ultimatum to paying customers – join a utility its bill collections or have utility 

service disconnected – is not “a reasonable balance” as the Order proclaims.  GCI recommend 

that the Commission eliminate this proposed expansion of building disconnections.  The related 

references in Section 280.130 also should be deleted. 

 Part 280.170  Timely Reconnection of Service 

Rather than incentivize utility best practices for timely reconnection of service for 

customers who have remedied outstanding utility service debts, the Commission’s First Notice 

Rules enshrine (as the benchmark for restoration of essential services) the performance outlier – 

unexpected delay due to unforeseen circumstances.  (“The Commission is cognizant that extreme 

weather conditions or other circumstances experienced in Illinois service areas create situations 

where the two day reconnections recommended by AARP and GCI are not feasible.”  Final Order at 

221.)  As a result, under the Rules, electric, water and sewer utilities would have four days, and 

natural gas companies seven days, to reconnect customers after service disconnections and 

payment resolution.  Final Order at 221.   

These are unnecessarily lengthy timelines that, in addition to accommodating the 

exception to efficient utility practice, create an imbalance that favors utilities’ interest in their 

bottom line, rather than customers’ interest in maintaining essential utility service.  In addition, 

the adopted language, like the Section 280.30 Application language, incorporates vaguely 

worded text that will allow for a utility to avoid even the standard for “temporary unanticipated, 
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and unforeseeable overload” of its ability to provide timely reconnections.  See Appendix A, Part 

280.170(f).  Such unnecessarily long delays in the reconnection of essential utility services 

threatens the health, safety and welfare of utility customers, and is inconsistent with best 

practices in other states.   

In briefs before the Commission, GCI highlighted the fact that adoption of the 

Commission Staff’s proposed lengthy reconnection timelines is inconsistent with other states’ 

best practices.  For example: 

    In Indiana, electric, gas and water services must be reconnected within one working 

day.  See Indiana Administrative Code is 170 IAC 4-1-16(g).   

    Michigan gas and electric utilities that engage in manual restorations of service 

“shall make every effort to restore service on the day the customer requests 

restoration.”
8
 Department of Labor and Economic Growth, Public Service 

Commission, “Consumer Standards and Billing Practices for Electric and Gas 

Residential Service, R460.144 “Restoration of Service. 

 Pennsylvania regulations require electric and natural gas utilities to reconnect service 

no later than the end of the first full working day after receiving payment or satisfying 

other criteria to allow reconnection.
9
   

 Ohio utilities must reconnect electric service and natural gas service no later than the 

following regular utility company working day.
10

  GCI Ex. 5.0 at 36: 829-838.   

 Nevada requires gas and electric utilities to reconnect service for customers not 

served through advanced digital meters “on the same day that the payment is received 

                                                 
8
 

http://www.state.mi.us/orr/emi/admincode.asp?AdminCode=Single&Admin_Num=46000101&Dpt=&RngHigh=48

702110)    
9
 52 Pa.Code Ch. 56.191. 

10
 Ohio Admin.Code, 4901:1-18-07 (Reconnection of Service). 

http://www.state.mi.us/orr/emi/admincode.asp?AdminCode=Single&Admin_Num=46000101&Dpt=&RngHigh=48702110
http://www.state.mi.us/orr/emi/admincode.asp?AdminCode=Single&Admin_Num=46000101&Dpt=&RngHigh=48702110


18 

 

by the utility, if the payment is received by the utility on or before 10 a.m.”  Nevada 

Admin.Code (NAC)704.383 2(a)(1).  For digital meters, the reconnection must occur 

“within 24 hours after the time when the payment is received by the utility, if the 

payment is received by the utility after 10 a.m.”  Id.   

 In Washington, the Commission’s rules provide that “(1) An electric utility must 

make every reasonable effort to restore a disconnected service within twenty-four 

hours, or other time mutually agreeable between the customer and the company, after 

the customer has paid, or at the time the utility has agreed to bill, any reconnection 

charge, …”  See WAC 480-100-133.  The same applies for Washington gas utilities.  

See WAC 480-90-133
11

   

All of these state reconnection rules make clear that Illinois’ new rule is outside the norm.   

GCI witness Alexander recommended that the Commission require utilities to generally 

provide service within 48 hours of a completed application, and that longer time periods be 

documented by the utility as necessary, based on exigent circumstances.  In a concession to the 

complaints of Illinois utilities, she proposed that utilities reconnect service within 48 hours after 

the customer has remedied the cause of the service disconnection, with a customer option (at an 

additional tariffed fee) for same day restoration of service.  GCI Ex. 1.0 at 39-40: 1036-1060. 

Utility arguments that the GCI-recommended timelines would be almost impossible to 

meet because of lack of manpower were unsupported in the record.  None of the Utilities offered 

specific figures as to the number of additional employees that would be needed or the dollar-

amounts necessary to achieve the GCI-proposed timeline.  Staff, too, objected to the GCI 

proposed shorter reconnection timeline, arguing that it could not be met “without significant 

                                                 
11

   http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=480-100-133 (Electric); 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=480-90-133 (Gas) 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=480-100-133
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=480-90-133
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increases in utility expenses that would be passed on to all ratepayers.”  Staff Init. Br. at 74.  This 

objection rings hollow, however.   

First, the notion that achieving prompt reconnections of essential utility services would 

require “significant increases in utility expenses” is mere speculation.  Moreover, if a utility 

lacks the employees to ensure the availability of essential service to customers who have 

satisfied outstanding debts, then that utility should hire more workers.  The Utilities apparently 

are willing to let ratepayers subsidize the additional labor costs associated with the surge in 

disconnections of customers that occur outside the winter disconnection moratorium period 

outlined in Section 8-205 of the Public Utilities Act.  Nothing precludes utilities from hiring 

additional workers, contract or otherwise, to meet the seasonal demand for timely reconnections.  

Any additional costs associated with hiring new employees to prevent unreasonable reconnection 

delays, or contract workers during seasonal labor shortages, would be viewed as reasonable costs 

of doing business in any rate case.    

The need for the Rules to mandate a brief reconnection period can be traced directly to 

utility management decisions not to hire the workforce needed for timely provision of essential 

utility services.  PGL-NS Init. Br. at 16 (“a time frame less than seven days for gas utilities would 

be completely unworkable and increase expenses for Peoples Gas and North Shore due to having to 

hire additional employees and/or paying additional overtime to existing employees.”); Nicor Init. Br. 

at 36 (“shortening the time frame so dramatically would require more personnel in order to 

comply, thereby imposing additional costs on customers.”)  The savings from such constraints on 

utility staffing flows directly to utility bottom lines, with the financial and convenience costs of 

lower quality service imposed on customers.  Reconnections of essential utility service warrant 

equal weight with utility cost concerns.  There is considerable customer benefit in gaining an 

essential utility service 2-5 days earlier than the Rules require; certainly more timely service 
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would permit applicants to safely occupy their dwellings earlier.  The Commission’s Order, 

however, assigns no benefit or value to customers of this basic, fundamental utility obligation.  

The Commission must take a more balanced view of utility cost controls and access to 

essential utility services.  The adequacy of utility service cannot be redefined to a lower standard 

to accommodate utility decisions to reduce their resources (and costs) to benefit earnings or to 

refuse to match staff with service demand at particular (and not unexpected) times of the year.   

Though the Commission’s attempt to define specific timelines is welcome, the language 

of this section of the Rules is deficient, precisely because it is GCI’s understanding that most 

utilities routinely complete service orders and restoration of service within much shorter time 

frames.  The time frames adopted in the Rules reflect an intent to accommodate the exception, 

not the routine.  GCI Ex. 1.0 at 39:1039-1060.  The lengthy time periods for service activation 

(Part 280.30(j)(1), (2)) and reconnection of service are unnecessary, and potentially dangerous to 

customers and applicants who may be without essential heat, power, or water.   

Finally, Section 280.170 would create a wide-ranging exception for “unforeseen 

circumstances,” a point not addressed in the Commission’s Order.  See Appendix A, Part 

280.170(f).  Although Staff avers that the language was crafted to “allow for a utility to miss the 

standard in circumstances beyond its control,” the wording in the proposed regulation -- 

“temporary unanticipated, and unforeseeable overload of its ability to provide for the timely 

reconnection”— is much too broad and could be read to include circumstances that are in fact 

within their control, such as adding workers during peak hours or seasonal periods. GCI Ex. 2.0 

at 20:513-519.  The language should be revised to effect the Commission’s stated intent.  The 

Commission has declared that “Seasonal increases in applications are by definition not 
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unforeseeable.”  Order at 81.  The language of the Rules should incorporate that needed 

clarification.   

In short, the evidence suggests that the four- and seven-day reconnection standard 

adopted in the Commission’s Order would provide an incentive for utilities to slow down the 

reconnection process as compared to current practice, and not maintain an employee complement 

sufficient to provide essential utility service.  For all of these reasons, the Governmental and 

Consumer Intervenors urge the Commission to revise the First Notice Rules to shorten the 

reconnection time from four (for electric, water or sewer utilities) days to two days and from 

seven days (for natural gas utilities) to two days.  

 Part 280.220  Utility Complaint Process 

Part 280.220(i)  Escalation of Unresolved Complaint to Supervisor 

 The Rule requires utility representatives to comply with customer requests to escalate 

unresolved complaints to a supervisor, but does not maximize the benefit of that obligation with 

the associated requirement that customer representatives proactively inform customers that they 

may do so.  Expert testimony from Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission demonstrated 

that not all customers are aware of their right to escalate when the customer does not accept the 

answer provided by customer service.  Staff Ex. 2.0 at 91:2084-2090.  Similarly a witness from 

CUB provided evidence that many complaints come from consumers who are denied the right to 

speak to a supervisor when their complaint is not resolved to their satisfaction.  GCI Ex. 2.0 at 

20:524-526.   

If a customer is not aware that it is their right to escalate complaints to a supervisor, then 

the requirement currently in the rule will be meaningless.  The Order declined to adopt this 

logical additional requirement based on the notion put forth by two utilities that it may result in 
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an increased number of escalated complaints without a correlated increase in customer 

satisfaction.  Order at 239.  The Order further stated that more escalated complaints would 

require more time from Supervisors, which may increase the costs borne by ratepayers.  Id. at 

239-240.  As with other proposals, the Commission relies on unsupported utility commentary 

regarding costs of implementation from the utilities, the exclusive custodians of relevant data to 

which consumers and the Commission have no ready access.  That self-interested commentary 

ignores the fact that there may be financial ramifications to not adopting the rule as well – 

customers who are dissatisfied with the resolution offered by the customer representative may 

move to the Commission complaint process, imposing costs on consumers and the Commission, 

possibly without avoiding any utility costs.  Encouraging customers to explore their appeal 

options with the utility first could limit the need for escalations to the Commission complaint 

process.   

 The Commission stated its belief (and acceptance) that if a customer requests to speak to 

a Supervisor, the utility representative should be obligated to comply with that request.  Order at 

240.  Clearly, the Commission understands the importance of complaint escalation where the 

customer is dissatisfied with the resolution offered by the utility representative.  Failing to 

require customer representatives to inform customers of that option significantly diminishes the 

efficacy of the rule.  To ensure that the rule yields maximum benefit, utility representatives 

should be required to inform customers of their right to speak to a supervisor if their complaint is 

not satisfactorily resolved.  

 Part 280.270  Annual Reporting to the Commission   

 A major failing of the Commission’s Part 280 Order is its refusal to adopt – or even to 

consider seriously – a coherent framework for collecting data on the performance of the Rules.  
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The Commission rejects this opportunity to gather information that can inform the Commission 

whether the regulations it has put in place are having their intended effect or are producing 

unintended consequences.  The Order rejects adoption of GCI’s proposed new Subpart O:  

Periodic Data Reporting, Section 280.270 Annual Reporting to the Commission:  That omission 

should be corrected.   

 The need for data on the operation and effects of Part 280 regulations is nearly 

indisputable.  The decades-long process required to complete the rewrite of Part 280 was 

attributable in large part to the absence of facts to support or to refute competing opinions during 

the Commission’s workshops and evidentiary hearings.  Despite the resulting delay and the 

difficulty of refining the Part 280 rules without actual data on the current rules' implementation 

and outcomes (see Order at 1-2), the Order does not address the need for actual data in a 

meaningful way.   

 Predictably, the Commission has been compelled to rely on analyses prepared by the 

exclusive custodians of relevant data – the utilities.  At the same time, utility consumers were 

unable to obtain relevant data on Part 280’s efficacy and impacts, often because the utility has 

not been required to maintain information in a manner that enables meaningful independent 

analysis.  Without a rational system of data collection, it is likely that the Commission and 

consumers will continue to find themselves without the information necessary (a) to determine 

whether refinements (or even major revisions) of the Part 280 Rules are needed and (b) to 

identify the changes that will best advance the public interest (benefitting consumers and utilities 

alike).  Lacking valid empirical bases for action, the Commission is effectively denied its 

supposed oversight authority, and lacks the tools for a meaningful exercise of that authority.   
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 Without a program of organized data collection, questions like “How often does that 

happen?”  “Does the mandated process actually improve outcomes?” and “How much does that 

requirement actually save the utility or cost consumers?” will be left unanswered, because 

utilities keep records for their own business purposes and not in a way that facilitates analysis of 

consumer impacts.  Information on questions implicating the efficacy, convenience, or other 

“non-revenue” aspects of Part 280 transactions is even less likely to be retrievable.  Absent 

direction from the Commission, changes in utility data collection practices that enable 

independent analyses of the effects of the Rules from a regulator’s perspective or a consumer’s 

perspective are unlikely to arise spontaneously.   

 Staff argues that “the consumer complaint  process already delivers robust monitoring 

capabilities to Staff, utilities and consumer advocates,” even as Staff acknowledges that the flow 

of complaints under the current Part 280 provisions is constricted by the current practice of 

providing the Consumer Services Division’s contact information only on disconnection notices.  

While broader distribution of CSD’s contact information may lead to more contacts unrelated to 

disconnection, the certainty of a representative sample of consumer problems encountered under 

the Rules is not so certain that the Commission should reject consideration of more directed data 

collection measures.  Even though Staff anticipates a broader range of topics, Staff nonetheless 

will see only the problems of consumers who have the time and resources to pursue a complaint; 

that is not an meaningful, unbiased sample (good and bad) of the millions of transactions in 

given year that are governed by Part 280.  Many of those transactions affect consumers who are 

unable to spend workday hours pursuing complaints (unless there are serious monetary or service 

impacts), but who are directly affected by application of the Rules.   
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 The Rules, contain specific data requirements in a very few, selected provisions.  

However, even those requirements report numbers that fail to enable an assessment of the 

operation of the Rules, including their effects, in comparison to their purported benefits and 

justifications.   For example, Section 280.30(k) requires only the following information regarding 

the application process:  the numbers of received and rejected applications and the reasons for 

rejections – if they fall into one of two categories (information accuracy and past debts) listed in 

the Rule.  Those data provide almost no information on how the Rules operate from the 

perspective of individual applicants.  Similarly, the Rules’ specific data collection requirements 

regarding one of the most significant barriers to access to utility service – the application of 

scores developed for credit transactions to utility service – do not permit meaningful study of 

whether the scores have a meaningful correlation with actual payment behavior or whether use of 

the scores results in over- or under-collection of deposits.  See Section 280.40(k).   

 Similarly, the required data are mainly snapshots of constantly varying groups of 

consumers.  Simple periodic, unconnected counting exercises do not permit an examination of 

the Rules’ effects on consumers over meaningful periods, even when a provision’s specific 

purpose is to address a problem defined by its long-term continuity.   

 The record evidence in this case presents numerous reasons why such data collection and 

reporting are important.  GCI’s evidence established the usefulness of planned data collection, 

and it was not refuted by evidence that addressed the merits of GCI’s proposal.  The opposition 

from utilities (and the rationale adopted by the Commission) relied almost exclusively on cost 

objections.  Yet, as was demonstrated in GCI’s briefs (GCI BOE at 60-61) the opposition 

testimony consisted mainly of speculative opinions from utility witnesses.  Those opinions were 

unsupported by empirical data or analyses.  In fact, only one utility presented an actual cost 
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estimate; the remainder refused to respond to GCI’s requests for information on data collection 

costs.  See GCI BOE at 61; GCI Ex. 5.0 (Rev.) at 41:943   

 GCI expert Barbara Alexander identified the following functions as beneficial uses of an 

organized program of data collection.   

 Data collection and reporting enables proper Commission utility oversight, especially 

with respect to the processes that govern access to essential utility services.  GCI Ex. 1.0 

at 12:293-297.  Data collection and reporting are the sole source of information with 

which to assess the effectiveness of the Commission’s changes to its most important 

consumer protection and customer service policies and to determine, now or at some 

future time, whether additional changes to Part 280 are warranted.  Id. at 13:312-324.  

 

 Prescribed data collection and reporting, in consistent formats, allows the Commission to 

determine whether the Rules are being implemented consistently by the various utilities 

in Illinois – and to establish meaningful performance benchmarks.  Id. at 12-13:297-303.  

The record shows Illinois’ utilities do not collect and maintain data regarding credit and 

collection practices in a clear, transparent manner that allows comparisons among 

utilities. Id. at 13 -14:326-328.  

 

 In the small number of provisions where the Rules require utilities to collect data, the 

information would only be available to Staff, and then only upon request.  Data on 

operation of the Rules governing consumer access to essential utility services should be 

reported to the Commission – available to Staff and to other interested parties. Id. at 

13:303-306.  

 

 The National Association of Regulatory Commissioners (NARUC) has spoken on these 

issues.  In a resolution summarizing its investigation of the utility of consistent data collection, 

NARUC recognized the importance of gathering comparable aggregate residential billing and 

arrearage data.  Such data can provide critical assistance in the formulation of state and national 

policies to assure affordable electric and natural gas service for residential customers.  See “A 

Resolution Supporting the Gathering of Data for Electric and Natural Gas Distribution 

Companies by Individual State Utility Commissions,” Appendix A.  NARUC has urged each 

state to gather relevant data from all electric and gas utilities within its commission’s 

jurisdiction.  As of 2007, around the time this proceeding began, 18 states required their gas and 
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electric utilities to gather and report credit and collection data to their respective state regulatory 

commissions.  GCI Ex. 1.0 at 15:390 -392.  These states have found the data gathered and 

reported by utilities useful in developing utility service access and bill collection policies.  Id. at 

16-17:403:426.  Illinois regulators also would be aided by such information.   

 At this point in the rulemaking process, the Commission’s opportunity to incorporate 

appropriate data collection and reporting requirements in the Rules is diminished – but it is not 

extinguished.  GCI has proposed an approach to data collection and reporting built on NARUC’s 

extensive work in this area.  That approach, which has been intensely studied and implemented 

in multiple states, remains an option for the Commission.  Alternative responses also are 

available.  The Commission could revise the Rules to incorporate provisions that expressly 

permit the Commission or the Commission Staff to require:  

(a) studies of meaningful samples of Part 280 transactions;  

(b) longitudinal studies to examine the Rules’ effects on specific consumers or consumer 

groups over time, rather than relying on successive snapshots of the entire consumer 

population, which may or may not accurately reflect what is happening to affected 

customers over time; or  

(c) other studies, as indicated by consumer complaints or available information on the 

operation and effects of the Rules. 

 Finally, the Commission may initiate a proceeding to consider the lessons of the 

extensive study and practical experience accumulated under state and national initiatives based 

on NARUC’s recognition of the need for better data about the operation of regulations governing 

transactions that determine access to utility services, consumer billing, and payment/collection 
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transactions.  The Commission should join other states in a serious review of the impacts of Part 

280-type rules on consumers – one informed by purposeful data collection.   

B. IMPLEMENTATION CONCERNS 

 Part 280.10  Exemptions 

 In Section 280.05, the Commission provides a clear statement of the intended 

preeminence and comprehensiveness of the new Rules.  GCI welcome the Commission’s express 

determinations that the Rules are intended to be “comprehensive, controlling and forward 

looking” and that “the rule shall take precedence over conflicting tariffs for the reasons 

articulated by Staff.”  Order at 17.  Implicitly, the Rules are recognized as utility customers’ 

appropriate primary resource for determining their rights and obligations in obtaining utility 

services.  Necessary flexibility in the Rules is provided by Section 280.10, which permits the 

Commission to grant, at its discretion, evidence-based waivers or exemptions from a particular 

Rule or specified Rules.   

 In its Order, the Commission rejected GCI’s proposal for only time-limited (but 

renewable) waivers/exemptions.  Order at 22.  Accordingly, Section 280.10 appears to allow 

perpetual waivers/exemptions, with no requirement for periodic review to assess the continued 

validity of the reasons for the waiver/exemption.  (The Commission may, by its order, limit any 

waiver/exemption granted, as the Commission deems appropriate.)  The Commission also 

decided to permit joint waiver/exemption requests from more than one utility.  Rejecting any 

time or scope constraints presents the foreseeable likelihood a waiver/exemption could 

effectively rewrite affected Rules, without a rulemaking proceeding.   

 However, the Order does not make any provision for alerting utility consumers in such 

instances that some portions of the primary resource on their rights and obligations may have 
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been effectively nullified.  Indeed, there would be no mandated notice to consumers that a 

relevant waiver/exemption even exists.  If the Rules are to serve the consumer education and 

reference purposes implicit in a “comprehensive” document, the Commission must require some 

notice of the existence and effect of such waivers/exemptions.   

 To avoid compromising the Rules’ function as a comprehensive and authoritative 

resource, the Commission should implement this Rule in a manner that provides notice to utility 

consumers of specific changes from the Part 280 Rules.  In particular, the Commission should 

provide (either through amended Rule language or routinely in waiver/exemption grants) that 

utilities obtaining a waiver/exemption will be required to provide notice to its utility service 

consumers of the specific provisions of the Part 280 Rules that have been modified by 

subsequent Commission orders.  Notice could be accomplished through alerts on the utility’s 

website and in the utility’s Section 280.260 Customer Information Packet.  While even that does 

not preserve the intended comprehensiveness of the Part 280 Rules, with such alerts, consumers 

need not search Commission filings for waiver/exemption proceedings and orders that may or 

may not exist.   

 Part 280.15  Compliance 

 In its determination respecting Section 280.15 Compliance, the Commission approved a 

compromise period of 18 months for full compliance.  Even a modest reduction in the remaining 

wait for full implementation of the improved Rules is welcome relief for consumers.  The 

requirement for an accessible checklist (from each utility) detailing compliance measures not yet 

completed is particularly helpful.  Consumers and utilities will have the same information on 

when affected provisions of the Rules will be fully applicable to their service arrangements.  The 

availability of regularly updated progress reports will make monitoring compliance an easier task 
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for all interested stakeholders, from consumer advocates and the Commission to other Illinois 

utilities.   

 There is, however, one aspect of the compliance process that is not explicitly addressed in 

either the Order or the text of Section 280.15.  The Commission’s Order requires the 

“implementation of each requirement as quickly as reasonably practicable, but in no event later 

than 18 months from the effective date of the rules . . . .”  Order at 33.  Implementation “as 

quickly as reasonably practicable” necessarily requires utility deployment of interim measures 

through which the utility can comply with the Rules (partially or completely) pending 

completion of the anticipated computer systems changes the Commission found “expensive and 

time consuming.”   

 Interim procedures that facilitate prompt compliance with the revised Rules are extremely 

important, and they should be a condition of any compliance delay.  Simply withholding efforts 

at compliance until long-term compliance measures are completed (when interim measures are 

available) would not be consistent the Commission’s “as quickly as practicable” directive.   

 The Commission should articulate clear procedures for utilities’ interim compliance 

measures.  In particular, the Commission should require in its order adopting the final version of 

these Rules (a) that interim measures be addressed in each utility’s compliance plan and (b) that 

the deployment of interim compliance processes should be identified and included in the utility’s 

checklist and updates.   

C. MINOR REVISIONS 

 Section 280.30(e) – This provision should be revised to read “Information submitted 

pursuant to (d) above must be accurate and verifiable . . . .”  The added words are 

required to give the sentence a clear substantive meaning.   
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 Part 280.30(j)(4) – In other contexts, the Order recognizes that a pro-rated monthly 

charge may be relatively trivial recompense for the deprivation of essential utility 

services.  Consistent with the inconvenience compensation credit in Subsection 

280.140(e) (4 x monthly charge), the Commission should substitute a similar multiple of 

the monthly charge credit to consumers experiencing late initiation of service.   

 Part 280.30(j)(7) – The Order acknowledges that “GCI’s concern that the rule explicitly 

set out the unforeseeable nature of such events is well taken, and the Commission has 

adjusted the proposal to make it explicit, as well as to require Consumer Services 

Division (CSD) approval of such exceptions.  Seasonal increases in applications are by 

definition not unforeseeable.”  Order at 81.  However, despite the Commission’s stated 

intent to adjust the language of the provision, this consensus proviso for unforeseen 

circumstances that delay connection of service does not appear in the language of the 

Rules.  The Commission should incorporate the proviso in the language of the Rules  

 Part 280.5(c)(5)(I) – This provision refers needlessly, if not erroneously, to a “transition 

charge.”  The Commission should consider whether this reference is still appropriate.   

 Part 280.140 – In the following portion of Section 280.140(a), the opening proviso 

should be deleted as shown.   

If access is provided, the The utility shall not disconnect a building unless 

it has the resources in place and is prepared to reconnect service on the 

same day . . . .   

 

If a utility has disconnected service to a building under this provision, the proviso may 

confuse the Commission’s clear intent that the availability of resources for immediate 

reconnection of affected tenants is a pre-condition to building disconnection that is not 

conditioned on whether “access is provided.”  If access is provided before service to 
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other tenants is disconnected, a building disconnection under this section should not 

occur at all.   

 Part 280.140 – If the Order’s Section 280.140 is retained, the Commission should clarify 

that “same day” restoration requirement does not deny the protection of available 

immediate reconnection if the utility’s bill collection effort is not successful on the “same 

day.”  Immediate restoration of service should be provided whenever the utility achieves 

its bill collection objective or decides to release its hold on paying consumers’ service.   

III. CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons stated above, GCI respectfully request that the Commission make the 

Rules modifications GCI recommend, which are necessary to achieve the Commission’s stated 

objective: “to produce an internally consistent set of rules that will balance the interests of the 

public utilities regulated by the rules” with the interests of “customers of those utilities.”  Order 

at 1.   
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