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) 
) 

 
 

REPLY COMMENTS OF  
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

 
Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) submits these reply comments to the 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) on the proposed rules at 83 Ill. Admin. Code 

Section 280 published in the Illinois Register on January 17, 2014, pursuant to the Illinois 

Administrative Procedure Act, 5 ILCS 100/5-40, and in accordance with the Administrative Law 

Judge’s (“ALJ”) ruling dated March 12, 2014.  In these reply comments, ComEd addresses the 

initial comments submitted by the parties on March 3, 2014.   

ComEd commends the parties, Staff, the ALJ and the Commission for their hard work in 

developing well-balanced proposed rules.  Through the approximately seven (7) years of this 

docket, the parties and Staff have participated in numerous workshops, reached compromises on 

issues and developed a robust record on the issues.  Despite this docket’s long history and robust 

record, the Office of the Attorney General, AARP (collectively “AARP/AG”) and the 

Governmental and Consumer Intervenors group (“GCI”) are viewing this comment period as an 

opportunity to take another bite at the apple.  ComEd discourages the Commission from 

entertaining these efforts.  The record in the docket shows that each of the issues raised in the 

comments of GCI and AARP/AG were fully vetted during the proceeding and were correctly 
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rejected by the ALJ and the Commission.  Re-litigating these issues at this time is improper and 

ignores the record in this matter.  Their recommended changes should be rejected.   

It’s also evident that in developing the new Part 280 rules, the ALJ and the Commission 

understood and accounted for changes in technology that occurred between the initiation of this 

docket in 2006 and today.  For example, the new rules provide little time for the reconnection of 

service.  Generally, this is operationally reasonable to ComEd because of the deployment of AMI 

meters throughout the service territory.  These smart meters will allow ComEd to remotely 

reconnect most customers in little time.  Similarly, the proposed rule accounts for technological 

enhancements applying to disconnection of service by rejecting the “door knock” or premise 

visit rule.  With the deployment of AMI meters, ComEd can remotely disconnect service without 

the expense of sending a service truck to the location.  Indeed, the Commission is fully aware of 

technological changes that impact Part 280 and it accounted for these changes in the First Notice 

Order.  Attempts to modify the rules that ignore changes in technology is dismissive of today’s 

reality and should be rejected by the Commission.  

In addition to the foregoing general reply comments, ComEd will specifically address the 

following three issues: 

1. The Commission should reject the AARP/AG’s request for a “door knock” or 

premise visit rule;  

2. The Commission should reject GCI’s attempt to create exceptions to avoid 

deposit requirements; and 

3. The Commission should reject GCI’s recommendation to eliminate a utility’s 

right to disconnect service for lack of access to multi-meter premises. 
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ComEd does not individually reply to each comment submitted by the parties and ComEd 

reserves its right to challenge any modifications to the rules that may result from this comment 

period.   

I. The Proposed Rules Should Reject AARP/AG’s Request for a “Door Knock” or 
Premise Visit Rule.  

The door knock issue is a prime example of parties simply rehashing arguments that were 

rejected by the Commission and could not be supported in the First Notice Order.  AARP and the 

AG filed joint comments on door knock.  These comments were not supported by the other 

members of the GCI Group, the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB) and the City of Chicago (“City”).  

For the reasons set forth in the record and reiterated below, ComEd recommends the 

Commission once again reject the above-mentioned parties’ request to reintroduce a door knock 

requirement.  

AARP/AG restate stale arguments that landed a deaf ear with Staff, the ALJ and the 

Commission.  They argue a door knock is central to the protection of vulnerable customers.  

However, the Commission rightfully rejects this premise noting that meter technicians 

performing disconnections are not social workers – they are “not trained or empowered to 

address medical or mental health questions that may arise from the contact.” [First Notice Order, 

p. 187.]  Staff not only questions the value of a door knock but states that knocking at the door to 

announce disconnection of service “may be perceived as tantamount to taunting the customer 

and create a potential risk for the safety of the utility representative.”  [Staff Ex 1.0, 17:386-

18:387.]  While Staff and the Commission correctly question the value of door knock, they 

recognize the real threat to utility employees.  Meanwhile, AARP/AG’s comments ignore this 

reality when addressing health and safety concerns. 
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Indeed, the risk to utility employees of requiring a door knock or premise visit at the time 

of disconnection of service is real and substantial.  For example, since January of 2013, ComEd 

has documented over twenty-five instances of employees being threatened or attacked by 

customers while working in the field.  They’ve been threatened with their lives, physically 

attacked and spit on.  Customers have even released their dogs to attack utility employees.  These 

employees are in harm’s way when performing disconnection of service and the Commission 

was correct to value this risk when it rejected a door knock rule. 

AARP/AG’s comments also suggest that a door knock is reasonable because “utilities 

will not be financially impaired by retaining the door knock.” [AARP/AG Comments, p. 6.]  

This is no more than a red herring to distract the Commission from the reality that there are 

significant costs associated with requiring a field visit in connection with an involuntary 

disconnection of service and those costs are born by all customers.  As ComEd’s witness Mr. 

Walls testified, the imposition of a field visit requirement in connection with an involuntary 

disconnection of service is costly and would adversely impact efficiencies gained through the 

deployment of smart meters. [ComEd Ex. 3.0, 32:706-33:736.]  First, it would impose significant 

unnecessary cost on the disconnection activity – the cost of a “truck roll”, i.e., sending a vehicle 

and a person to the particular location.  Second, it would increase the cost of uncollectibles – a 

cost increase that would be directly passed on to all customers through ComEd’s “uncollectible 

rider”.  Because (1) a disconnection could only take place with a truck roll, (2) disconnection 

locations are not all neatly grouped in clusters, limiting the number of disconnections that can be 

achieved by any single “rolling truck”, and (3) only limited resources can be devoted to the 

disconnection effort (which resources might be further curtailed during times of storm restoration 

or other emergency work), ComEd would have to continue to “prioritize” the locations it sought 
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to disconnect, just as it does with the current old technology.  As a practical matter, this process 

results in the need to let customers, who are otherwise eligible for disconnection, accumulate 

larger overdue balances before it is actually “cost-effective” to disconnect their service, thereby 

ensuring that larger amounts than otherwise would have been incurred are turned into 

uncollectibles when these accounts are “finaled”.   And in the end, the burden of these costs and 

inefficiencies are passed on to all utility customers – they are the ones that are financially 

impaired by a door knock requirement.    

AARP/AG’s comments once again rely substantially on the language in the 

Commission’s Order on ComEd’s AMI Plan, ICC Docket No. 12-0298.  Their comments cite 

and unnecessarily emphasize the Commission’s Order stating: 

The Commission continues to believe that Section 280.130(d) is an important 
consumer protection that can prevent dangerous health and safety conditions due 
to the loss of essential electricity service. 
 

[AARP/AG Comments, p. 9, citing Docket No. 12-0298, p. 62 (emphasis in AARP/AG 
Comments).]  

 
Indeed, no party in the Part 280 Docket disagrees that Part 280 as a whole and 280.130 

specifically provide valuable consumer protections.  And, although the AARP/AG seem to 

ignore this fact in their comments, it for this reason that Staff and other stakeholders have used 

this docket to fully vet issues surrounding the utility-customer relationship and to develop 

proposed rules that further ensure customers are treated in a fair and consistent manner.  The 

Commission in ICC Docket No. 12-0298 accurately recognized that disconnect provisions are 

currently being addressed in the Part 280 docket.  In its Order the Commission stated, “[t]he 

Commission observes that there is currently pending a Part 280 rulemaking which is addressing, 

among other issues, the disconnection provisions of the applicable administrative code.” [Docket 

No. 12-0298, p. 61.]  The Commission further stated, “[o]verall, the Commission is confident 
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that the Part 280 rulemaking will conduct the appropriate and lawful review of all the issues and 

arguments related to this important provision.” [Docket No. 12-0298, p. 61.]   As the 

Commission expected, in this docket a thorough review has been conducted of Part 280 and a 

full record has been developed on the door knock issue.   For example, Staff’s direct testimony 

summarized its position as to why there should be no door knock requirement associated with 

non-voluntary service disconnections: 

The current rule requires that the utility representatives disconnecting service first 
knock on the customer's door.  This requirement was likely useful to both 
customer and utility at a time when most customers had someone at home during 
the day, and when utility representatives could collect payment from the customer 
to prevent disconnection.  Today, few if any utilities allow field representatives to 
accept payments from customers.  A requirement to knock at the door to 
personally inform the customer that the service is being disconnected may be 
perceived as tantamount to taunting the customer and create a potential risk for 
the safety of the utility representative.  As a result, utilities have a choice to either 
protect their field staff from potential safety concerns or comply with the rule.  
Further, developing technology may allow utilities to remotely disconnect and 
restore service without a need to make an actual visit to the premises, making this 
requirement impractical.  With the strengthening of other parts of the Section on 
disconnection, such as the advance warning a customer gets before the day of 
disconnection, we believe that it is appropriate to remove the outdated "knock at 
the door" requirement for disconnects. [Staff Ex 1.0, 17:379-18:394.] 
 

While ComEd does not agree that the current rule requires either a door knock or a premises visit 

(which issue is not before the Commission in this docket), ComEd completely agrees that the 

new Part 280 should contain no such requirement for the reasons Staff indicates.  Citing many of 

the same reasons as Staff, the Commission wisely agreed with Staff and rejected the request for a 

door knock requirement.   

 In light of the factors discussed above and for all the reasons detailed in this docket, 

ComEd supports the Commission’s decision to exclude from the rules a requirement for a field 

visit or door knock at the time of disconnection.   
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II. The Commission Should Reject GCI’s Attempt to Create Exceptions to Avoid 
Deposit Requirements.  
 
Part 280.40 of the Commission’s First Notice Order provides a well-balanced rule on 

customer deposits.  Nonetheless, GCI maintains its initial position that was rejected by Staff, the 

ALJ and the Commission; GCI believes customers that have had service for longer than 24 

months should be exempt from deposit requirements.  However, this position ignores the reality 

that customer payment behavior may shift over time and an otherwise low-risk customer may 

become a high-risk customer and vise versa.  A customer’s tenure has nothing to do with his/her 

risk of default. [ComEd Ex. 3.0, 15:334-335.]  Recognizing this reality, Staff’s direct testimony 

states:  

In the draft rule for deposits, under the subsection for current customers, we 
introduce a "dual trigger" late payment and 30 days past due deposit requirement 
in place of the previous rule that only required late payments as a trigger to the 
deposit assessment. Acknowledging that there is little risk of complete payment 
default and disconnection associated with a customer's account where that 
customer simply pays the full balance a few days late each month, we believe that 
the addition of the second trigger to track whether the account becomes 30 days 
past due in addition to the "four late pays" clause will provide a better measuring 
tool to evaluate risk. Along with this move from simple late payments to the dual 
trigger, we also propose to remove the 24-month barrier of deposit immunity for 
residential customers in the current rule. Under the current rule, a residential 
customer with continuous service for over two years cannot be assessed a deposit 
unless his or her service is shut off. This arrangement fails to recognize the 
possibility that a long-term customer's payment behavior may potentially shift 
from one of non-risk to risk. Waiting until after disconnection may fail to properly 
secure the utility against this change in risk. Finally, we update the data collection 
subsection so that utilities will be required to save information regarding the 
number of disputes involving deposits and the number of customers disconnected 
for deposits. [Staff Ex 1.0, 9:200-10:218.] 
 
Agreeing with Staff’s balanced proposal, the Commission First Notice Order 

appropriately “finds the Staff’s proposed language [to be] reasonable” and states that “[t]he 24 

month rule is illogical and . . . finds that its elimination is appropriate.” [First Notice Order, pp. 
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101-102.] ComEd supports this finding and encourages the Commission to disregard GCI’s 

proposal. 

Accordingly, GCI comments on deposits are not supported by the record and should be 

rejected by the Commission. 

III. The Commission Should Reject GCI’s Recommendation to Eliminate a Utility’s 
Right to Disconnect Service for Lack of Access to Multi-Meter Premises.  
 
GCI recommends the elimination of Part 280.140 Disconnection for Lack of Access to 

Multi-Meter Premises and the related references in Part 280.130.  While GCI characterizes this 

proposed rule as the first time utilities have been authorized to disconnect a multi-meter premises 

for lack of access, the Commission accurately notes in its First Notice Order that “language 

allowing disconnection of multi meter buildings for failure to provide access has been part of this 

subsection of Part 280 for many years and that its utilization by utilities has apparently not 

engendered the adverse consequences articulated by GCI.” [First Notice Order, p. 204.]  And 

despite GCI’s concerns, when the City was asked by Staff to identify other options utilities have 

when faced with these circumstances, the City was unable to identify a single option. [Staff Ex. 

2.0, 81:1852 – 1853.]   However inconvenient, the fact is a utility is left with limited options 

when it is not provided access to its own equipment (meters) in a multi-meter premises.  Very 

pragmatically, disconnections of multi-meter premises is simply a tool to encourage all 

customers to do what they should already be doing as required by ComEd’s tariff – provide (or 

make such arrangements as are necessary to provide) ComEd with access to its equipment that is 

used to provide them with service.  If customers fail to do that, they are not really “innocent”; 

they are not complying with the tariffed conditions of obtaining electric service.  [ComEd Ex. 

3.0, 34:758-35:772.] 
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The proposed rule is a measured and reasonable response to a very real issue for utilities.   

The rule contains layers of safeguards, and the multiple notices afford tenants numerous 

opportunities to arrange with building ownership/management for the access that the utilities 

need.  Therefore, for reasons herein and those set forth throughout the record, the Commission 

should reject GCI’s recommendation to eliminate Part 280.140. 

CONCLUSION 

ComEd respectfully requests that the Commission consider these reply comments and the 

full record in the docket prior to making any changes to the proposed rule.   

Dated:  March 24, 2014   Respectfully submitted, 

 
By: /s/ Bradley R. Perkins 

             Bradley R. Perkins, 
        Counsel for Commonwealth Edison Company 

 
Bradley R. Perkins 
Assistant General Counsel 
10 S. Dearborn St. 
Suite 4900 
Chicago, IL  60603 
(312) 394-5400 
Brad.Perkins@exeloncorp.com 
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