Summary of Suggested Changes
Round 2 of Part 500 Rewrite

This document summarizes all suggested changes to the second round of the Part 500 rewrite and indicates what actions Staff took, if any, because of those suggestions.  If Staff rejected a proposed revision, Staff provides its rationale for that decision or identifies the subjects that Staff intends for discussion with interested parties during workshops.  Staff’s Round 3 version of the Proposed Part 500 uses the template of Staff’s Round 2 with all proposed language changes accepted.  Staff did not detail the correction of any typos, minor language changes, or formatting corrections.

The following parties provided comments on the Round 2 edition of the proposed Part 500 rewrite:


Ameren Illinois

IGS Energy

Integrys


MidAmerican


Nicor 


Nicor Advanced Energy

Retail Energy Supply Association
Common Requests

Staff received two sets of comments that affect multiple Sections of the proposed Part 500 rule.  First, Staff received several requests to change its reliance on a certain number of months to conduct various checks and instead refer to a set number of years.  For example, instead of Staff’s reliance on 36 months, the utilities prefer language that indicates “every three calendar years, not to exceed 39 months”.  In particular, Nicor indicated that the inspection frequencies contained in 49 CFR 192 are stated in calendar years with a grace period and that gas operators have systems in place to capture, track, and calculate future inspection dates based on the calendar year requirements.  Nicor also noted that Staff on multiple occasions provided support for its proposed language within its original summary of suggested changes by noting the requirement was consistent with 49 CFR 192, but that Staff is not consistent with 49 CFR 192 with regard to the reliance on calendar years.  Staff does not dispute these comments.  However, Staff’s preference is to use a specific amount of time to avoid confusion in applying the rule.


Second, Staff received several requests to revise any language referring to “customer meter”.  Multiple utilities requested this change because the proposed language implied that the customer has some ownership or control over the meter.  However, a utility always owns and controls the gas meter that it uses to measure the customer’s consumption.  Staff agreed with this change and modified the proposed rule to account for this change by removing the word “customer” when referencing the meter.
Section 500.10 Definitions


Nicor Advanced Energy requested revision to the definition of “answer time” to allow the period associated with answer time to end once the customer reached an automated system.  Staff is willing to discuss the subject of call centers during workshops.

Nicor requested the addition of the definition of “applicant” for use in Section 500.110.  Staff agreed to this request but to avoid confusion with the same term in 83 Illinois Administrate Code 280, Staff changed the term from “applicant” to “service applicant”.


IGS Energy and Nicor Advanced Energy suggested language changes to the definition of “complaint” that would make the definition less inclusive and would limit complaints to just those instances where the customer contact required subsequent follow-up by the utility, Alternative Gas Suppliers, or governmental entity.  Staff rejected this request at this time but is willing to discuss the subject of complaints during workshops.

MidAmerican and Nicor suggested language changes to the definition of “fixed factor”.  Staff accepted this change.
Multiple parties suggested the addition and proposed language for the definition of “laboratory standard”.  Staff rejected this request at this time.  Staff discusses this further under the discussion of Subsection 500.160(g)(2).

Multiple utilities requested various revisions to the definition of “portable standards”.  Staff rejected this request at this time.  Staff discusses this further under the discussion of Subsection 500.160(g)(2).

Ameren requested clarification of certain topics associated with the definition of the “overall meter accuracy”.  Specifically, Ameren raised a concern regarding the manner that a utility would calculate the overall meter accuracy for meters under fixed factor billing as well as those instances where there is an input or programming error.  As discussed in more detail below under Subsections 500.170(b) and 500.170(d), multiple utilities have raised concerns with the application of the overall meter accuracy definition and have requested Staff address this issue in the workshop process.  Therefore, Staff will not alter the definition at this time.
Section 500.20 Application


Nicor Advanced Energy requested revision to this Section to clarify the scope of the rule and clarify the rule only applies to the delivery and supply of natural gas and does not apply to any products or services sold by Alternative Gas Suppliers or public utilities.  Staff rejected this request for two reasons.  First, Staff’s review of other Commission administrative rules that deal with similar topics does not show any similar language in the application section of the rule.  Second, Staff is concerned that the interpretation of the language could result in disagreements regarding how to apply various portions of the rule or claims that portions of the rule, as proposed, exceed the topics of the delivery and supply of natural gas.
Section 500.30 Exemption or Modification


Staff received no suggested language revisions in this Section.

Section 500.40 Complaints
Staff is willing to discuss the subject of complaints during workshops.  Staff intends to include the following points raised in comments in these discussions.

In Subsection 500.40(c), multiple parties requested two changes.  First, Nicor Advanced Energy and IGS Energy requested the removal of any references to Alternative Gas Suppliers in this Subsection because the requirement deals with pressure and meter accuracy complaints that are not under the control of the Alternative Gas Suppliers.  Staff agreed to remove the references to Alternative Gas Suppliers in this Subsection.  Second, Integrys noted the Commission’s Proposed Order in Docket No. 06-0703, Subsection 280.220(j), only had a two year retention policy and asked if Staff intended the requirements in this Subsection with its three year retention policy to differ from the Part 280 requirement.  Staff notes the proposed Subsection 280.220(j) requirements are general requirements, while the requirement in this Subsection are much more specific.  At this time, Staff intends to maintain its request for the three year retention policy.


In Subsection 500.40(d), multiple parties had two comments.  First, Nicor Advanced Energy and Retail Electric Supply Association requested the exclusion of  Alternative Gas Suppliers from the requirement to provide an annual report.  Nicor Advanced Energy raised a concern that the annual report could cause the release of competitively sensitive information.  Retail Electric Supply Association indicated it was concerned that since companies could define complaints in different methods, the annual reports may provide the Commission and the public with misleading information.  Second, multiple utilities requested clarification of the term “complaint rate” with Nicor providing suggested clarification language.  
Section 500.50 Customer Call Centers
Staff is willing to discuss the subject of customer call centers during workshops.  Staff intends to include the following points raised in comments in these discussions.
First, Nicor indicated a desire for further dialogue with Staff regarding this Subsection.
Second, IGS Energy requested the addition of language that would indicate a method the utility or Alternative Gas Supplier could provide certain required information to the customer via a bill message.
Third, Nicor Advanced Energy suggested language changes that would remove the requirement to include the hold time on abandoned calls in the calculation of the average answer time for calls.
Fourth, Nicor Advanced Energy requested additional language that would indicate a utility’s or Alternative Gas Supplier’s calculation of the average answer time for calls as well as the abandoned rate for calls are monthly calculations.
Finally, multiple parties requested the removal of Subsection 500.50(a)(6) and (7) for reasons including a concern that the information could be duplicative if the call center does not terminate any calls,  the call center requirements should match the requirements of 220 ISCS 5/19-115(b)(5), or that the additional information required is not necessary or useful.
Section 500.100 Application of Subpart B


Staff received no suggested language revisions in this Section.

Section 500.110 Location and Installation of Customer Meters


In Subsection 500.110(a), Nicor requested changing the language to refer to “applicant” rather than “customer” since the applicant is not a utility customer until after the installation of the meter.  Staff agreed to this revision, but as noted above in Section 500.100, Staff changed the word to “service applicant” instead of “applicant” to avoid confusion with the same terminology in 83 Illinois Administrative Code 280.

In Subsection 500.110(f), multiple utilities expressed concern at having to contact the applicant in writing and orally if the utility had to refuse a request for service.  Staff modified the language in this Subsection to just require a written notification, but added the requirement for the utility to provide the written notice to the applicant within five business days of the decision to refuse service.

In Subsection 500.110(g), multiple utilities requested revision to this Subsection that would allow the utility to install a non-temperature compensated (“TC”) meter at an indoor location.  Staff understands the concern is that at least one utility has a significant number of non-TC meters of a particular type and size and there is a considerable cost for replacing those meters.  Staff has modified its language in this Subsection to allow a utility to install non-TC meters if the utility only installs that specific metering type and size in indoor locations.  Staff’s concern regarding all other situations involving non-TC meters is that having the same meter type and size in both TC and non-TC varieties could allow inadvertent installations of non-TC meters in outdoor locations, which would significantly affect the meter accuracy for the customer.  Staff also notes that this rule does not require the immediate replacement of existing meters from indoor locations if they do not meet the provided exemption, instead the intent of this rule is that the utility could not reinstall a non-TC meter that does not qualify for the exemption.
Section 500.120 Meter and Equipment Handling Requirements

In Subsection 500.120(a), multiple utilities requested the removal of the phrase “weather-protected”.  The utilities concern ranged from issues involving how the requirement would apply to vehicles to whether the language was redundant.  Staff also notes that certain meters require a small crane or similar device to remove and place them in the utility vehicles.  By necessity, those vehicles are not enclosed.  Therefore, Staff modified the language in this Subsection to exempt vehicles from the requirement.

In Subsection 500.120(c), multiple utilities requested the addition of the phrase “after testing and waiting for repair” to clarify this Subsection.  Staff accepted this suggestion.
Section 500.130 Qualified Personnel


Multiple utilities requested revision to this Section to change its name to “Trained Personnel” and to replace any reference to “qualified” personnel with “trained” personnel.  The utilities indicated that the use of the word “Qualified” could cause confusion with the Federal pipeline safety rules that reference “Qualified”
personnel.  Staff accepted the suggested changes.
Section 500.140 Supercompressibility


Staff received no suggested language revisions in this Section.
Section 500.150 Fixed Factor Delivery


In Subsection 500.150(a), multiple utilities raised a concern regarding the example Staff provided in the rule that showed a calculation going out to three significant digits.  Staff provided this example to demonstrate the manner to calculate the upper and lower pressure limits and does not expect a utility to purchase or maintain equipment that measures pressures to 3 significant digits.  Staff is willing to consider alternative language or revisions if this topic continues as a concern.

In Subsection 500.150(c), multiple utilities requested clarifying the meter capacity requirement.  Staff modified the language to address the utilities’ concern.


In Subsection 500.150(e), Ameren and Nicor requested revisions to this Subsection.  Ameren requested revisions to address its concern that it has a small number of residential customers whom it would need to remove from service every time it verifies the pressure settings of its regulators.  Further, Ameren noted that, due to potential customer satisfaction concerns and the potential minimal financial affect these customers’ provide, it did not see the need to verify settings for a fixed factor residential customer.  At this time, Staff is rejecting Ameren’s request to modify the language, but Staff is interested in receiving any studies, analyses, or any other information from any interested party regarding the need or lack thereof to verify the pressure settings for a residential fixed factor customer.

Nicor requested the Subsection’s timing for verification of the regulator’s settings rule differentiate between pilot and spring operated regulators due to the pilot regulator’s higher precision control capability.  Nicor suggested the use of a four year interval for pilot regulators versus the three year interval Staff proposed for all regulators.  Staff requested additional information to support Nicor’s request.  Nicor indicated that the information was not readily available and rather than wait for the manufacturer to conduct the necessary tests to provide support for its request, Nicor requested Staff decline its request. 

Section 500.160 Testing Facilities and Equipment

In Subsection 500.160(b), Ameren suggested wording changes to clarify the type of meter testing that is at issue in this Subsection.  Staff modified the language to address Ameren’s concerns.

In Subsection 500.160(d), multiple utilities requested the addition of the phase “or equal to” in relation to Staff’s reference to a 1° F temperature limit.  Staff agreed to this modification.

In Subsection 500.160(f), Ameren suggested wording changes to indicate this Subsection only applies to the “As Found” meter accuracy of meters.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Ameren did not provide a definition for the term “As Found” making the term somewhat ambiguous.  Further, Staff does not consider it necessary to add this term to clarify the intent of this Subsection.

In Subsection 500.160(g)(2), several utilities suggested language revisions that would make three changes to this Subsection.  First, the utilities proposed new language that would eliminate the reference to specific types of equipment and instead just reference field and laboratory equipment.  Staff rejected this request.  Second, the utilities proposed adding the phrase “laboratory standard” or using the phrase to replace the phrase “reference standard” on occasion.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that the first two changes proposed by the utilities have caused confusion.  The utility proposed language uses the terms “portable standard”, “laboratory standard”, “reference standard”, and “laboratory reference standard” and it appears that not all of those terms are necessary.  Staff plans to address this topic in the workshop process to clarify and establish the best approach to resolve the concerns raised.  Finally, the utilities proposed language that would allow the tracking of their compliance with the requirement in this Subsection within a tracking system.  Staff modified the proposed language to account for that request although Staff did not allow the use of stickers because it was not clear how a utility would maintain a record of those stickers after the calibration has expired.

In Subsection 500.160(h), several utilities suggested language that would remove the need to document the test flow rates and bell pressure on the reference meter testing.  Staff agrees that those utilities operating SNAP provers would not need to record this information, but those operating bell provers would track this information.  Staff modified the language to clarify the reporting requirements needed for each prover type.
Section 500.170 Customer Meter Accuracy Requirements

In Subsection 500.170(a), multiple utilities suggested the addition of language that refers to “adjusted, refurbished, remanufactured or repaired” meters to clarify this Section.  Staff agreed to this modification.

In Subsection 500.170(b), multiple utilities expressed concern regarding their ability to comply with the requirements of this Subsection, which involves the calculation of the overall metering accuracy, and requested additional dialogue with Staff to discuss the Subsection’s intent.  Staff shall place the workability of this Subsection’s requirements on the agenda for the proposed rules workshop.

In Subsection 500.170(c), multiple utilities requested the addition of the phrase “unless a longer period of time is agreed upon between the utility and the customer” to the requirement involving the amount of time a utility is allowed to remove a mechanically defective meter.  Staff agreed with this request.


In Subsection 500.170(d), multiple utilities expressed concern regarding their ability to comply with the requirements of this Subsection, which involves the calculation of the overall metering accuracy, and requested additional dialogue with Staff to discuss the Subsection’s intent.  Staff shall place the workability of this Subsection’s requirements on the agenda for the proposed rules workshop.
Section 500.180 Diaphragm Meters


Aside from the generic timing issue discussed above, Staff received no suggestions for language revisions in this Section.
Section 500.190 Rotary Meters


In Subsection 500.190(c), multiple utilities requested two language revisions for this Subsection.  First, multiple utilities requested a revision to this Subsection that would increase the amount of time allowed to replace a rotary meter that cannot meet the testing requirements up to 30 days.  Staff contacted the utilities that commented on this topic to obtain additional information.  The parties provided additional comments that ranged from removing any time limit to discussing this topic at the workshop.  Based on this information, Staff will add the topic to the workshop agenda.  Second, multiple utilities requested the addition of the phrase “flush and retest” or “clean and retest” in relation to actions taken when a meter fails the testing requirements.  Staff agreed to this suggestion.

In Subsection 500.190(e)(2), Ameren requested the removal of the language that required the testing equipment’s capacity to equal 25% of the tested meter’s capacity.  Ameren noted its equipment would not accommodate the testing of 79 meters under this standard.  Staff contacted Ameren and requested information to support the use of lower capacity tests to verify the operation of those meters.  Ameren provided a supporting statement from a meter manufacturer.  Staff is currently rejecting this request, but based on discussions with Ameren will place this topic on the workshop agenda for further discussion.
Section 500.200 Turbine Meters

In Subsection 500.200(d), multiple utilities suggested two revisions to this Subsection.  First, the utilities suggested increasing the maximum flow rate allowed for meter testing to 105% versus the Staff proposed 100% because some meter testing facilities exceed 100% during testing.  Staff accepted this request.  Second, the utilities requested the removal of the exception that kept them from more stringent testing of turbine meters operating under 25psi.  Staff accepted this request.  Third, Ameren requested a language change so that the rule would only require four test rates instead of the five Staff proposed.  Staff requested additional information from Ameren.  Ameren determined there is no cost difference for the manufacturer to conduct four versus five flow tests.  Therefore, Ameren withdrew its request.

In Subsection 500.200(g), Ameren requested the removal of the language that required a six month spin test of the turbine meter if it was not equipment with external lubrication provisions.  Ameren noted all of its turbine meters have the external lubrication provisions.  Staff rejected this requested because Staff does not know if every utility operates turbine meters with external lubrication provisions.
Section 500.210 Orifice Meters


In Subsection 500.210(c), multiple utilities requested revising this Subsection by eliminating the reference to transducers.  Staff contacted Nicor to gain a better understanding of the reasoning associated with this request.  Staff understands the basis for the change is due to how the industry currently uses the terms transducer and transmitter.  Nevertheless, Staff understands an orifice meter will make use of transducers and is concerned that removing a reference to transducer could cause confusion regarding the verification of the operation of the meter.  Therefore, Staff rejected this request.
Section 500.220 Multi-Path Ultrasonic Meters


In Subsection 500.220(a), multiple utilities made two requests.  First, utilities noted that a more recent AGA standard exists for the installation guidelines for ultrasonic meters.  Staff updated its language to incorporate the more recent standard.  Second, Ameren requested language that would grandfather the existing ultrasonic meter installations to the older standard while requiring any new installations to conform to the more recent standard.  As discussed more fully below, Staff altered this Section’s requirements to allow a utility to leave an ultrasonic meter in-place assuming all of the utility conducts all of the proper verifications and there are no problems with the meter.  Given that change, Staff would expect the only instance where a previously installed ultrasonic may need its meter set revised would be if it is removed from service or there is some indication the meter does not meet the accuracy standards of the proposed Part 500.  Given those circumstances, Staff rejected Ameren’s suggestion.

In Subsection 500.220(b), Ameren requested three language revisions and also requested the addition of certain new language.  First, Ameren requested an exemption from the speed of sound verification for those locations that do not have a gas chromatograph.  Ameren noted the speed of sound calculation requires an accurate gas composition that is derived from a gas chromatograph.  Staff notes that Ameren provided information from the AGA Standard, AGA Report #9, Measurement of Gas by Multipath Ultrasonic Meters, XQ0701, April 2007, to support its various requests for Section 500.220.  This AGA Report #9 information dealt with Section 7.4 Maintenance and Section 8 Field Verification.  Staff’s review of both Sections indicates that a periodic removal of the ultrasonic meter is not necessary if the utility conducts satisfactory field verification tests.  However, those field verification tests do require a speed of sound calculation that relies on an accurate gas composition that must come from either a gas chromatograph or a gas sample taken at the time of the verification testing.  As noted below in the discussion of Subsection 500.220(c), Staff has agreed to remove the requirement to periodically remove and test ultrasonic meters.  However, Staff predicated this revision on a utility conducting the proper field verifications on the meters.  Therefore, Staff rejected Ameren’s request. 
Second, Ameren requested adding the phrase “uncorrected actual” to clarify the type of verification a utility would conduct on the meter pulse.  Staff agreed to this change.
Third, Ameren requested a language change that would allow the use of a clamp on ultrasonic meter.  Staff requested additional support from Ameren due to Staff’s concern that the AGA Report #9 did not apply to that type of ultrasonic meter.  When asked, Ameren agreed that the operation of clamp-on ultrasonic meters does not currently meet the AGA # 9 standard.  Staff rejected this request.
Finally, Ameren requested new language that would allow a utility to monitor certain functions of the meter via a SCADA system and would allow the utility to monitor other functions less frequently.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that it changed Subsection 500.220(b) to allow a utility to keep an ultrasonic meter in service as long as the utility conducts the required maintenance and the meter passes the field verification checks.  However, as part of that change, Staff wants the utility to conduct the full field verification checks to ensure the proper operation of the meter.

In Subsection 500.220(c), multiple utilities requested Staff eliminate the requirement for a utility to remove an ultrasonic meter from service to have the meter’s accuracy tested every ten years.  Instead, the utilities proposed language that will allow an ultrasonic meter to remain in service as long as the required maintenance and all necessary verifications have taken place.  To support this change, the utilities provided verification information from ultrasonic meters that the manufacturer had checked after removing them from service as well as various industry publications on the topic of leaving ultrasonic meters in service as long as proper verifications take place.  Staff agreed to eliminate this requirement provided the utility had followed the required maintenance schedule and all the appropriate verification activity had taken place.

In Subsection 500.220(d), Ameren requested the removal of the language requiring the initial and any subsequent tests of the accuracy of the ultrasonic meter to take place within 25% of the pressure the meter will operate in the field.  Ameren noted that its storage field meters operate over a wide range making it difficult, if not impossible, to comply with this requirement.  Ameren also noted one of the primary testing facilities only tests ultrasonic meters at higher pressures.  Staff addressed Ameren’s concern by modifying the requirement to specify that in situations where varying pressures are expected, such as storage fields, the utility should use the mid-point of the expected pressure range for the initial test.
Section 500.230 Coriolis Meters


Aside from the generic timing issue discussed above, Staff received no suggestions for language revisions in this Section.

Section 500.240 Other Meter Types


Staff received no suggestions for language revisions in this Section.
Section 500.250 Sample Testing of Meters


Multiple utilities suggested change the title of this section to “Sample Testing of Diaphragm Meters”.  Staff agreed to this change.


In Subsection 500.250(d), multiple utilities requested changing the acceptable quantify level and process average to 2.5% and 97.5%, respectively, from the 1% and 99% values that Staff proposed.  Staff notes several utilities made this same request in their Round 1 comments.  At that time, Staff rejected the request and noted that the utilities’ request would have the effect of allowing more meters that are not accurate to remain in service.  Further, Staff notes that the Commission’s rules have allowed sample testing since at least 1977 and the 1% and 99% values Staff proposed are the same as those put in place in 1977.  Given the changes in manufacturing processes that have occurred since 1977, Staff would expect that rather than lessening the requirements, a better argument exists to strengthen the requirements.  Staff notes that the commenting parties did not provide any additional information to support this request.  Staff again rejects this suggestion.
In Subsection 500.250(f), multiple utilities requested two changes to this Subsection.  First, multiple utilities provided additional information regarding the effect of changing the accuracy requirement used to determine if a meter deviates to Staff’s proposed 2% from the existing 3% standard and requested Staff keep the 3% standard.  The utilities also provided information regarding the increase in the number of meters they would need to test due to changing the standard to 2%.  Staff notes that the information indicated that a significant number of additional meters would initially require testing.  Staff did not alter the proposed 2% standard, due to the reasons provided in the original summary of suggested changes.  Instead, as discussed below, Staff added language to Subsection 500.250(g) that provides the utilities with additional time to complete their compliance from the increased standards.  Second, Ameren requested the removal of the language that noted a utility should initiate and complete sampling testing within the same calendar year.  Ameren noted it initiates its sampling testing the year prior to the year in which the testing is due.  Staff modified its proposed language to clarify that a utility must complete its sample test by the end of the calendar year in which those sample tests are due for completion.

In Subsection 500.250(g), multiple utilities requested two changes to this Subsection.  First, multiple utilities requested changing the time allowed for removing meters due to a failed lot from Staff’s proposed 12 months for meters located outside and 24 months for meters located inside to 24 months and 36 months respectively.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Subsection 500.400(c) only allows billing corrections for fast meters up to 24 months.  Staff does not consider it consistent to allow a meter lot whose removal occurred due to the lot’s poor performance to remain in service longer than the amount of time allowed to correct a customer’s bill.  Second, Ameren requested removing the references to the 12 months and 24 months for removing meters from a failed lot and replacing it with the phrase “by the end of the second following calendar year” Staff rejected this language because it does not differentiate between inside and outside meters and would have the effect of providing a significantly longer time than the 12 months Staff proposed for a utility to remove a failed lot associated with an outside meter set.  Finally, as noted above, Staff altered the language of this Subsection to allow the utility until December 31, 2018 to comply with this requirement.  Staff added this language due to the large number of additional meters that the utilities identified that would fail a sample test by changing the failure criteria from 3% to 2%.  Staff also added in reporting requirements to ensure the utilities are making progress in meeting this Subsection’s requirements prior to December 31, 2018.
 Section 500.260 Meter Tests Requested by the Customer


In Subsection 500.260(a), Nicor and MidAmerican requested that a customer who has requested an accuracy test of the meter used to measure their consumption pay for the cost of the test if the meter tests within the accuracy limits allowed in Part 500.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that currently the Act (220 ILCS 5/8-306(g)(2)) requires a water utility to test meter accuracy without charge.  Further, Part 410, Subsection 410.190(c) prohibits a utility from charging for testing an electric meter.  Staff does not believe forcing every customer to pay for a gas meter test is equitable, given how customers in other industries are treated.

In Subsection 500.260(d), multiple utilities requested removing the phrase “not to exceed $5,000”.  The utilities provided invoices from testing locations supporting their contention that the cost of certain meter tests can exceed $5,000.  Staff modified this Subsection by adding a sentence that allowed the utility to charge the customer up to $10,000 if the utility had to send the meter to a non-affiliated third party for testing.
Section 500.270 Commission Referee Meter Tests


Aside from comments regarding the utility ownership of the meter, Staff received no suggestions for language revisions to this Section.
Section 500.280 Meter Tests Requested by Natural Gas Suppliers


RESA raised an overall concern that the Section requires a natural gas supplier to pay considerably more for a meter test then the rates charged a customer.  RESA recommended changing the payment schedule to match the amounts contained in Section 500.270, which is the Commission Referee Test section.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that 83 Illinois Administrative Code 410 – Standards of Service for Electric Utilities and Alternative Retail Electric Suppliers (“Part 410”) contains a similar section for meter tests requested by an entity, specifically Section 410.195.  This Section does not rely on the pricing associated with a Commission referee test.  Therefore, Staff’s proposed language is consistent with the manner Part 410 is organized.

In Subsection 500.280(d), multiple parties provided comments in two areas.  First, Ameren and Nicor requested the removal of the phrase “not to exceed $5,000” because the cost to test certain meters can exceed $5,000.  As noted above, the utilities provided Staff with information demonstrating that third-party testing facilities can charge in excess of $5,000 for the testing.  Staff modified the language to allow a utility to charge up to $10,000 if the meter is tested by a non-affiliated third party location.  Second, IGS and RESA expressed concern about the possibility that the interpretation of the proposed language could force them to pay for a meter test in the event one of their customers requested a meter test.  Staff agrees that the interpretation of the rule that dealt with the possibility that the gas supplier could have the customer request the meter test is problematic and removed the language.
Section 500.290 Meter Installation Inspection


Staff received no suggestions for language revisions to this Section.
Section 500.300 Correctors

In Subsection 500.300(b), multiple utilities requested two changes.  First, the utilities requested the verification of the temperature device at 32° F and flowing gas temperature instead of Staff’s proposed 32°F and 75° F to avoid the need to purchase and use special equipment to generate multiple temperatures.  Staff agreed to this change.  Second, the utilities requested removing the phrase “full scale” that would allow them to verify pressure instruments at zero and flowing pressure without the need for specialized equipment.  Staff agreed to this change.
Section 500.310 Transmitters and Transducers


Multiple utilities requested the removal of any reference to the word “transducer” throughout this Section.  As noted above, Staff understands the basis for the change is due to how the industry currently uses the terms transducer and transmitter.  Nevertheless, Staff understands the utilities will still use transducers and is concerned that removing a reference to transducer could cause confusion.  Staff also notes that the AGA standard referenced in this section includes the term transducer in its title.  Therefore, Staff rejected this request.

In Subsection 500.310(b), multiple utilities requested changing the interval for verifying the operation of transmitters and transducers to twice a calendar year versus Staff’s proposed 3 months.  Staff requested Nicor provide additional support for this change.  Nicor provided manufacturer information showing a minimal interval of 6 months for a calibration interval.  Staff modified this Subsection to change the verification interval to 6 months versus Staff’s proposed 3 months.

In Subsection 500.310(c), multiple utilities requested two revisions to the language.  First, the utilities requested clarification that the temperature verification was for +/- 2.5°F versus the proposed language that just mentioned 2.5°F.  Staff agrees that the requirement should say +/- 2.5°F.  Second, multiple utilities requested revisions to the pressure verification portion that had the effect of removing the pressure verification requirement.  Staff questioned Nicor further about this request and was notified that there was an error in the request and the comments should indicate just the removal of the term mid-point.  Nicor also provided manufacturers calibration procedures supporting this change.  Staff accepted the corrected request.

In Subsection 500.310(c), Staff revised the language to make it consistent with the other Subsection’s of this Section.
Section 500.400 Corrections and Adjustments for Meter Error
In Subsection 500.400(a), multiple utilities made comments in two areas.  First, MidAmerican expressed concern about the timing associated with the requirement to provide a billing adjustment within 60 days.  Instead, MidAmerican suggested alternative language that would require a refund within 30 days of the refund calculation.  Staff held additional discussions with MidAmerican to elaborate its concerns and Staff accepted the proposed language with some modifications.
Second, Ameren and Nicor provided additional details about the effect of changing the threshold for a billing adjustment from the current 4% to the proposed 2% amount.  Staff notes that both utilities indicated an increase in the number of billing adjustments, with the majority of those resulting from meters operating slower than 2%, which result in an additional bill to the customer.  As Staff noted in the original summary of suggested changes document, all of the states neighboring Illinois use a 2% standard as the basis for making billing adjustments.  Further, Staff would note that while the utilities reported that there are a larger number of slow meters affected by changing the standard to 2%, if a significant number of meters are operating slow, then the remaining customers are subsidizing those customers.  This occurs because any under collection in measured usage would act to increase the amount of lost and unaccounted for gas that all utility customers pay.
In Subsection 500.400(a)(1), multiple utilities made comments in four areas.  First, multiple utilities requested the addition of the word “business” when referring to the amount of time the utility had to notify the Alternative Gas Supplier of the need for a billing adjustment and in relation to the amount of time the Alternative Gas Supplier had to respond to the utility.  Staff agreed to this change and made this change in all of the following Subsections.  Second, Nicor requested a language revision that would change when a utility notifies the Alternative Gas Supplier of the metering error from when it discovered the error to when Nicor notifies the customer.  Staff rejected this change.  Staff’s interpretation of the proposed language notes it could cause a situation where the Alternative Gas Supplier would not receive notification until the majority of the 60 day period for refunds has ended, making it extremely difficult for the Alternative Gas Supplier to comply with this Subsection’s provisions.  Third, Nicor requested a revision in the language to clarify that the utility is just providing the customer’s adjusted usage to the Alternative Gas Supplier after it discovers a metering error.  Staff agreed to this change and made the same change to all of the following Subsections.  Finally, multiple utilities requested changing the amount of time the Alternative Gas Supplier has for providing adjusted charges to the utility from ten days to five.  Staff agreed to this change, but also recognizes that none of the Alternative Gas Supplier companies have had an opportunity to review and comment on this proposed change.
In Subsections 500.400(a)(2) and (a)(3), multiple utilities asked for clarification regarding what information a utility would provide to an Alternative Gas Supplier.  Staff notes that as discussed above, Staff agreed to a language change that indicates the utility only provides the corrected usage to the Alternative Gas Supplier.  Staff considers that change as addressing this concern.

In Subsection 500.400(a)(3), RESA requested the addition of a sentence at the end of the existing language that indicates “In the event that the billing adjustment results in a refund from the Alternative Gas Supplier, then the utility shall either issue a check to the customer or a credit on the customer’s bill, in either case indicating that the refund has been provided by the Alternative Gas Supplier.”  Staff accepted this request, but notes that no other party has had an opportunity to voice its opinion regarding this request.

In Subsection 500.400(a)(3), IGS express a concern that this Subsection does not address all of the necessary details when a billing adjustment is required from an Alternative Gas Supplier who is not the current Alternative Gas Supplier for the customer.  Staff notes it made several clarifications to this Subsection based on other parties’ comments that should address most, if not all, of IGS’ concern.  If necessary, Staff will add this Subsection to the topics to address at the workshop.
Nicor Advanced Energy requested the removal of any references to Alternative Gas Supplier in Subsections 500.400(b) – (i).  Nicor Advanced Energy also requested the addition of Subsection 500.400(j) that would include language indicating that Alternative Gas Suppliers after receiving adjustments from the utility pursuant to Subsections 500.400(b) - (i) would make the corresponding adjustments to the customers bill in accordance with procedures set forth in Subsection 500.400(a)(1)-(3).  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that while the utility would provide the volume correction, the utility would not know what gas cost the Alternative Gas Supplier charged the customer.  Further, Alternative Gas Suppliers may choose to not use the utility to bill for its services, meaning the Alternative Gas Supplier has control over all of the information regarding its bill to the customer.
In Subsections 500.400(c) and (d), Ameren and MidAmerican raised a concern with the time used to assume a meter was inaccurate when determining customer billing adjustments.  Ameren proposed returning to the currently existing standard of six months under all circumstances versus Staff’s proposed two years for meters operating fast and one year for meters operating slow.  MidAmerican raised a concern that the timings are not consistent.  Staff rejected this change.  Staff notes that the requirements in Part 410, Subsections 410.210 (c) and (d) use an asymmetric billing adjustment period for residential and small commercial customers that matches Staff’s proposal.  Further, Staff’s review of the state commission’s standards on this issue for the states bordering Illinois found billing adjustment periods that, for the most part, exceeded six month billing adjustment periods and used asymmetric billing adjustment periods.  In particular, Missouri allows refunds for fast meters for five years, but only allows rebilling for one year on slow meters.  Iowa allows refunds for half the time the meter was in service for fast meters, but only rebilling for six months for slow meters.  Wisconsin allows refunds for half the time the meter was in service for fast meters, but only rebilling for two years for slow meters without any rebilling allowed for the smallest residential meter class.  Indiana allows refunds and rebilling for one year.  Kentucky allows refunds and rebilling for two years.  Finally, Staff notes that the vast majority of Illinois gas customers have the heaviest part of their gas usage occur due to heating requirements; the use of only a six month billing adjustment period could easily miss the period when the majority of the customer’s usage took place.
In Subsection 500.400(e), MidAmerican requested Staff consider changing the period for back-billing non-registering meters to 6 months instead of the 60 days provided in Staff’s proposal; or to consider language that would account for situations where the utility has attempted to gain access to the meter, but was unsuccessful.  Staff notes that the 60 days requirement is consistent with its interpretation of the existing Subsection 500.240(a)(4) requirements.  However, Staff has added language to allow for a longer billing adjustment period for those situations where the customer is not cooperating with the utility to resolve the issue of a potentially non-registering meter.

In Subsection 500.400(i), multiple utilities requested that Staff clarify how a utility would comply with the requirements of this Subsection, which involves providing a billing adjustment to the customer when the utility discovers a leak in the outlet connection of the meter.  Staff is willing to discuss this topic in workshops or consider additional wording to clarify if needed.  However, Staff would note that the Commission has had this or a similar provision in its rules since at least 1948, meaning each gas utility has over 60 years of experience with this provision of the Commission rules.
Section 500.410 Information to Customers

Staff is willing to discuss the subject of information to customers during workshops.  Staff intends to include the following points raised in comments in these discussions.
Integrys noted that some of the information contained in this Section appeared redundant to the proposed revisions to 83 Illinois Administrative Code 280.  Staff is aware of the issue.

MidAmerican noted the proposed language in this Section is too restrictive and does not provide the utility with flexibility to provide bills based on the customer’s preference.  MidAmerican also noted that the requirement to leave a card at the customer’s premise negates the costs savings associated with operating an automated meter reading system.  Staff notes that 220 ILCS 5/8-302 states the Commission shall require every public utility, upon customer request, to leave a card showing the present and previous meter readings as well as the dates of those readings.  While Staff does not necessarily dispute MidAmerican’s claims, Staff’s rule must comply with all aspects of the law.

In Subsection 500.410(a), the Retail Energy Supply Association requested this Subsection just apply to utilities since 220 ILCS 5/19-115(g)(3) already sets forth appropriate requirements for bills between Alternative Gas Suppliers and their customers.  Nicor Advanced Energy suggested just Subsection 500.410(a)(1) and (2) apply to utilities.  The Retail Energy Supply Association also noted that Subsection 500.410(a) does not contemplate the three types of billings situations that an Alternative Gas Supplier may have namely, (1) separate bills from both the utility and Alternative Gas Supplier, (2) single bill from Alternative Gas Supplier, or (3) single bill from utility.  Finally, the Retail Energy Supply Association noted that requiring an Alternative Gas Supplier to issue its bill like a utility could prevent an Alternative Gas Supplier from offering new or unique services because the bill format could prevent such offerings.
In Subsection 500.410(a)(3), Nicor Advanced Energy requested language changes that would eliminate the need for the customer bill to include the minimum bill content in a vertical fashion so that it is up to the discretion of the company as to how to provide the requisite information.  Nicor Advanced Energy also requested language changes that would only require the therms used by the customer if the billing was dependent on that information.  Finally, Nicor Advanced Energy noted that some products may not depend on usage for billing.

In Subsection 500.410(a)(7), Nicor Advanced Energy questioned the need for this requirement to apply to Alternative Gas Suppliers and provided suggested language to just apply these requirements to utilities.  Nicor Advanced Energy noted that a utility may have already built the provisions for this requirement into their billing procedures.  Finally, Nicor Advanced Energy indicated that Alternative Gas Suppliers may not have access to the information needed to provide the customer with the required comparison to its prior year’s usage.
In Subsection 500.410(c), Nicor Advanced Energy suggested language changes that would allow Alternative Gas Suppliers with 270 days after the utility tariff changes take place to comply with the provisions of this Section.  In support of this request, Nicor Advanced Energy noted it follows an industry best practices approach called “System Development Life Cycle” (SDLC).  The SDLC process is a critical information systems discipline that is rigorously followed to ensure that any programming to change a customer’s bill format is done in a thorough and accurate manner.  Nicor Advanced Energy claimed that without such controls, companies risk issuing inaccurate or incomplete bills that could potentially be in conflict with a supplier’s obligations to meet important service level requirements and expectations of its customers.

In Subsection 500.410(d), Ameren requested certain language changes that would support current and future technology associated with Automated Meter Reading technology.  Staff rejected this request because Staff is concerned the language suggested is not consistent with the requirements of 220 ILCS 5/8-302 that, as noted above in the discussion of MidAmerican’s overall concerns, states the Commission shall require every public utility, upon customer request, to leave a card showing the present and previous meter readings as well as the dates of those readings.

In Subsection 500.410(e) and (i), multiple utilities noted that adding the phrase “At least annually” to the beginning of Subsection 500.410(e), would allow for the elimination of Subsection 500.410(i).  Staff is inclined to reject this change because Subsection 500.410 (e) deals with the disclosure statement whereas Subpart 500.410(i) is a separate document, pending the discussion of this topic at the workshop.
In Subsection 500.410(h), IGS Energy questioned the need to have a requirement to provide customers at least annually “a statement of average monthly prices” and also requested clarification as to what monthly price the requirement references.  IGS Energy also requested clarification in the delivery mechanism that parties can use to provide customers with the requested information.
In Subsection 500.410(h), Staff reviewed language it had previously accepted and realized it could conflict with the requirements of the Public Utilities Act.  Staff intends to discuss this topic at the workshop.
Section 500.420 Meter Reading


Staff received no suggestions for language revisions to this Section.
Section 500.500 Pressure Regulation

Staff received no suggestions for language revisions to this Section.
Section 500.510 Pressure Survey


In Section 500.510, multiple utilities requested the deletion of this Section or just Subsections 510.510(a) and (c), because they claimed the requirements are redundant with the requirements of 49 CFR 192.741(a) and (b).  Staff reviewed 49 CFR 192.741 and agrees there are similarities between it and Section 500.510.  However, Staff notes that 49 CFR 192.741(b) does not require the operator to install telemetering or recording gauges.  Instead, that Subsection allows the operator to determine whether such equipment is necessary.  Staff would also note that the Federal rules do not dictate a systematic record keeping approach, whereas Section 500.510 does contain that requirement.  Finally, Staff notes that the existing Part 500, Section 500.270 contains a requirement for a pressure survey.  Staff notes many of the requirements contained in the Section 500.510 are already in the existing Section 500.270.  Therefore, Staff rejected the utilities request to eliminate this Section.
Section 500.520 Interruptions of Service


In Subsection 500.520(a), Nicor and MidAmerican requested three revisions.  First, Nicor requested clarification of the type of notification that it must provide to customers.  Staff added language to address this concern.  Second, Nicor indicated that situations besides a leak could cause the need for “emergency work” and requested the replacement of the word “leak” with “emergency work”.  Staff agreed to this change.  Finally, MidAmerican requested that Staff consider making the notification requirement only apply to situations where 50 or more customers are affected.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that adding the requirement for 50 or more customers would create a hardship on many customers, such as farm tap customers, since the utility would not need to ever notify those customers of an interruption since the utility would likely never meet the 50 customer threshold.

Staff also made a modification to Subsection 500.520(a) by moving the sentence that referenced the utility notifying the Commission whenever the utility interrupts the gas service to 50 or more customers for more than 12 hours to the end of the Subsection.  Staff made this change to reduce the possibility of misinterpreting the requirements of this Subsection.

In Subsection 500.520(b), Nicor and MidAmerican requested the deletion of this Subsection because they do not currently have the means of tracking this information.  Nicor also noted that at the Federal level checks and balances exist to ensure the validity of any proposed information collection initiatives.  Part of the Federal process involves a cost/benefit analysis to determine if the benefits gained by collecting the information outweigh the costs of burden to the operator.  Nicor then noted that it is unclear what Staff’s proposed use of the information would be or what benefit would be derived from such data collection.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that neither Nicor nor MidAmerican provided a cost estimate for the development of a tracking system to comply with Staff’s proposed rule.  Also, Staff notes that it would use the information collected to assist it in verifying that each gas utility is meeting the requirements of Section 8-401 of the Act that notes:
Every public utility subject to this Act shall provide service and facilities which are in all respects adequate, efficient, reliable and environmentally safe and which, consistent with these obligations, constitutes the least-cost means of meeting the utility’s service obligations.  (220 ILCS 5/8-401)
Section 500.530 Heating Value


Staff received no suggestions for language revisions to this Section.
Section 500.540 Good Engineering Practice


Staff received no suggestions for language revisions to this Section.
Section 500.600 Extension of Distribution Mains in Urban Areas

In Subsection 500.600(d), MidAmerican and Nicor both raised a concern with the need to provide two free cost estimates.  MidAmerican suggested language to clarify the requirements to provide two costs estimates for a main extension.  Nicor just raised a general concern with the requirement and then asked to include this topic for discussion in the future workshop.  Staff revised the language in this Subsection based on the discussions Staff had with MidAmerican and to address the concern that the Subsection should have additional clarity for when a utility must provide a second free estimate to the applicant.
In Subsection 500.600(f), MidAmerican agreed with Staff’s requirement, but suggested different language to avoid any confusion over Staff’s use of the term “excess facility provisions”.  MidAmerican also noted that Staff had not defined “excess facility provisions” within its proposed rule.  Staff agreed to add language to clarify the intent of this Subsection and remove any reference to the “excess facility provisions”.
Section 500.610 Extension of Distribution Mains in Rural Areas

In Subsections 500.610(c) and (e), MidAmerican provided the same comments as noted in Section 500.600 above.  Staff’s disposition of those comments matched those provide in Section 500.600.
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