Summary of Suggested Changes
Round 1 of Part 500 Rewrite

This document summarizes all suggested changes to Part 500 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.  The Round 2 version of the Proposed Part 500 also includes correction of typos or minor phrasing corrections, but Staff did not detail those revisions below.

The following parties provided comments on the Round 1 edition of the proposed Part 500 rewrite:


Ameren Illinois


Constellation NewEnergy


Citizens Utility Board


Dominion


Illinois Gas Company


Integrys


Mt. Carmel Public Utility Co.


MidAmerican


Nicor Advanced Energy


Nicor


Realgy
Common Requests

Staff received several requests to include phrasing referring specifically to the most current standard or similar language.  Staff rejected these suggestions because Staff understands that JCAR requires a reference to a single standard and that additional language is not acceptable.


Staff also 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.  Staff rejected all of those suggestions because, historically, the use of numbers of years has caused confusion in applying the rule.

Title Page

Ameren asked if Staff planned to place a requirement for purity of gas or odorization of gas in another code part.


Staff does not plan to place a requirement for purity of gas or odorization of gas in another code part, although Ameren is welcome to suggest language to place such language within Part 500.  Odorization of gas is already a Federal Pipeline Safety requirement and an LDC has very limited control over the purity of gas it receives from the interstate pipeline.  If any party wishes to include language on these or any other topics into Staff’s draft revision of Part 500, Staff will consider any language provided.
Section 500.10 Definitions


Integrys requested a modification to the definition of “Act”.  Staff rejected this request.  The definition of the “Act” in this proposed rule is the same definition provided in 83 Illinois Administrative Code 410 (“Part 410”), “Standards of Service for Electric Utilities and Alternative Retail Electric Suppliers”.

Ameren requested modifying the definition of “Alternative Gas Supplier” to provide the actual definition versus referencing a section of the Act.  Staff rejected this request.  The method of defining this and other terms is consistent with Part 410 and if the legislature should modify the Act, Staff would need to revise each code part that the change affected.

Ameren requested adding a definition for “answer time”.  Staff added the definition without modification.

Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Auxiliary equipment” to remove specific reference to corrections for temperature and pressure.  Based on additional discussions with various utilities, Staff understands the basis for the requested change is that Staff in later Sections of the proposed rule has a requirement to verify accuracy of auxiliary equipment, but some equipment that could be included in Staff’s proposed definition, such as flow computers, are not verifiable in this fashion.  Staff modified the definition and added clarity in other locations to address this concern.

Multiple utilities requested adding a definition for “Complaint”.  Staff added a definition that is consistent with the existing Part 500 definition and is identical to the definition used in Part 410.
Multiple utilities requested adding a definition for “Compressibility”.  Staff accepted this request by using the definition suggested by both Ameren and Nicor.
Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Corrector”.  Staff accepted this modification.

Ameren requested adding a definition for “Cubic foot”.  Staff added a definition for “Cubic foot”.
Ameren requested adding a definition for “Customer”.  Staff addressed this concern by creating a definition for retail customer.

Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Fixed Factor”.  Staff modified the language based on the utilities’ suggestions.

Ameren suggested adding a definition for “Low-Pressure Delivery”.  Staff added this definition with some modification to the proposed wording.

Nicor Advanced Energy requested modifying the definition of “Natural Gas Supplier”.  Staff accepted the requested modification.


Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Orifice Meter”.  Staff accepted the suggested changes.


Nicor requested removing the definition of “Overall Metering Accuracy”.  Staff understands the concern with the definition involved the possibility that a utility would need to determine the accuracy of certain devices whose basic operation does not affect accuracy.  For example, a flow computer by itself, absent its equations, pressure, and temperature inputs, is not assigned an “accuracy” value.  Staff modified the language of this definition to account for that situation.

Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Rated Capacity”.  Staff accepted this revision.

Ameren and Constellation requested adding a definition for “Retail Customer”.  To address these concerns, Staff created a definition for “Retail Customer” that is located in Subsection 500.410(j).

Ameren and Integrys requested adding a definition for “Service”.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff’s review of its proposed Part 500 language found the word “service” used in several different contexts throughout the document, making it impractical to define that term.  If lack of a definition causes a concern, Staff suggests a party propose a definition or suggest language revisions to address its concerns.

Ameren requested modifying the definition of “Small commercial customer” to spell out the definition from the Act.  For reasons noted above, Staff rejected this suggestion.


Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Supercompressibility”.  Staff accepted the suggested changes.


Ameren suggested avoiding using the term “Tertiary equipment” to avoid confusion.  Staff rejected this suggestion.  Staff notes that having a definition for the term within the rule should help avoid confusion.  If other utilities share Ameren’s concern, Staff is willing to reconsider its position.

Ameren requested modifying the definition of “Therm”.  Staff modified the definition for “Therm” based on Ameren’s comment.

Multiple utilities requested modifying the definition of “Transmitter”.  Staff accepted the suggested changes.

Section 500.20 Application


Multiple parties requested two revisions to this Section.  First, multiple utilities requested additional details or clarity associated with the record keeping format.  At this time, Staff is not clear on what concerns the commenting parties had on this issue and would request additional details about the concerns.  However, Staff would note that the wording it used in this Section is consistent with wording in Part 410, Section 410.20 - Application.  Therefore, Staff needs additional support from interested parties to justify modifying the language in this Section.  Second, Nicor Advanced Energy requested additional language to indicate that Part 500 applies only to the natural gas commodity sold to a customer by an Alternative Gas Supplier or a gas utility.  Staff rejected this request because many of the requirements contained in Part 500 are not limited to the natural gas commodity sold to a customer.  However, Staff notes that it has modified other aspects of Part 500 to clarify how it applies to Alternative Gas Suppliers, which may address Nicor Advanced Energy’s concerns.
Section 500.30 Exemption or Modification


Staff received no suggested language revisions in this Section.

Section 500.40 Complaints

In Subsection 500.40(a), multiple parties requested adding a definition for the term “complaint”.  As noted above, Staff added a definition for complaint to Section 551.10.

In Subsections 500.40(b) and (c), multiple parties requested inserting the word “written” before every instance where the word “complaint” occurred in this Section.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff does not consider it in the customer’s best interest to limit its options to just the written format.

The Citizen’s Utility Board requested adding Subsection 500.40(d) that would require a utility or Alternative Gas Supplier to file an annual report with the Commission, copy to the Manager of the Consumer Services Division, of the prior year’s complaint rate.  Staff added this requirement subject to comments from other parties in Round 2.  Staff notes that the Citizen’s Utility Board also needs to provide a definition of “complaint rate”.
Section 500.50 Customer Call Centers

Nicor requested eliminating this Section because it already meets these requirements, and noted that no studies exist showing the benefits of reporting outweigh the cost of implementing the program.  Staff notes that a similar provision exists in Part 410.  Staff rejected Nicor’s request.

Staff determined that additional information tracking was necessary for calls handled by the call centers.  These additional requirements are contained in Subsection 500.50(a)(6) and 500.50(a)(7).

Mt. Carmel, Illinois Gas Company, and MidAmerican expressed various concerns regarding complying with the specific requirements of this Section.  Staff notes that Subsection 500.50(b) provides for the Consumers Services Division to work with the party to develop individualized reporting requirements.  Further, Staff would note that its proposed language for this Section is consistent with the existing language contained in Part 410, Section 410.45 - Customer Call Centers.

In Subsection 500.50(a), Nicor Advanced Energy requested the removal of a sentence that required a utility or Alternative Gas Supplier to include the time on hold for calls that are abandoned in the calculation of the average answer time.  Staff rejected this request because Staff believes this information is necessary for the accurate calculation of the average answer time.
Section 500.100 Application of Subpart B


Ameren requested deletion of the language that noted the measurement requirements of Subpart B also apply to non-custody transfer meters.  Staff rejected Ameren’s request because many non-custody transfer meters can have an affect on a customer’s bill through base rates.
Section 500.110 Location and Installation of Customer Meters


In Subsection 500.110(a), Nicor requested language revision to this Subsection that did not alter the Subsection’s requirements.  Staff modified its language based on Nicor’s suggestions, but removed any reference to vehicular damage due to the proposed requirement in Subsection 500.110(e).

In Subsection 500.110(b), Nicor and MidAmerican suggested revision to the language in this Subsection.  Nicor requested additional language that indicates a utility should not install meters in locations where the meters are subjected to temperatures beyond those recommended by the manufacturer.  Staff accepted this language.  MidAmerican requested the removal of the language that indicated that a utility could not install a meter within three feet of an ignition source.  Staff rejected this request because that language is consistent with the requirements of the Federal Pipeline Safety Standards.

In Subsection 500.110(d), Nicor requested language revisions to the Subsection that would simplify the requirement by having a utility install a meter in such a fashion that minimizes the anticipated stresses upon the connecting piping and the meter versus Staff proposed language.  Staff modified its language based on Nicor’s suggestions.


In Subsection 500.110(e), Nicor and MidAmerican suggested revision to the language in this Subsection.  Nicor’s language did not modify the requirements, but did provide some added clarity to the language.  Staff modified its language based on these suggestions.  MidAmerican questioned whether the costs to install posts for protecting the meter installation were part of or in addition to the cost of a free extension.  Staff’s view is that protection posts are not part of the free extension costs.  MidAmerican did not provide any suggested language, but Staff is willing to consider any language proposal provided on this topic.

In Subsection 500.110(f), Nicor and MidAmerican suggested revision to the language in this Subsection.  Both requested additional clarity and expressed concern regarding how to comply with the requirement of informing a customer whenever a utility determined it could not provide service to a customer.  Staff modified the language in this Subsection to address their concerns.

In Subsection 500.110(g), multiple utilities requested revision to this Subsection that would allow the utilities to install a non-temperature compensated (“TC”) meter at an in-door 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.  Staff’s preference is for utilities to eliminate the use of non-TC meters.  At this time, Staff does not plan to revise the language.  However, Staff is willing to review additional information that would include at a minimum, the number of meters affected, the meter sizes and types, if the utility maintains both TC and non-TC meters in those sizes and types, the potential costs associated with changing out those meters, and any other relevant details regarding the situation.

In Subsection 500.110(h), Ameren and Nicor requested revision to the language in this Subsection.  Both utilities noted that certain meter types that they use to measure the natural gas use for larger customers  are not set up to provide a display of the customer’s usage.  Staff modified the language so that this requirement would not apply to certain meter types that utilities use to measure the gas consumption of larger customers.

In Subsection 500.110(i), Ameren requested additional language to indicate it was the customer’s responsibility to remove any added soil or concrete that came into direct contact with a meter.  Staff rejected this request because Staff does not have any authority over the customer in those situations.

In Subsection 500.110(j), multiple utilities requested three revisions to the language in this Subsection.  First, Nicor requested the removal of this Subsection.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff requested additional detail from Nicor regarding its concerns and Staff modified this Subsection to address those concerns.  Second, Ameren and MidAmerican requested the removal of the language requiring a readily apparent visual means of tampering.  Staff agreed to this revision.  Finally, MidAmerican requested the ability to grandfather in locations that currently do not comply with these requirements.  Staff rejected this request.  However, if MidAmerican or any other utilities want to provide more details regarding the potential need to grandfather in certain locations, Staff will consider that information.

In Subsection 500.110(k), Nicor requested revision to the language to remove the requirement for a readily apparent visual means of tampering.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Nicor was the only utility to make this request and Staff wants more information to verify the need to remove or modify this language.

In Subsection 500.110(l), multiple utilities requested three revisions to the Subsection.  First, Nicor requested the removal of this Subsection.  Staff rejected this request.  Ameren request language revision that would require security seals on the regulator only in the event that the utility discovered tampering had occurred.  Staff accepted this revision.  Finally, multiple utilities noted that some regulators are sealed and do not have or need security seals applied to them.  Staff use of Ameren’s proposed language will allow utilities to concentrate on just those problematic locations, making this requirement more workable.
Section 500.120 Meter and Equipment Handling Requirements

In Subsection 500.120(a), Ameren requested the removal of the phrase “weather-protected”.  Staff rejected this request.  Based on additional discussion with Ameren, Staff is aware of potential issues with the interpretation of this Subsection that could affect how a utility stores meters at its meter shops, service centers, and how a utility would transport meters on its vehicles.  Staff is requesting additional information about how this Subsection affects each utility if Staff applies the requirement to a utility’s meter shop, service centers, vehicles, or any other location or circumstance where meters are stored or transported.

In Subsection 500.120(b), multiple utilities requested removal of the language that requires utilities to minimize the vibration or movement of the meter.  Staff agreed to remove the reference to vibration, but retained the movement language.  Staff’s intent with this language is to ensure utilities have taken steps to secure meters in some fashion.

In Subsection 500.120(c), multiple utilities requested the addition of the phrase “has been tested or” that has the affect of providing more allowances for when a utility does not need to have a meter capped.  Staff did not accept this request because the proposed language makes the Subsection internally inconsistent.  Parties interested in altering this Subsection need to either clarify the intent of the proposed language or provide alternative language that addresses their specific concerns.
In Subsection 500.120(d), multiple utilities requested the removal of the requirement to transport all auxiliary equipment in a sealed and padded box because that requirement is cost and procedurally prohibitive.  Staff accepted this revision.

Section 500.130 Qualified Personnel


Nicor and MidAmerican requested revisions to various parts to this Section.  Staff rejected these requests.  Neither utility provided details regarding their concerns with language in this Section.  Prior to Staff’s modifying any language in this Section, Staff needs additional details regarding concerns and basis for concerns.
Section 500.140 Supercompressibility


Multiple utilities requested revising various parts of this Section, including renaming the section as “Compressibility and Supercompressibility” and clarifying that the utility must account for compressibility at pressures greater than 15 psig.  Staff accepted all of the suggestions with minor wording modifications.
Section 500.150 Fixed Factor Delivery


In Subsection 500.150(b), multiple utilities requested revisions clarifying that fixed factor delivery is available up to a pressure of 15 psig.  Staff agreed with this change.  Mt. Carmel requested increasing the allowed pressure to use fixed factor up to 35 psig.  Staff rejected this request.  Based on discussions Staff had with Mt. Carmel, Staff understands it has a limited number of customers above the 15 psi threshold.  Staff requests Mt. Carmel, or any other utility, to provide summary of compliance costs if they consider the cost to comply with this provision is excessive.

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 requested a revision 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.
Section 500.160 Testing Facilities and Equipment

In Subsection 500.160(b), multiple utilities requested clarifying the type of meter testing and notification that would result from its agent changing locations for testing meters.  The purpose of this Section is for a utility to notify Staff regarding using a new testing location because Staff may need to verify that the facility meets requirements of Part 500, as discussed in Subsection 500.160(f).  Staff is open to any wording suggestions that parties may have if the requirements of this Subsection are not clear.  Staff also modified the language to clarify the notification methods.

In Subsection 500.160(c), multiple utilities requested clarifying the temperature requirements Staff included within this Subpart.  Staff did not modify its language; Staff’s intent with this Subsection is for a utility or third party facility to maintain a daily temperature in the meter shop that will not vary by more than 4° F.  For example, a location that started with a temperature of 65° F is not in violation if that temperature increased to 69° F during the day, but that same location would violate this requirement if it started with a temperature of 65° F, increased to 69° F, and then decreased to 64° F, because the daily temperature variation exceeded 4°F.


In Subsection 500.160(d), multiple utilities requested revising temperature requirements Staff included within this Subpart.  Staff modified its language to provide another alternative to the utility.  If a utility wants a shorter period for temperature variation, Staff requests the utility provide supporting studies or analyses.

In Subsection 500.160(f), utilities requested deleting the language involving a utility reimbursing the Commission for costs incurred as a result of an out-of-state audit or they requested language to modify this Subsection to allow a utility to recover those costs.  Staff would note that the requirement to reimburse the Commission is contained in Section 5-106 of the Act.  Staff rejected the request to add language that notes the reimbursement costs are recoverable because the circumstances associated with those costs will dictate whether those costs are reimbursable.

In Subsection 500.160(g), several utilities requested revisions that would not only retain the 36 month certification requirement, but also add in the phrase “not to exceed 39 months”.  Staff rejected this change as well as all similar requests that included the phrase “not to exceed xx months”.  Staff is aware that the Federal Pipeline Safety Standards use similar language to that requested by the utilities.  However, Staff requests that the utilities provide additional support for using this terminology within Part 500 versus placing reliance on Staff’s proposed set amount of time.

In Subsection 500.160(g)(1), several utilities wanted to remove the requirement to certify sonic nozzle provers annually.  Staff rejected this request because its proposed language is consistent with the AGA document, The Theory and Operations of Meter Shop Sonic Nozzle Proving Systems for the Natural Gas Industry, March 2003, XQ0308.


In Subsection 500.160(g)(2), several utilities wanted to alter the requirements to remove Staff’s recommended monthly comparison between portable and reference standards using a .5% accuracy requirement.  The utilities also proposed replacing “reference standard” with the phrase “laboratory standard,” but did not provide a definition of a laboratory standard.  Next, the utilities wanted to verify the accuracy of the portable standard every 12 months, not to exceed 15 months and requested the same timing for the certification of the laboratory standard.  Finally, the utilities wanted to delete the requirement to maintain a calibration card for the reference and portable standards.  Staff rejected all of these requests because Staff’s current proposal is consistent with the requirements contained in Part 410, Section 410.140.  Further, the utilities proposal provided no specificity for what standard they would use when verifying the portable to laboratory standard.  Finally, the utilities provided no alternative language or proposals for how they would document the accuracy calibration of the reference and portable standards.

In Subsection 500.160(i), several utilities wanted to alter the requirements to allow testing once a utility could show only a 2°F variance existed instead of a 1°F variance that Staff recommended.  Staff rejected this request because the 1° F variance is the same standard Staff has used when conducting same-day referee tests.  Further, based on Staff’s experience with those tests, Staff is aware some minor accuracy variances still exist even when the temperature difference between the meter and the testing equipment reaches 1° F.
Section 500.170 Customer Meter Accuracy Requirements

In Subsection 500.170(a), Illinois Gas requested using less stringent accuracy standards (+/- 1.5%) in determining a meter’s suitability than Staff’s proposed +/- 1%.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that the existing standard for accepting new meters is +1% to -2%, which has a total range of 3%, the same range as Illinois Gas’ proposal, but Illinois Gas’ proposal would allow meters to over-register to a greater extent than currently allowed.

In Subsection 500.170(b), multiple utilities requested completely deleting of this Section.  Staff modified this Subsection to clarify Staff’s intent.

In Subsection 500.170(c), multiple utilities requested revising the timing that Staff recommended for replacing or repairing mechanically defective meters.  Staff rejected the utilities requests, but recognized that the timing provided may need revision once the utilities provide additional information on this topic.  At a minimum, Staff is interested in receiving additional information regarding the amount of time a utility needs to repair or replace certain metering types or sizes.

In Subsection 500.170(d), multiple utilities requested deleting the phrase “tertiary equipment” and requested clarification about how utilities would test the equipment.  Staff modified this Subsection to address the utilities’ concern.

Staff deleted Subsection 500.170(e) because it repeated Subsection 500.120(c).

Section 500.180 Diaphragm Meters


In Subsection 500.180(a), multiple utilities requested adding language referring to most current ANSI standard.  Staff rejected this additional language because Staff’s understanding is that JCAR requires a reference to a single standard.


In Subsection 500.180(c), multiple utilities requested revising this Section.  Staff modified its language to account for those comments.  Illinois Gas requested that Staff consider increasing the period used for periodic test from the proposed 10 years to a value in the range of 16-20 years.  Illinois Gas noted that the Indiana Commission’s standards used a test period of 16 years.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that, while Indiana’s requirement are 16 years, the requirements used by other state Commission’s for the state surrounding Illinois are not as lengthy.  Wisconsin uses a periodic test period of 15 years for meters less than 2400 cfh and 4 years for meters larger than 2400 cfh, Missouri uses 10 years, and Kentucky uses 10 years for meters smaller than 500 cfh, 5 years for meters in the range of 500 – 1500 cfh, and 1 year for meters larger than 1500 cfh.
Section 500.190 Rotary Meters


In Subsection 500.190(b), multiple utilities requested adding flexibility to use a different sampling standard as well as for removing the specificity Staff included with the standard referenced.  Staff rejected this language because, as noted above, JCAR requires a reference to a single standard.  Further, Staff’s specificity is consistent with the requirements for sample testing diaphragm meters, except Staff required a normal inspection to ensure consistency between the utilities.

In Subsection 500.190(c), multiple utilities requested language revisions to clarify this Section.  Staff modified the language in this Subsection based on these comments.  Staff rejected the utilities comment to change the period for replacing a defective meter to “remediate within a reasonable timeframe” because Staff’s understanding of JCAR requirements is that the proposed rule must set a specific timeframe, making the utility proposal unacceptable.


Multiple utilities requested adding a new Subsection that would allow utilities to conduct a sample of differential tests versus checking each rotary meter every five years.  Staff did not accept this revision because of concerns about the length of time that a rotary meter could sit in operation without verification of its operation and the lack of detail provided regarding how such a sample program would operate.

In Subsection 500.190(e)(2), multiple utilities requested removing language that required testing equipment to have certain minimum capacity to test the larger rotary meters.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff requests that the utilities provide documentation supporting the need for this change. 
Section 500.200 Turbine Meters

In Subsection 500.200(b), multiple utilities requested revisions to limit the requirements to single rotor turbine meters.  Staff rejected this request because, if a utility does not meet the requirements of Subsection 500.200(c), the requested language change would have provided this Section with no guidance for when a utility should accuracy test its turbine meters.

In Subsection 500.200(c), multiple utilities requested revising the timing associated with verifying the proper operation of a dual rotor turbine meter as well as the amount of time allowed to keep the meter in service.  After reviewing additional information provided by the utilities, Staff accepted the utilities’ suggestions.


In Subsection 500.200(d), multiple utilities requested reducing the number of flow rates required to four instead of five.  Staff accepted this suggestion.  Multiple utilities also suggested removing the language “at the expected operating pressure of the meter installation”.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Section 6.3 of the AGA Report No. 7, Measurement of Natural Gas by Turbine Meters, February 2006, XQ0601, indicates that for best meter performance calibration conditions should match the anticipated in-service conditions.

In Subsection 500.200(g), multiple utilities requested limiting this requirement to single rotor meters.  Staff rejected this request because, if a utility does not meet the requirements of Subsection 500.200(h), the requested language change would have caused this Section to provide no guidance for when a utility should spin-test its turbine meters.  Multiple utilities also requested changing the language to modify the timing requirement from 12 months by adding the additional phrase “not to exceed 15 months”.  Staff commented on this type of timing change already in Subsection 500.160(g).  Finally, multiple utilities requested removing the language that required more frequent testing for those turbine meters that lacked external lubrication provisions.  Staff is not opposed to removing this language, but wants to verify that none of the utilities still use the older style turbine meters that lack external lubrication provisions before removing the language.

 In Subsection 500.200(i), two utilities asked for additional clarification of the term “seasonal customer”.  Staff added a definition for seasonal customer to Section 500.10.
Section 500.210 Orifice Meters


In Subsection 500.210(c), multiple utilities requested revising this Subsection.  First, the utilities requested revising the timing associated with inspecting the orifice plate from Staff’s proposed six months to “twice each calendar year, not to exceed seven and one-half months”.  Staff commented on this type of timing change already in Subsection 500.160(g).  Second, the utilities requested revising the timing for inspecting auxiliary equipment adding, “not to exceed 4 months” to Staff’s proposed 3 month requirement.  Staff commented on this type of timing change already in Subsection 500.160(g).  Finally, the utilities proposed replacing the word “certify” with “verify” and replacing the phrase “auxiliary equipment” with language that would provide more specificity as to the type of equipment inspected.  Staff accepted those suggestions.


In Subsections 500.210(d) and (e), multiple utilities requested significant revisions to these Subsections.  The utilities wanted to modify Subpart 500.210 (d) to specify what would occur prior to replacing the orifice plate and removing the requirement for more frequent inspections if a utility found plate damage on consecutive inspections.  The utilities also wanted to delete Subsection 500.210(e) requiring additional remedial actions if the plate damage continued.  Staff modified Subsection 500.210(d) to clarify its intent, but retained the heightened inspection language.  Staff then moved a portion of the proposed Subsection 500.210(e) remediation requirements to Subsection 500.210(d) and then deleted the reminder of the Subsection due to redundancy.
Section 500.220 Multi-Path Ultrasonic Meters


In Subsection 500.220(b), multiple utilities requested modifying the frequency of inspection on the ultrasonic meter from Staff’s recommended every three months to either add the phrase “not to exceed four months” or to change it to “twice each calendar year, not to exceed seven and one-half months”.  Staff commented on this type of timing change already in Subsection 500.160(g).

In Subsection 500.220(c), multiple utilities made two requests.  First, the utilities requested replacing Staff’s proposed phrase “every 120 months” with “within the tenth calendar year of service”.  Staff’s preference is for the use of a set period so that no confusion can exist for the minimum frequency that a utility verifies the operation of the meter.  Second, the utilities requested adding language that indicated that, as long as proper maintenance had taken place on the meter, a utility would not need to remove it from service.  At Staff’s request, Nicor provided additional materials to support this change.  At this time, Staff is rejecting this request.  However, Staff requests all interested parties to provide additional information to support these requested changes.  At a minimum, Staff requests that the parties supporting these changes provide more information regarding the manufacturers of these meters, how many ultrasonic meters each party operates by manufacturer, details regarding accuracy comparison for any meter that the utility had pulled after being in service for at least 5 years if the meter was tested for accuracy by a third party, and any other information the parties supporting the requested changes.
Section 500.230 Coriolis Meters


In Subsection 500.230(b), multiple utilities requested modifying the frequency of inspection on the coriolis meter from Staff’s recommended every 12 months to either add the phrase “not to exceed 15 months” or to change it to “once each calendar year at intervals not exceeding 15 months”.  Staff commented on this type of timing change already in Subsection 500.160(g).

In Subsection 500.230(c), multiple utilities made two requests.  First, the utilities requested replacing Staff’s proposed phrase “every 120 months” with “within the tenth calendar year of service”.  Staff’s preference is for the use of a set period so that no confusion can exist for the minimum frequency that a utility verifies the operation of the meter.  Second, the utilities requested adding language indicating that, as long as proper maintenance had taken place on the meter, a utility would not need to remove it from service.  At Staff’s request, Nicor provided additional materials to support this change; however, at this time Staff is rejecting this request.  Staff requests that interested parties provide additional information to support these requested changes.  At a minimum, Staff requests that the parties supporting these changes provide more information regarding the manufacturers of these meters, how many coriolis meters each party operates by manufacturer, details regarding accuracy comparison for any meter that the utility had pulled after being in service for at least 5 years if the meter was tested for accuracy by a third party, and any other information supporting the requested changes.

In Subsection 500.230(d), multiple utilities requested replacing the word “proof” with “field verification”.  Staff’s acceptance or rejection of this suggestion is dependent on whether Staff allows this meter type to remain in service longer than 10 years.
Section 500.240 Other Meter Types


Multiple utilities requested adding language in this Section that would add the following or similar language “All new technologies not defined in Part 500 will be collaboratively reviewed and approved at the consent of Commission Staff and the utility”.  Staff rejected this language because Commission Staff does not itself have authority to approve changes to Part 500.  However, Staff’s intention is to work with utilities when new metering technologies become available and to update Part 500 when necessary.
Section 500.250 Sample Testing of Meters


In Subsection 500.250(c), multiple utilities requested removing the phrase “Inspection Level II”.  Staff rejected this suggestion.  Staff’s using that phrase ensures all Illinois utilities use a consistent sample testing plan.  Further, Staff notes this language already exists in the current Part 500 rules.
In Subsection 500.250(d), multiple utilities requested removing the sentence “A utility shall use the manufacturer’s test as the initial test of the meter.”  Staff modified the language in this Subsection to address the utilities’ concern.
In Subsection 500.250(e), multiple utilities requested two alterations to the standards.  The first request was to change the acceptable quality level from Staff’s proposed 6.5% to 10% and changing the process average from Staff’s proposed 93.5% to 90%.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes 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 standards in place now 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.  The second request changed the accuracy requirement used to determine if a meter deviates from Staff’s proposed +/-2% to +/-3%.  Staff rejected this change.  Staff’s rationale for using the 2% standard is that Staff has proposed a 2% standard in Section 500.400 Corrections and Adjustments for Meter Error, Subsection 500.400(a) when determining when billing adjustments are necessary.  Staff does not consider it rational to allow a larger accuracy variance in determining whether a meter should remain in service then that used to determine whether a billing adjustment is necessary.  Staff made its own addition to this Subsection by adding in the sentence “A utility shall initiate and complete all sample tests within the same calendar year” in conjunction with comments provided with regard to Subsection 500.250(f).

In Subsection 500.250(f), multiple utilities requested two changes to this Subsection.  First, Nicor and Ameren requested the allowable period for removing meters from a failed lot be increased from 12 months for meters located outside and 24 months for meters located inside to four years for all meter locations.  Staff rejected this request because it provides too long of a period for potentially inaccurate meters to remain in service.  Staff’s current recommendation associated with billing adjustments only allows adjustments for up to two years, whereas the utility proposal would allow known inaccurate meters to remain in service longer than that period.  Second, multiple utilities requested adding the phrase “after the completion of the current year’s program” in conjunction with the replacement timing.  Staff accepted this suggestion.

Staff is also aware of a concern from utilities that they will incur additional costs and may need more time to remove failed sample lots if the standard for accepting or rejecting lots is changed to 2% from the existing 3% value.  Staff is interested in obtaining information regarding the number of meters that each utility is required to remove as a result of a lot failing in 2011 using the 3% standard and then an estimate of the number of meters the utility would have been required to remove if the 2% standard been in place.  Staff is also interested in information about how the change in the number of meters needing replacement would affect the utility’s ability to replace that volume of meters or any other impacts the added volume would have on the utility.
 Section 500.260 Meter Tests Requested by the Customer


In Subsection 500.260(a), multiple utilities requested a language change that allows them to charge a customer for any customer-requested meter test.  Staff rejected this language 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(b), multiple utilities requested changing the amount of time to allow a utility to test a meter after the customer has received the request.  Two utilities requested changing the value to 45 days from Staff’s proposed 30 days, while two other utilities requested changing the value to 60 days.  Staff modified the timing to 45 days.  If a utility does not consider this amount of time sufficient, it should provide additional details to support a longer period.

In Subsection 500.260(c), two utilities requested adding the phrase ”upon request, the Commission Staff shall advise if a meter shop is in good standing”.  Staff accepted this request.

In Subsection 500.260(d), multiple utilities requested removing the phrase “not to exceed $5,000” and also requested the changing the accuracy value used to determine whether or not the utility would reimburse the customer for the test from Staff’s proposed 2% to 4%.  Staff rejected these changes.  If a utility wants to increase or eliminate this limit, the utility must provide additional information to support such a request.  Staff’s rationale for using the 2% standard is that Staff has proposed a 2% standard in Section 500.400 Corrections and Adjustments for Meter Error, Subsection 500.400(a) when determining when billing adjustments are necessary.  Staff does not consider it rational to allow a larger accuracy variance in determining whether to reimburse an entity for a meter test than that used to determine whether a billing adjustment is necessary.

In Subsection 500.260(f), multiple utilities requested revising this Subsection to clarify certain topics.  Staff accepted those suggestions.  Nicor also requested removing of this Subsection.  Staff rejected this request because Nicor provided no basis for its recommendation.
Section 500.270 Commission Referee Meter Tests


In Subsection 500.270(a), Staff’s review determined that additional language was necessary to clarify when a utility should or should not conduct a Referee Test.  As a result, Staff split this Subsection into two parts and added clarifying language based, in part, on the language used in Subsection 500.260(c).


In Subsection 500.270(b), Staff’s review determined that the Subsection required language to explain how a customer would determine the appropriate fee to pay to request a Referee Test.  Staff added language to clarify that concern.


In Subsection 500.270(b), multiple utilities requested changing the accuracy value used to determine whether or not the utility would reimburse the customer for the test from Staff’s proposed 2% to 4%.  Staff rejected these changes.  Staff’s rationale for using the 2% standard is that Staff has proposed a 2% standard in Section 500.400 Corrections and Adjustments for Meter Error, Subsection 500.400(a) when determining when billing adjustments are necessary.  Staff does not consider it rational to allow a larger accuracy variance in determining whether to reimburse an entity for a meter test then that used to determine whether a billing adjustment is necessary.


In Subsection 500.270(b), multiple utilities requested changing the fee structure that a customer would need to pay in order to receive a Commission Referee Test and suggested the fee would include time and travel.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Section 8-301 of the Act (220 ILCS 5/8-301) requires the Commission to declare and establish reasonable fees.  Staff notes the fees Staff is proposing exceed the cost of a referee test for both electric and water meters.  However, if Staff were to follow the utilities’ recommendation, the referee test fees would greatly exceed those proposed by Staff.  Therefore, Staff cannot see how the Commission would term the fees proposed by the utilities as reasonable.

In Subsection 500.270(g), multiple utilities requested removing this Subsection, but they did not provide a basis for their request.  Staff rejected this request, but did modify the language in this Section to clarify how a customer would obtain an exemption to the 12-month requirement.
Section 500.280 Meter Tests Requested by Natural Gas Suppliers


Nicor requested removing of this Section in its entirety because it claimed that only a customer of record can request a test.  Staff rejected this request because the Commission has previously allowed similar language in Part 410, Section 410.195.


Constellation asked for clarification of this Section, including whether or not a gas supplier could bring action before the Commission to force customer to pay a disputed bill if meter was determined accurate.  Staff notes that the Commission’s complaint procedures 83 Ill. Adm. Code 280, Section 280.170 does not appear to preclude a supplier from filing a complaint, but Staff is unaware of the Commission having the authority to force a customer to make a payment.

Ameren questioned whether this Section’s title should refer to only Alternative Gas Suppliers.  Staff rejected this suggestion because, in Staff’s view, suppliers other than Alternative Gas Suppliers can request a meter test.


In Subsection 500.280(a), Staff added a requirement that a utility inform a customer of an upcoming meter test as well as a requirement to provide a summary of the test results to both the natural gas supplier and the customer.


In Subsection 500.280(a), multiple utilities made three requests on this Subsection.  First, the utilities requested additional language clarifying that a meter test was not necessary if the meter in question had a recent test.  Staff agreed to this language.  Second, the utilities requested the ability to charge the supplier or the customer for the test.  Staff rejected this request.  If the customer did not request the test, a utility should not have the ability to charge the customer.  Finally, the utilities requested to increase the amount of time allowed for the test to occur from the 30 days proposed by Staff to either 45 or 60 days.  Staff agreed to increase the amount of time to 45 days.

In Subsection 500.280(b), multiple utilities made various clarifying language proposals.  Staff accepted these changes.


In Subsection 500.280(c), multiple utilities requested a language change that would require the natural gas supplier rather than the utility to obtain permission from the customer to turn gas off to perform the requested meter test.  Staff rejected this suggestion.  The utilities did not provide any rationale for making this change.

In Subsection 500.280(d), Staff revised the language to alter the circumstances when the utility would need to reimburse the supplier for a requested meter test from a meter test result showing an over-registration to one showing an under-registration of the meter reading.  Staff made this change because the incentive for a meter test request from a supplier would occur with an under-registering meter not an over-registering meter.

In Subsection 500.280(d), multiple utilities requested two changes.  The first involved removing the Staff proposed limit of $5,000 on charging the supplier for the meter test.  Staff rejected this change.  If a utility wants to increase or eliminate this limit, the utility must provide additional information to support such a request.  Second, the utilities requested changing the accuracy limits used to determine whether to reimburse the supplier for the meter test costs from Staff’s proposed 2% to 4%.  Staff rejected this suggestion.  Staff’s rationale for using the 2% standard is that Staff has proposed a 2% standard in Section 500.400 Corrections and Adjustments for Meter Error, Subsection 500.400(a) when determining when billing adjustments are necessary.  Staff does not consider it rational to allow a larger accuracy variance in determining whether to reimburse an entity for a meter test then that used to determine whether a billing adjustment is necessary.


In Subsection 500.280(f), multiple utilities requested two changes to this Subsection that are the same changes requested above in Subsection 500.280(d).  Staff rejected these suggestions for the same reasons provided above.
Section 500.290 Meter Installation Inspection


Ameren and Nicor recommended various language changes.  Staff accepted some of the proposed revisions.
Section 500.300 Correctors

In Subsection 500.300(b), multiple utilities requested three changes.  First, the utilities requested using the phrase “within each fifth year of service” instead of Staff’s proposed “every 60 months”.  Staff’s preference is for the use of a set period so that no confusion can exist for the minimum frequency that a utility verifies the operation of the meter.  Second, the utilities requested the verification of the temperature device using just the flowing gas temperature instead of Staff’s proposed 32° F and 75° F to avoid the need to use special equipment to generate multiple temperatures.  Staff rejected this change due to the lack of support for this change by the utilities.  If a utility wants to change this requirement, it needs to provide additional information including information showing how a single point temperature verification check is equivalent to a two-point temperature verification check as well as a summary of the additional costs that the utility would incur to obtain the necessary special equipment.  Finally, 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 rejected this change.  As noted above, a utility wanting to change this requirement needs to provide information supporting the use of just two points for the pressure verification check.
Section 500.310 Transmitters and Transducers


In Subsection 500.310(b), multiple utilities requested revising the timing for verifying the operation of the transmitters and transducers.  The utilities proposed various timing revisions to Staff’s proposed three-month verification timing, including the phrase “six months for gate stations and annually for meters at customer premises”, “twice a calendar year not to exceed seven months”, and “twice a calendar year not to exceed seven months”.  Staff rejected this change.  Staff has addressed similar timing issues above.

In Subsection 500.310(c), multiple utilities requested two revisions to the language.  First, the utilities requested verification of the temperature device using just the flowing gas temperature instead of Staff’s proposed full scale readings to avoid the need to use special equipment to generate multiple temperatures.  Second, the utilities requested the ability to verify pressure instruments at zero and flowing pressure that would again allow the utility to perform the verification without the need for specialized equipment.  As noted above for Section 500.300, a utility wanting to change these requirements needs to provide information supporting the requested changes.
Section 500.400 Corrections and Adjustments for Meter Error

Ameren and Integrys asked why this Section just applies to utilities and alternative gas suppliers.  Staff notes Article 19 of the Act gives the Commission authority over alternative gas suppliers, but there is currently no legislative mandate providing the Commission authority over any gas suppliers other than AGS companies.
In Subsection 500.400(a), Nicor Advanced Energy (“NAE”) and Realgy requested clarification because an Alternative Gas Supplier (“AGS”) relies on the utility for the meter readings and then requested a language change that would have the utility notify the AGS that it needs to correct for a metering error.  Staff agreed with these comments and modified the additional language provided by NAE to address these concerns.  However, Staff did not accept the portion of the NAE suggested language that indicated the utility would inform the Alternative Gas Supplier with the amount of adjustment necessary for the customer.  In instances where the Alternative Gas Supplier bills the customer directly, it is not clear how the utility would even calculate the adjustment.  Staff is willing to alter the requirements if all of the parties agree to this type of arrangement, but needs more information before accepting this change.  NAE also suggested removing in Subparts 500.400(b), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), and (i) any reference to Alternative Gas Suppliers in a manner consistent with its above language revisions.  Staff rejected these changes based on the above discussion.
In Subsection 500.400(a), Staff added Subsection 500.400(a)(3) to account for the potential situation when a billing adjustment is required from an Alternative Gas Supplier who is not current gas supplier for the customer.
In Subsections 500.400(a) and (b), multiple utilities requested an average error value of 4% rather than Staff’s proposed 2% value.  Staff rejected this change.  Staff notes that it has reviewed how other State public utility commissions’ address metering error billing correction issues.  Staff discovered that all of the commissions for states that border Illinois use a 2% standard.  Further, Staff is aware of a survey that was conducted over 10 years ago (survey conducted in approximately 2000) that looked at how each state commission handled this topic.  At that time, Illinois was one of two State commissions that used the 4% standard, two others used a 3% standard, and the remaining State commissions that provided information (27 commissions) used a 2% standard.
In Subsections 500.400(c) and (d), multiple utilities requested the time used to assume a meter was inaccurate for customer refund determination purposes as six months under all circumstances versus Staff’s proposed the two years for meters operating fast and one year for meters operating slow.  Staff rejected this change.  Staff notes that the requirements in Part 410, Subsections 410.210 (c) and (d) use a asymmetric refund 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 refunds periods that, for the most part, exceeded six month refund periods and used asymmetric refund 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 ½ the time the meter was in service for fast meters, but only rebilling for six months for slow meters.  Wisconsin allows refunds for ½ 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 refund period could easily miss the period when the majority of the customer’s usage took place.
In Subsection 500.400(g), multiple utilities requested clarifying the intent of this Subsection.  Nicor requested the removal of this Subsection.  Staff did not remove this Subsection, but did provide additional language to clarify the intent of this Subsection.

Section 500.410 Information to Customers

Multiple parties requested clarification or definition for the term “Retail Customer”.  Staff added a definition of for “retail customer” to Subsection 500.410(j).

Illinois Gas requested revising this Section to make it optional for a customer to request a disclosure statement.  Illinois Gas noted that it currently uses a post card system to reduce mailing costs and adding in a requirement for a disclosure statement would increase costs to its ratepayers.  Staff rejected this request because Staff believes providing more information to the customer is a benefit.
In Subsection 500.410(a), Nicor requested removing the phrase “meter constant” because of a concern it was an electric term.  Several other parties also requested clarification of the use of this term.  Staff rejected the request to remove this term.  Staff understood the term “meter constant” could apply to those customers with whom the utility uses fixed factor billing.  Staff is willing to modify its language if the terminology is incorrect.
In Subsection 500.410(c), Nicor Advanced Energy requested language revisions requiring utilities to file tariffs with the Commission to meet the requirements of Subsection 500.410(a) by a specific date, but provide an additional 270 days after utility compliance to meet the requirements of Subsection 500.410(a).  Nicor Advanced Energy noted that an Alternative Gas Supplier’s change to the billing process is dependent on the utility billing process and requiring both the utility and Alternative Gas Supplier to have changes made by a set date is onerous to the Alternative Gas Supplier.  Staff rejects this request at this time, but would request additional information from interested parties to support this change.
In Subsection 500.410(d), multiple parties requested two revisions to the language in this Subsection.  First, multiple parties requested adding language that would include current and future technologies.  Staff rejected this request because the current language is consistent with the Act.  Second, multiple utilities requested removing a requirement for a meter reader to leave a card with the customer showing the meter reading.  The utilities noted that utilities that operate an Automated Meter Reading (“AMR”) system would incur additional costs to meet this requirement negating the purpose of installing an AMR system.  Staff rejected this request for the same reason noted above.
In Subsection 500.410(e), (f), and (g), Nicor requested deleting of these Subsections because it is not clear if the cost of implementing these requirements would outweigh the benefits.  Staff rejected this request.
In Subsection 500.410(f),(g), and (h), Nicor Advanced Energy requested two main modifications.  First, Nicor Advanced Energy requested adding language that would clarify whether the requirement applied to a utility or Alternative Gas Supplier.  Staff accepted these changes.  Second, Nicor Advanced Energy requested adding Subsection 500.410(h)(3) requiring an Alternative Gas Supplier to provide an enrolling customer with a copy of its terms and conditions within 60 days of the Alternative Gas Supplier receiving authorization to provide service to that customer.  Staff accepted these changes.
In Subsection 500.410(i), Nicor requested deleting this Subsection.  Staff rejected this request.  Nicor either provided no support for its request or its intent was to use the language noted above that indicated it is not clear if the cost of implementing this requirement would outweigh the benefit.  Staff notes that it is important that a customer obtain an accurate representation of how its costs compare to its prior supplier.  For the customer to make a valid comparison, the customer must have accurate information about its usage and its resulting costs with each gas provider.
Section 500.420 Meter Reading


Nicor requested removing this Section.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Nicor did not provide any rationale for its request.
Section 500.500 Pressure Regulation

MidAmerican and Nicor requested changing the minimum pressure allowed at the outlet of the meter to 2 inches of water column versus the Staff’s proposed 4 inches of water column.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that the current standard allows a minimum pressure of 2 inches of water column, but that standard has existed since at least 1914.  Staff’s expectation is that a utility’s ability to oversee its operations and the amount of gas that a customer may use has changed significantly since 1914 and requests any utility that wants to maintain the 2 inches of water column standard to provide additional information in support of this value.
Section 500.510 Pressure Survey


In Subsection 500.510(a), Ameren requested language defining “pressure survey”.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that Ameren is the only utility requesting this definition.  As such, Staff is not aware of whether or utilities may use means other than those defined by Ameren for conducting a “pressure survey”.  Staff requests additional information from utilities regarding how they would conduct pressure surveys or, alternatively, if the definition proposed by Ameren is sufficient.

In Subsection 500.510(b), multiple utilities requested revisions and additional language to this Subsection to address four topics.  First, multiple utilities requested revisions clarifying the use of electronic devices in a pressure survey.  Staff modified the language in this Subsection to clarify this concern.  Second, Ameren and Nicor requested clarifying the length of time to retain pressure survey information, Ameren requested three years and Nicor requested a reference to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 510 (“Part 510”).  Staff did not modify its language.  Staff notes that, without a specific time requirement, the record retention limits are contained in Part 510 or its successors.  Third, Ameren requested additional language allowing the use of a supervisory control and data acquisition system to meet requirements of this Subsection.  Staff agreed to this revision.  Finally, Nicor requested removing the language that specified what information each utility must keep as part of its pressure survey.  Staff rejected this request primarily because Nicor failed to provide any reasoning for its request.

In Subsection 500.510(c), multiple utilities requested clarifying or modifying this Subsection.  Staff revised this subsection to account for the comments provided.
Section 500.520 Interruptions of Service


In Subsection 500.520(a), Nicor and MidAmerican requested two revisions to this Subsection.  First, Nicor requested including the phrase with regard to customer notification “as far as practical” because that phrase is contained in the existing Part 500.  Staff understands this phrasing is not acceptable to JCAR, but Staff would consider additional language that contains more specificity.  MidAmerican requested that Staff consider adding language that would exclude any emergency work from the notification requirement.  Staff modified the language to address this concern.

In Subsection 500.520(b), multiple utilities requested two revisions to this Subsection.  First, Ameren and Nicor requested deleting all requirements in this Subsection because it is unclear whether the benefits of these requirements outweigh the costs of implementing this requirements or the utility does not currently have the means to track this information.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff does not consider the requirements in this Subsection as onerous.  However, utilities can provide additional details regarding their concerns to comply with these requirements, including an estimate of the number of occasions that they would need to report any occurrences that have occurred this calendar year.  MidAmerican requested changing the value of the number of customers that would trigger the reporting requirements from Staff’s proposed 10 customers to 50 customers as contained in Subsection 500.520(a).  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes the customer size difference is due to differences in reporting requirements.  Since the Subsection 500.520(b) requirements just involve year-end summaries, Staff expanded the amount of information that a utility is to report.  However, utilities can provide details regarding how frequent or how common a circumstance is that would cause 10 or more customers to lose service for more than 4 hours and suggest alternative language or requirements.

Finally, Nicor requested creating a Subsection that would clarify how a utility would measure the time duration that service is interrupted.  Staff accepted this suggestion by creating Section 500.520(d) and used Nicor’s suggested language with some minor modifications.
Section 500.530 Heating Value


Two utilities had comments on this Section.  Ameren requested deleting this Section and noted that utilities have minimal control of the heating value of the gas they receive from the interstate pipelines.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that it agrees with Ameren’s comment, but, to the extent that a utility receives gas supplies from multiple pipelines, the utility could limit heating value variations should an adverse situation develop on one of those pipelines.  Nicor requested additional language that would provide for exemption from requirements of this Section if a utility used emergency fuels, such as liquefied petroleum gas, to supply its customers.  Staff modified its language to account for Nicor’s suggestions.

The revisions to the proposed Section 500.530 also raised additional questions for Staff.  Staff requests the interested parties discuss if it notifies customers with heat sensitive processes of variations in the gas heat content, how this notification takes place, and whether the proposed Part 500 should address this topic.

Section 500.540 Good Engineering Practice


Staff received no comments on this Section.
Section 500.600 Extension of Distribution Mains in Urban Areas

Aside from the revisions discussed below, Staff also provided further updates to the proposed language for Section 500.600 and Section 500.610 to make it more consistent with the language and terminology used throughout the rest of the Part 500 sections.  Staff did not intend these revisions to alter the requirements of those two Sections.

Staff notes that several utilities provided alternative language for both main extension sections.  Staff only minimally updated the existing language in its proposed rule.  Staff is not opposed to additional revisions to these sections, but is concerned that revisions proposed by one utility may not work for another utility, and vice versa.  Staff has addressed some of its concerns regarding the individual plans in more detail below.

In Subsection 500.600(a), Nicor requested revising to this Subsection to change the reference from Staff’s proposed “urban customer” to Nicor’s requested “certified customer”.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that, for a considerable period, Staff has certified certain utility projects versus providing a certificate for a geographic service territory.  Further, Staff can envision circumstances where a customer may reside in the service territory, but is a significant distance away from a gas main.  Under Nicor’s proposal, it is not clear if, under the circumstance discussed above, that type of customer would receive a free main extension for the full distance necessary to provide service even if it exceeded the free distance discussed in this Section.

In Subsection 500.600(b), Ameren and Nicor requested various revisions to this Subsection.  Ameren requested rephrasing the Subsection so that Staff’s proposed low and high pressure main designations are replaced by a set pressure amount.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff is not aware of how replacing the existing language with pressure values affects other utilities.  Nicor requested a revision that would only allow the free extension within 1 mile of the utility certified territory.  Staff rejected this revision, for the reasons provided above in Subsection 500.600(a).

In Subsection 500.600(c), Ameren and Nicor requested various revisions, primarily consistent with the revisions already requested.  Staff rejected these revisions based on the reasons provided above.

In Subsection 500.600(d), Ameren requested a limit of only two free estimates for a main extension to the customer, one the primary route and an alternative route.  Staff modified its language based on Ameren’s comments.

In Subsection 500.600(f), Ameren and Nicor requested various revisions.  Ameren requested adding language that would allow a utility to charge the main extension applicant for excess facilities if the Commission orders Ameren to pursue an uneconomic main extension.  Staff agreed to this request.  Nicor requested removing this Subsection because it claimed there are current means to address such circumstances without this reporting requirement and it is unclear whether benefits would outweigh costs of implementation.  Staff rejected this request.  Staff notes that its proposed language already exists in the current Part 500.
Section 500.610 Extension of Distribution Mains in Rural Areas

In Subsection 500.610(a), MidAmerican and Nicor requested clarification or language revisions to this Subsection.  MidAmerican noted that Staff’s proposed rule had removed the reference to “Interplant connections” and wanted clarification as to whether the Commission wanted a utility to provide connections at no charge to applicants.  Staff notes that the phrase “Interplant connections” was added to the existing rules sometime between 1914 and 1945 and Staff is not clear as to the intent of the original language.  Therefore, Staff removed the terminology.  However, Staff will consider any language a party wishes to propose to clarify the use of this Section.  Nicor requested language revisions that would coincide with its terminology change from Subsection 500.600(a).  Staff rejected this request for the reasons noted above.

In Subsection 500.610(b), Ameren and Nicor requested various revisions to this Subsection.  Ameren requested rephrasing the Subsection so that Staff’s proposed low and high pressure main designations are replaced by a set pressure amount.  Staff rejected this request for the reasons noted above.  Nicor removed language associated with refund provisions and required the utility to file a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity if the utility serves customers outside of its service territory.  Staff rejected this request for the reason noted above.

In Subsection 500.610(c), Ameren requested a limit of only two free estimates for a main extension to the customer, one the primary route and an alternative route.  Staff modified its language based on Ameren’s comments.

In Subsection 500.610(e), multiple utilities made two primary comments.  First, Ameren requested adding language that would allow a utility to charge the main extension applicant for excess facilities if the Commission orders Ameren to pursue an uneconomic main extension.  Staff agreed to this revision.  Second, Nicor and MidAmerican requested removing this Subsection.  Nicor noted there are current means to address such circumstances without this reporting requirement and it is unclear whether benefits would outweigh costs of implementation.  MidAmerican also requested various wording changes if the language is not revised.  Staff rejected these requests.  Staff notes that its proposed language already exists in the current Part 500.
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