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Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. Edward Doerk.  1241 W. Division St., Chicago, Illinois 60622. 

Q. Are you the same Edward Doerk who previously testified in this 

proceeding? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Commission”) Staff witness Rex Evans’ direct testimony.   

Q. Mr. Evans recommended that the Commission assess a penalty and 

quoted, on page 5 of his direct testimony, criteria that should be considered in 

determining the amount of the penalty.  One criterion is the “gravity of the 

violation.”  Does The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas” or 

the “Company”) know how many gas leaks have been discovered in the course 

of performing residential inside safety inspections (“RISIs” or “ISIs”)? 
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A. The Company has found evidence of gas leaks in less than 0.6% of the 

inspections completed since January 2000.  Of those, most are very minor leaks 

detectable with instruments only.  As the Company has stated in the past,  

odorized gas can be detected by customers even in cases of small leaks.  Most 

often customers become aware of potentially unsafe conditions well before the 

periodic inside safety inspections and call the Company’s 24 hour emergency 

telephone number seeking corrective action.  

Q. Mr. Evans stated, on page 8 of his direct testimony, that Peoples Gas has 

demonstrated a “lack of regard for the safety of human life and property” because 

it is not in compliance with the RISI requirements.  Please comment. 

A. Peoples Gas has not demonstrated a lack of regard for human safety and 

property.  The results of the ISI program so far have been dominated by findings 

of very low leak rates and, in most cases, the leaks have been minor.  Aside from 

the ISI program, the Company has responded to more than 383,000 inside 

emergency calls from customers in the past five years.  Clearly, there has been 

no disregard for human safety or property.  Furthermore, the Company cannot 

possibly comply with the requirements for inside safety inspections without the 

cooperation of our customers.     

Q. Do you have any comments on the guidelines the Commission is to 

consider when determining civil penalties in this case? 

A. Yes.  Among the factors the Commission is to consider are the gravity of 

the violation and the Company’s good faith in attempting to comply.  The 

Company is in full compliance, relative to safety inspections, with the outside 
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portion of its service pipes that are in the Company’s direct control.  Relative to 

the inside portion of the inspections, the Company has been diligent in soliciting 

customers for inspections as demonstrated by the various contact methods 

employed.  I described this in my direct testimony.  More recently, the Company 

has developed numerous communications pieces and forms of outreach.  The 

Company has had significant success with red disconnection notices mailed to 

non-responding customers.  Clearly, the Company has demonstrated good faith 

in seeking access to its facilities inside customers’ premises.  The gravity of 

being out of compliance is significantly mitigated by the findings of the 

inspections completed.  Furthermore, other safeguards exist that give customers 

warnings of gas leaks, specifically the odorant added to the gas.  For these 

reasons, the gravity of being out of compliance on ISIs is minimized.  

Q. In your direct testimony you estimated the number of RISIs that would 

remain outstanding at the end of the calendar year and stated that you would 

update this estimate in your rebuttal testimony.  Do you have a more current 

estimate to provide at this time? 

A. Yes.  It appears at this time that there will be less than 20,000 ISIs 

pending at the end of the year.  We are continuing to make every attempt 

possible to gain entry to these premises, including working with the City of 

Chicago’s Department on Aging, canvassing door-to-door, making outbound 

calls, e-mailing selected customers and contacting building owners where renters 

are involved.   

Q. Will you provide more current information in your surrebuttal testimony? 
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A. Yes, I plan to update the number in my surrebuttal testimony.  Also, I think 

there would be a more complete record for the Commission’s consideration if I 

provided updated numbers, as additional testimony, at the hearing in November 

and subsequent to the hearing in an exhibit that would be available to the parties 

and the Commission. 

Q. In your direct testimony, you described a proposed change to Peoples 

Gas’ tariff to allow it to assess a refundable $200 charge against customers that, 

after repeated requests, decline to give access to perform an RISI.  What is the 

status of that proposed change? 

A. On August 25, the Commission rejected the proposal. 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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