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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.1

A. My name is James Gennett.  My business address is Suite 307, 300 South Ashland 2

Ave., Chicago, Illinois 60607.3

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME JAMES GENNETT WHO PROVIDED DIRECT 4

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF LOCAL UNION NO. 18007, UTILITY 5

WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, AFL-CIO (“UNION” OR “LOCAL”)6

IN THIS PROCEEDING?7

A. Yes, I am.8

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?9

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address the rebuttal presentations of 10

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas” or “Company”) and North 11

Shore Gas Company (collectively, “Applicants”) witnesses Edward Doerk and 12

Lawrence T. Borgard.  Mr. Borgard and Mr. Doerk respond to the 13

recommendation stated in my direct testimony that Peoples Gas be required, in 14

connection with any rate increase approved in this proceeding, to institute an “in-15

house replenishment system that will make certain that as union employees are lost 16

to attrition, other able-bodied junior colleagues will be in the pipeline to succeed 17

them in posts requiring more highly skilled labor.”  Exh. UWUA-1.0 at 7:13-16.  18

While helpful in some respects, Applicants’ response to Local 18007’s concerns 19

ultimately fails to address properly the need to rectify the “replenishment” issue 20

identified by Local 18007.  For this reason, we continue to request that the 21

Commission require implementation of the “One for One” replenishment plan 22
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proposed in my direct testimony, as clarified below to address concerns raised by 1

the Company.2

Q. IN WHAT RESPECTS IS THE TESTIMONY OF MR. DOERK AND MR. 3

BORGARD “HELPFUL”?4

A. Their testimony is helpful in that both Mr. Borgard and Mr. Doerk agree with me 5

that Peoples Gas needs to implement a personnel replenishment system.  Mr. 6

Doerk states his agreement with my assertion that “[a]ctive steps” are required to 7

implement an in-house “replenishment system.”  Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at page 8

3 of 18:50-55.  Mr. Borgard states that “Peoples Gas shares a number of the 9

general views expressed by Union Local 18007 witness Mr. Gennett.”  Applicants’ 10

Exh. LTB-2.0 at page 4 of 16:67-68 and page 14 of 16:295-296.  While welcome, 11

these expressions of agreement are ultimately inadequate.12

Q. WHY IS THAT THE CASE?13

A. The reason is that although these witnesses acknowledge the need for a 14

replenishment system, neither Mr. Doerk nor Mr. Borgard describes any 15

“replenishment system” that is in fact in place at Peoples Gas, nor commits to the 16

implementation of a “system” in either the near or long-term.  Mr. Borgard goes so 17

far as to state that the “One for One” system proposed in my testimony “would be 18

followed in certain work groups at certain times,” but fails to specify when that 19

would be the case, and instead criticizes the “One for One” proposal on the ground 20

that it is “too inflexible.”  Applicants’ Exh. LTB-2.0 at page 14 of 16:303-305.21
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Mr. Doerk likewise refers to the “plans” of Peoples Gas to meet hiring needs, but 1

offers no specifics as to how that goal will be met other than to state that Peoples 2

Gas is “continually” evaluating staffing requirements.  Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at 3

page 5 of 18:94-100.4

The generalities offered by Applicants’ witness should not be accepted given 5

(1) the undisputed need for a replenishment mechanism; (2) data concerning both 6

the long-term decline in the level of the Company’s workforce and the impending 7

retirement of Crew Leaders and Senior Service Specialists (Grade No. 1); (3) the 8

apparent system and service quality impacts resulting from inadequate human 9

resources; and (4) the additional, recent evidence I will relate below concerning 10

the outsourcing of services long rendered by the Company’s workforce as a result 11

of resource constraints.12

Q. WHAT INFORMATION DOES THE COMPANY PRESENT ON THE 13

REPLENISHMENT ISSUE?14

A. Mr. Doerk states that replenishment needs are being met through a recent stretch 15

of what he calls “aggressive[] hiring” of “new entry level hourly employees” and a 16

set of promotions of “junior gas operations hourly employees to more senior 17

positions.”  Specifically, Mr. Doerk states (Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at page 3 of 18

18:54-58):19

In fact the Company has been promoting junior 20
gas operations hourly employees to more senior 21
positions while aggressively hiring new entry level 22
hourly employees. For example, since March of 23
2007, 51 hourly employees have been promoted to 24
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more senior positions and 36 new entry level 1
employees have been hired. We are currently in 2
the process of hiring more new entry level union 3
employees.4

Q. IS THIS RESPONSE ADEQUATE TO ADDRESS THE UNION’S 5

CONCERN?6

A. No, it is not adequate for several reasons.  First, the hirings and promotions that 7

have taken place over the past few months do not address the concern that Peoples 8

Gas have in place a “system” or mechanism designed to ensure that higher-level 9

jobs are filled by more junior employees on a routine and ongoing basis.10

Q. DID THE COMPANY ADDRESS THIS ISSUE IN DISCOVERY?11

A. Yes.  In a discovery response, Mr. Doerk stated that the Company believes that its12

hiring program is “analogous” to the “in-house replenishment system” 13

recommended in my direct testimony.  Exh. No. UWUA-2.01. However, the 14

Company also concedes in a discovery response that it has no documents that 15

analyze, concern or in any way relate to its “analogous” plan or program.  Exh. 16

No. UWUA-2.02.17

Q. PLEASE CONTINUE.18

A. Second, Mr. Doerk provides statistical information concerning promotions and 19

hirings only since March 2007, which do not offer any context for the information 20

he presents. When Mr. Doerk refers to “more senior positions” he does not 21

address directly the question of how many employees have been promoted to the 22

two top-tier senior positions –namely, Senior Service Specialists (Grade No. 1) 23
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and Crew Leaders. Since March 2007, there have been exactly 17 promotions of 1

workers into that top-tier – all of which were implemented as a condition of the 2

merger approved by this Commission in Docket No. 06-0540.  As discussed in 3

detail in my direct testimony (at 9-15), more Crew Leaders and Senior Service 4

Specialists (Grade No. 1) are needed because they are trained to lead teams and 5

perform more safety-sensitive work (i.e., the work at Sacred Heart Hospital 6

discussed below) and junior colleagues cannot perform certain categories of work 7

absent the presence of a team leader.  Thus, after accounting for the 17 “required” 8

promotions, the remaining promotions implemented by the Company involve only 9

more junior levels, i.e., advancement of Operations Apprentices to the Gas 10

Mechanic tier. This observation is consistent with Mr. Doerk’s statement (quoted 11

above at 3-4), that “the Company has been promoting junior gas operations . . . 12

employees to more senior positions . . . .”  (emphasis added). For this reason, the 13

much higher figure cited by Mr. Doerk as evidence of the Company’s success at 14

replenishing its workforce is an overstatement.  Without adequate promotions into 15

more senior positions, the Company’s workforce will not be able to operate at 16

necessary levels of efficiency.17

Q. DOES THE UNION HAVE DATA CONCERNING THE NUMBER OF 18

VACANCIES TO WHICH YOU REFER?19

A. Yes.  The Company provided such data in response to UWUA discovery requests.  20

These data cast additional doubts on the import of Mr. Doerk’s testimony 21

regarding the 51 advancements to “more senior positions.”22
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Q. HOW SO?1

A. These data show that between March 2006 and August 2007, exactly 532

advancements have occurred among the “more senior positions” referenced by Mr. 3

Doerk –and the accompanying data puts this figure in better context.  During the 4

same period, for example, 34 workers among the ranks of the “more senior 5

positions” were lost to some form of attrition (retirement, termination or 6

resignation).  Exh. No. UWUA-2.03.  In other words, 34 of the 53 advancements 7

merely filled vacancies caused by attrition.  Of the remaining 19 advancements –8

of which 17 were the merger-based “required” promotions described above – only 9

2 advancements can be attributed to any Company hiring plan committed to 10

“aggressive hiring.”  While these 53 advancements were necessary, they are 11

insufficient to meet top-tier replenishment concerns.12

Q. YOUR TESTIMONY ADDRESSED SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS IN 13

LOCAL 18007-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEE LEVELS SINCE 1996.  DOES 14

MR. DOERK ADDRESS THESE DATA?15

A. Yes, he does.  Mr. Doerk does not dispute my assertion that during 1996-2006, the 16

size of the employee workforce at Peoples Gas dropped significantly.  He states 17

that the reductions are in part the result of automation and union contract 18

concessions. In addition, Mr. Doerk contends that a smaller staff is needed 19

because of “more efficient scheduling of work through pre-arranged customer 20

appointments, geographically concentrated work load, and electronic matching of 21
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pending service orders at customer premises [that] all contribute to more efficient 1

completion of assigned work.”  Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at page 4 of 18:67-70.  2

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THESE ASSERTIONS?3

A. I do not challenge that automation and contractual agreements have played a role 4

in determining the size of the workforce.  However, the Company’s technology-5

based claims of efficiency gains are too generic to be informative and useful.  For 6

example, in response to a Commission Staff discovery request, the Company 7

addressed the basis for its claims concerning its mobile AMR technology (for use 8

in meter reading).  The Company stated in part that knowledge of its success was 9

only gathered from “informal discussions” with its vendor and that “[n]o 10

documentation exist[ed]” to substantiate the Company’s claim of its 11

“effectiveness” in surpassing other AMR installations. Exh. No. UWUA-2.04.  12

The absence of data verification does not surprise me as our “in the field” 13

experience has been that AMR meter readings are too infrequent and not wholly 14

reliable.  Thus, I continue to assert, irrespective of the impact (if any) of 15

“electronic matching” and “more efficient scheduling,” that a workforce that is 16

admitted to be 63 percent of its 1996 size is not adequate to provide in 2007 the 17

high quality gas service demanded by Peoples Gas’ growing customer base.  With 18

respect to the size of the workload that the Company’s employees must complete, I 19

note that a data response that was included as an exhibit to my direct testimony 20

shows that between 2005 and 2006, Peoples Gas experienced a 20,000-plus 21
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customer count increase.  See Peoples Gas Response to ML 1.13, Exhibit No. 1

UWUA-1.01. 2

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY MORE RECENT INFORMATION CONCERNING 3

THE ADEQUACY OF THE PEOPLES GAS EMPLOYEE COMPLEMENT 4

TO PERFORM ITS RESPONSIBILITIES?5

A. Yes.  At a meeting held with Mr. Doerk on August 1, Local 18007 leadership was 6

informed that “revenue collection gas cut-off” work to be conducted over the next 7

few months would be outsourced and performed by eight contracted personnel.  8

This work involves terminating service to customers due to non-payment of their 9

bills.  Our understanding is that Peoples Gas is targeting the completion of cut-offs 10

of service to roughly 10,000 accounts by the end of November.  11

Q. HAS THIS WORK TYPICALLY BEEN PERFORMED BY LOCAL 12

18007-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEES?13

A. Yes.  This work has historically been performed by the Company’s own 14

workforce.  In fact, this work is a significant workload for the Company’s 15

employees, in that 95% of the Local 18007-represented portion of the workforce 16

has been trained to conduct service terminations. We were informed that Local 17

18007 members are being shifted from the service termination work to the 18

performance of “inside safety inspections.”  While this work is also important, in 19

prior years our members were performing both of these tasks.20

Q. WHAT ARE “INSIDE SAFETY INSPECTIONS”?21
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A. These are commonly known as “compliance” inspections because they are 1

required by the Commission.  In practice, such inspections are internal to a 2

dwelling or other structure and are generally designed to detect visible symptoms3

of gas leaks.  The purpose of these inspections is to identify and resolve any 4

potential hazards to safe and reliable gas service.5

Q. WHY HAS THE SERVICE TERMINATION WORK BEEN SHIFTED TO6

CONTRACTORS?7

A. We were informed by Mr. Doerk at the August 1 meeting that the work was being 8

shifted to contractors due to a lack of on-staff resources.  This is contrary to 9

Applicants’ testimony in this proceeding that Peoples Gas can perform all 10

functions necessary to providing high-quality gas service through the use of a 11

Union-represented employee workforce that is less than two-thirds of the size it 12

was in 1996.13

Q. PLEASE CONTINUE.14

A. Our understanding is that service cut-offs are performed annually, and are 15

projected months in advance.  In fact, Peoples Gas plans to accomplish the 16

necessary cut-offs each year by the end of November, as it is more difficult to 17

implement service terminations once the winter season begins.  In other words, 18

Peoples Gas has the opportunity to schedule this work in an efficient fashion.  The 19

Company’s problem is that it does not have enough workers on staff to get the 20

needed work completed.  21

Q. DOES LOCAL 18007 SUPPORT THE OUTSOURCING OF THIS WORK?22
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A. No, we do not.  We continue to believe that Peoples Gas customers are best served 1

by having sufficient on-staff, adequately trained employees to conduct all 2

necessary work.  My point here, however, is not focused on whether this work is 3

better performed by Local 18007 members or contractors.  The issue is whether 4

the Company is adequately staffed.  The Company’s testimony in this case 5

indicates that there are no staffing deficiencies, but its more recent actions point in 6

the other direction.7

Q. ON PAGES 4-5 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. DOERK COMMENTS ON 8

THE IMPLEMENTATION FOR APPROXIMATELY ONE MONTH OF A 9

“TEMPORARY GAS REPAIR” AT SACRED HEART HOSPITAL.  DO 10

YOU HAVE ANY REPLY TO MR. DOERK’S COMMENTS?11

A. Yes, I do.  Mr. Doerk’s testimony leaves the impression that a one-month 12

“temporary repair” at a hospital is an acceptable state of affairs, and that a13

temporary repair can remain in place indefinitely until a permanent repair can be 14

made.  That is not the case.15

Q. PLEASE CONTINUE.16

A. As indicated in discovery, the Company’s Field Service Manual, Section 11-7B, 17

addresses the procedures to be followed for temporary repairs.  The manual 18

emphasizes “the need to complete the permanent repair within a reasonable time 19

period, typically no more than 5 business days[,]” regardless of whether the repair 20

is on customer or company property. Exh. No. UWUA-2.05. I would add that for 21

Local 18007 members, we make every effort to ensure that a temporary repair is 22
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supplanted by a permanent repair within 48 hours.  Ideally, we would prefer that 1

temporary repairs only be in place for a matter of hours but that would require 2

greater top-tier replenishment to effect improved workload allocations that can 3

contribute to speedier scheduling of permanent repairs. But we cannot accomplish 4

this goal because current top-tier staffing deficiencies mean that we simply do not 5

have enough people “on the field” to perform all work assignments in a timely 6

manner.7

Q. MR. DOERK STATES THAT TEMPORARY REPAIRS ARE NOT 8

“ENCOURAGE[D]” BUT ARE “APPROPRIATE” IN CERTAIN 9

CIRCUMSTANCES.  IN YOUR EXPERIENCE, WHEN WOULD A 10

TEMPORARY REPAIR BE APPROPRIATE?11

A. A temporary repair may be necessary in a number of circumstances as a very brief,12

interim measure lasting only until, for example, a replacement part is picked up 13

from our shop or a convenient gas service shut-off time can be arranged with the 14

customer.  But, as my examples suggest, a temporary repair should buy a few 15

hours or a few days at the very most.  My experience is also consistent with the 16

guidance provided by the Company’s Field Service Manual.  Mr. Doerk’s 17

explanation, however, is neither consistent with the Manual’s policy or our “in the 18

field” understanding of how long a temporary repair should be left in place.  The 19

duration of the temporary repair at Sacred Heart Hospital is not consistent with the 20

Company’s Manual, but is consistent with our experience of how these service 21

issues are addressed by the Peoples Gas workforce.22
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Q. PLEASE CONTINUE.1

A. Mr. Doerk indicates that the temporary repair at Sacred Heart Hospital was 2

justified because ‘it allowed for a methodical shut-down of the service to make 3

permanent repairs while minimizing the impact on the customer.”  Applicants’ 4

Exh. ED-2.0 at page 5 of 18:87-93.  This explanation simply does not make sense 5

because it does not mesh with the reality of how service shut-offs occur.  Even in a 6

situation involving a hospital, coordinating scheduling and shut-off times should 7

not take as long as it did here.  He does not explain, for example, why a permanent 8

repair was not even scheduled with the Hospital until November 13, 2006 and why 9

permanent repair did not occur until ten days later, on November 23.  Mr. Doerk 10

does not explain why the permanent repair work was neither scheduled nor 11

performed during the twenty days – between October 25 and November 13 – after 12

the temporary repair was performed.  He seems to suggest that repair was delayed 13

because shut-off had to be “methodical” to minimize customer impact, but the 14

facts that he relates only underscore the shortcomings of the current workload 15

allocation system.  On November 23, four regulators had to be replaced to effect a 16

permanent repair – clearly, a significant job that merited a quick response rather 17

than a month-long turn-around time.  Typical public safety concerns are only 18

heightened in the context of a hospital, and those considerations are further 19

amplified when a gas leak is so extensive that it requires the replacement of four 20

regulators (Class I).  In this case, the facts are that a major hospital in Chicago had 21

to wait nearly one month for a permanent repair that only required four hours 22
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worth of work (Exh. No. UWUA-2.06), to remedy a series of Class I gas leaks.1

Mr. Doerk implies that it took a full month to coordinate the shut-off associated 2

with the permanent repair. Based on the Local’s experience “in the field,”3

including our sense of the duration of temporary repairs, my sense is that the 4

permanent repair was delayed for weeks because the Company was unable to get a 5

Senior Service Specialist (Grade No. 1) to the site because of a backlog of related 6

work that had to be done elsewhere.7

Q. HOW OFTEN DOES PEOPLES GAS USE TEMPORARY REPAIRS?8

A. Our experience is that temporary repairs are used routinely and extensively 9

throughout the Peoples Gas service territory, and that the period of time between 10

when a temporary repair is implemented and a permanent repair is completed is 11

growing significantly.  This is not a tolerable state-of-affairs because gas leaks that 12

are not fully repaired do not get better on their own, they can only get worse.  In 13

my experience and those of other Local 18007 employees, the Company does 14

encourage the frequent use of temporary repairs as a stopgap measure to respond 15

to work orders quickly.  The UWUA sought information on this subject from the 16

Company in discovery and the Company acknowledged that it does not keep any 17

data on the use, frequency, or average duration of temporary repairs. Exh. No. 18

UWUA-2.07.19

Q. YOUR TESTIMONY NOTES THE EXPECTED RETIREMENTS OF 20

SIGNFICANT NUMBERS OF CREW LEADERS AND SENIOR SERVICE 21
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SPECIALISTS NO. 1.  HOW DO THE APPLICANTS RESPOND TO THIS 1

CONCERN?2

A. The Company does not challenge the data presented by Local 18007 on this issue.  3

Instead, Mr. Doerk testifies that the Company will “continually evaluate staffing 4

requirements” and will maintain “[a]ppropriate staffing levels.”  Applicants’ Exh. 5

ED-2.0 at page 5 of 18:97-100.  Mr. Doerk offers the same response to our request 6

that the Commission require an independent audit of, among other things, “staffing 7

levels at Peoples Gas.”  Mr. Doerk states that the audit is unnecessary because the 8

Company “will continuously adjust staffing levels to meet ongoing changes in 9

workload, resources, and technology.” Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at page 6 of 10

18:125-126.  11

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON MR. DOERK’S STATEMENTS?12

A. Yes.  Mr. Doerk’s words do not match the Company’s actions, in that over time 13

the level of the workforce has been reduced, while the workload has increased.  If 14

the Company were in fact undertaking the types of ongoing evaluations described 15

by Mr. Doerk, and was taking corrective actions in response to those evaluations,16

then the Company would not be informing Local 18007 that resource limitations 17

require Peoples Gas to outsource service cut-off work that has always been done 18

“in-house,” i.e., by the Company’s own workforce.19

Q. THROUGH WHAT MEANS DOES PEOPLES GAS PROPOSE TO MEET 20

ITS PERSONNEL “REPLENISHMENT” OBJECTIVES?21
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A. Mr. Doerk does not explain how Peoples Gas will meet these objectives.  The 1

UWUA sought to follow up on this subject with the Company in discovery, 2

specifically asking what “plans” the Company has in place to address the 3

retirement-replenishment challenge confronting its workforce.  The Company 4

merely reaffirmed Mr. Doerk’s generic statement on the matter by responding that 5

it will “continually evaluate” staffing to adjust as needed.  Exh. No. UWUA-2.08.  6

My concern with this response is that “continuing evaluation” (Exh. No. 7

UWUA-2.09), suggests carrying on with the status quo, which is clearly not 8

working.  At the same time, the Company, despite having its own data indicate that 9

it is lagging in top-tier replenishments efforts, rejects out-of-hand our “One for 10

One”proposal for how to ensure that staffing levels are appropriately replenished 11

over time.12

Q. ON WHAT BASIS HAS PEOPLES GAS REJECTED THE “ONE FOR 13

ONE” PLAN?14

A. Both Messrs. Doerk and Borgard express concern that the proposal is inflexible. 15

According to Mr. Doerk, the “One for One” proposal does not account for either 16

“ongoing technological innovations” or “changes in workload brought on by 17

continued infrastructure upgrades.”  Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at page 5 of 18

18:108-109.19

Q. HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THESE COMMENTS?20

A. The comments are too general to be understandable.  Mr. Doerk does not explain 21

what “technological innovations” could be implemented that will make it 22
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inappropriate for the Company to fill vacant and more senior union positions with 1

less senior union members.  To the extent there are “innovative” changes on the 2

horizon, Peoples Gas has not shared them with its union-represented employees.  I 3

also do not think that the comments are fair.  The Union did not intend through the 4

“One for One” proposal to require the Company to undertake to fill positions that 5

are no longer needed due to “technological innovations.”6

However, to the extent necessary, Local 18007 would agree that the “One for One”7

proposal should be drafted so as to recognize that one-for-one job replenishment 8

may not be appropriate where technological innovations (or undefined 9

“infrastructure upgrades,” to which Mr. Doerk also refers) result in the elimination 10

of existing positions.  This should likewise address concerns about “inflexibility.”11

Q. DO YOU HAVE OTHER COMMENTS ON THE REACTIONS OF 12

APPLICANTS’ WITNESSES TO THE “ONE FOR ONE” PROPOSAL?13

A. Yes.  I think it is important to note that while Mr. Borgard and Mr. Doerk urge the 14

Commission to reject the “One for One” proposal, the Company has not offered 15

any specifics on how it plans to meet the “replenishment” obligation it 16

acknowledges must be met.  Generalities are not sufficient and, given the current 17

workforce levels and workload, prompt action is essential.18

Q. DO MR. DOERK AND MR. BORGARD HAVE OTHER COMMENTS ON 19

HOW BEST TO ADDRESS “REPLENISHMENT” ISSUES?20

A. Yes.  Mr. Doerk refers to “continuing discussions” (Applicants’ Exh. ED-2.0 at 21

page 1 of 18:21) and Mr. Borgard to “continuing dialogue” (Applicants’ Exh. 22
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LTB-2.0 at page 14 of 16:296) with Local 18007 concerning replenishment issues.1

As I described in my direct testimony, this past May there were discussions 2

between representatives of the Local and Peoples Gas in compliance with 3

obligations imposed as part of the approval of the WPS Resources merger.  Those 4

discussions culminated in the joint report of the Company and the UWUA, filed 5

with the Commission, in which both parties reaffirmed their commitment to work 6

together on “an ongoing, regular basis which will include a formal meeting on 7

training and staffing issues no less than once per quarter.”8

Q. HAVE YOU MET WITH THE COMPANY SINCE THE FILING OF THE 9

JOINT REPORT IN MAY? 10

A. No, we have not.11

Q. IS ANY FORMAL MEETING PLANNED?12

A. No.  Although we interact with Company representatives routinely in the daily 13

course of labor-management relations, we have not heard from the Company 14

regarding the scheduling of a formal meeting (to comprehensively address training 15

and staffing issues) since they rejected our “One for One” proposal.16

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?17

A. Yes, it does.18


