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Q.   Would you please state your name and business address? 1 

A. Cheri L. Harden, 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois  62701. 2 

 3 

Q. Are you the same Cheri Harden who filed direct testimony in this 4 

case? 5 

A. Yes I am. 6 

 7 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 8 

A.  I respond to the rebuttal testimony presented by Valerie Grace, North 9 

Shore/Peoples Gas Ex. VG-2.0, and Edward Doerk, North Shore/Peoples 10 

Gas Ex. ED-2.0, for The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples 11 

Gas”) and North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”) (individually, the 12 

“Company” and collectively, the “Companies”). 13 

 14 

Q. Do you have a recommendation on the Companies’ proposed 15 

elimination of Factor TS language in Rider 2 as discussed in your 16 

direct testimony? 17 

A. Yes, in my direct testimony I reserved the right to further review the 18 

proposed elimination of Factor TS language in Rider 2.  (ICC Staff Exhibit 19 

9.0, p. 24)  Staff witness Dan Kahle supports the Companies’ proposal to 20 

roll Factor TS balances into their non-commodity gas charges. 21 

Additionally, other parties in this case have not addressed this matter. 22 

Therefore, my final recommendation is that the Commission should 23 
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approve the Companies’ proposed elimination of Factor TS language in 24 

Rider 2 if the Commission approves Staff witness Kahle’s 25 

recommendation to roll Factor TS balances into their non-commodity gas 26 

charges.  27 

 28 

Q. Please describe the issue related to Rider 4 – Extension of Mains. 29 

A. In my direct testimony I requested that the Companies provide additional 30 

support and/or explanation for the Companies’ proposal that they be 31 

allowed to charge a “return” on costs associated with the extension of 32 

Mains to a customer, as well as justification for the proposed broad and 33 

limitless charges which the proposed language would allow the 34 

Companies to charge a customer. 35 

 36 

Q. How did the Companies respond to your request for more 37 

information regarding their proposal to charge a “return” on costs 38 

associated with the extension of Mains? 39 

A. The only response from the Companies is contained in Ms. Grace’s 40 

rebuttal testimony (North Shore/Peoples Gas Ex. VG-2.0, p. 53), and the 41 

full extent of the additional information provided is as follows: 42 

I understand that a return is applied on the installations to 43 
develop a cost to provide service that is similar to developing 44 
cost of service revenue requirements in a rate case 45 
proceeding. I also understand that amounts billed to 46 
customers for the installations are recorded on the 47 
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Companies’ books in the appropriate accounts. 48 

 49 

Q. Is this additional information sufficient, in your opinion, to support 50 

the Companies’ proposal to recover a “return” on costs associated 51 

with the extension of Mains? 52 

A. No, it is not.  The new language proposed by the Companies in Rider 4 is 53 

as follows: 54 

If a customer requests the Company to install, relocate or 55 
replace a gas main or mains in addition to or in a manner 56 
other than what is required for the Company to provide 57 
service, including installations on private property such as 58 
private drives, the customer shall pay the Company’s costs 59 
of installation, relocation or replacement.  Such costs 60 
include, but are not limited to, labor costs, material costs, 61 
transportation costs, overheads and return.  For the 62 
purposes of this rider, “return” is defined to mean the pre-tax 63 
rate of return approved by the Commission in the Company’s 64 
most recent rate case proceeding. 65 

 (Schedule E-2 of the Companies Section 285.5015 filing in Volume III, 66 

page 78 of 261 of the North Shore filing, and page 92 of 371 of the 67 

Peoples Gas filing)  The new language provides no specifics regarding 68 

how the new charge for a “return” will be applied.  For instance, will the 69 

Company develop some sort of monthly charge that will apply in perpetuity 70 

to the customer or property, or is this a one time charge for the installation.  71 

If a one time charge, what period of time is used to calculate the return 72 

and will a present value calculation be made?  Also, the language 73 

provides no guidance on which costs will and will not be subject to the 74 
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“return.”  Ms. Grace’s additional information does not adequately address 75 

these issues.  Thus, at a minimum, the proposed language is too open 76 

and vague to be approved.  Ms. Grace’s additional information also 77 

provides no support for the separate recovery in the rider of a “return”.  To 78 

the extent that the Companies proposed “return” is applied to any cost 79 

booked to an account that would be included in rate base, then it would be 80 

a cost typically included in rate base and would, therefore, earn a return 81 

within that context.  In addition, Rider 4 requires that customers subject to 82 

its terms pay for all installation costs, including material.  Since the 83 

customer is already paying for all non-standard installation costs under 84 

Rider 4, there would not appear to be any utility funded assets upon which 85 

the utility would (at least in the rate case context) be entitled to earn its 86 

approved rate of return.  There is no reason to charge individual 87 

customers a return on the costs that would be separately paid by the 88 

customer or included in rate base, and the Companies have provided no 89 

information indicating otherwise.   90 

 91 

 Additionally, I have reviewed the tariffs of other Illinois gas utilities.  I have 92 

not found similar language referencing a “return” to be charged to 93 

customers requesting a utility to extend pipes or mains in any other gas 94 

tariffs that are under this Commission’s jurisdiction.    95 

 96 
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 Therefore, I do not believe a “return” should apply in this circumstance and 97 

the proposed language should not be approved for Rider 4.  98 

 99 

Q. How did the Companies respond to your request for more 100 

information regarding the other charges which the proposed 101 

language would allow the Companies to charge a customer 102 

associated with the extension of Mains? 103 

A. The only response from the Companies on this issue is contained in Ms. 104 

Grace’s rebuttal testimony (North Shore/Peoples Gas Ex. VG-2.0, p. 53), 105 

and the full extent of the additional information provided is as follows: 106 

As such installations arise from customer preferences, I 107 
understand that billing work orders are used to 108 
accommodate the unique nature of each job. Accordingly, 109 
costs for labor, materials, transportation and overhead are 110 
not standard but are specific to each individual job. I also 111 
understand that amounts billed to customers for the 112 
installations are recorded on the Companies’ books in the 113 
appropriate accounts.  114 

 115 

Q. Is this additional information sufficient, in your opinion, to support 116 

the Companies’ proposal to recover certain costs associated with 117 

the extension of Mains? 118 

A. I would agree that each job has its own unique nature and, accordingly, 119 

charges are not standard.  Thus, with removal of all references to “return” 120 

as discussed above, I would not oppose the Companies proposal to 121 
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recover certain costs associated with the extension of Mains under Rider 122 

4. 123 

 124 

Q. Please discuss Rider 5 – Gas Service Pipe. 125 

A. I have the same concerns about a “return” being applied to this rider as 126 

discussed above in Rider 4 and recommend that the proposed language 127 

regarding a “return” not be approved.   128 

  129 

 Furthermore, I do accept Ms. Grace’s expanded explanation pertaining to 130 

the Company’s proposed language regarding a two-year time frame to 131 

determine whether a customer is a new applicant.  (North Shore/Peoples 132 

Gas Ex. VG-2.0, pp. 54-55)  I recommend that this language be accepted 133 

except where it references a “return” to be applied to the gas service pipe 134 

as discussed previously.     135 

 136 

Q. Do you have any discussion in reference to proposed Rider 8? 137 

A. Yes, I do.  In direct testimony, Ms. Grace discussed a proposed revision to 138 

Rider 8 – Heating Value of Gas Supplied.  (North Shore/Peoples Gas Ex. 139 

VG-1.0, p. 37)  This proposed revision specifies that the Companies will 140 

make filings regarding the heating value factor only when the heating 141 

value factor changes, rather than every month, which is the existing 142 

practice.   143 
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 144 

 The heating value factor is discussed in Administrative Code Section 145 

500.280 Heating Value and Calorimeter Equipment which in part states: 146 

Each utility furnishing natural gas, liquified petroleum gas or 147 
a mixture of such gases with manufactured gas shall 148 
maintain in each community or territory served by it a 149 
monthly average standard of heating value of gas authorized 150 
by the Commission for that utility and community.  Such 151 
standard of heating value shall be maintained with as little 152 
deviation as practicable, and the average total heating value 153 
on any one day shall not exceed or fall blow the authorized 154 
monthly standard by more than five percent. (83 Ill Admin. 155 
Code, Section 500.280(a)(1) 156 

 157 

 The Companies currently file an information sheet and calculation sheet(s) 158 

showing any Btu adjustment that may be necessary each month.  This 159 

monthly filing gives assurance to the Commission that the heating value 160 

factor numbers have been reviewed by the Companies each month and 161 

that the standard heating value, as discussed above, is being maintained.   162 

 163 

Q. Do you agree with the Companies’ request to discontinue monthly 164 

filings in Rider 8? 165 

A. No, I do not. While the Companies’ proposed tariff language change is a 166 

simple wording change from “each” month to “a” month, I do not 167 

recommend that it be approved by the Commission.  Similarly, I do not 168 

recommend approval of the proposed addition of the phrase “and remain 169 
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in effect until superseded by a subsequent filing pursuant to this rider.”  170 

 171 

 The basis for my position is that if a filing is only required when there is a 172 

change in the heating value, that does not provide the same assurance to 173 

the Commission that heating value factors are being reviewed each 174 

month.  If several months go by and no filing is made, the Commission 175 

has less assurance that the Companies are reviewing heating value 176 

factors; whereas if a filing is made each month, then the Commission 177 

receives assurance that the heating value factors have, in fact, been 178 

reviewed by the Companies. 179 

 180 

 With regard to the minor editorial changes in Rider 8, I recommended their 181 

approval as stated in my direct testimony. 182 

 183 

Q. Please discuss the proposed tariff language for “Equipment 184 

Furnished and Maintained by Customer” in the Company’s Terms 185 

and Conditions of Service. 186 

A. Company witness Edward Doerk provided additional information regarding 187 

the proposed tariff language as well as a modified version of the proposed 188 

language. (North Shore/Peoples Gas Ex. ED-2.0, pp. 13-16).  I recognize 189 

the Companies’ desire to protect themselves from liability related to 190 

customer owned or supplied equipment; however, I note that any 191 
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Company liability will likely be determined by a circuit court with 192 

jurisdiction.  Additionally, Mr. Doerk states that similar language is in Nicor 193 

Gas Company’s Terms and Conditions, which I have confirmed.  The 194 

language changes proposed by Mr. Doerk make clear that the provisions 195 

in this section do not apply to Company-owned equipment, including the 196 

limitation of liability provision.  Therefore, I do not object to the proposed 197 

language, as modified by Mr. Doerk in rebuttal testimony, in the tariff 198 

under its Terms and Conditions of Service. 199 

 200 

Q. Please discuss the proposed tariff language for “Company’s 201 

Property and Protection Thereof” in the Company’s Terms and 202 

Conditions of Service. 203 

A. In his rebuttal testimony, the Companies’ witness Doerk provided a 204 

response regarding the proposed tariff language. (North Shore/Peoples 205 

Gas Ex. ED-2.0, p. 16).   I realize the costs in this situation could not be 206 

generalized and each situation would be specific to the type and level of 207 

damages, however, based on my arguments in my direct testimony, I 208 

continue to object to the “lost margin” language as proposed by the 209 

Companies. 210 

 211 

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony. 212 

A. First, I recommend approval of the Companies’ proposed elimination of 213 
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Factor TS language in Rider 2, if the Commission approves Staff witness 214 

Kahle’s recommendation to roll Factor TS balances into their non-215 

commodity gas charges.  Second, I object to the language referencing a 216 

“return” to be recouped from customers in Rider 4 and Rider 5 and thus, 217 

recommend that the Companies’ proposed language regarding a ‘return’ 218 

not be approved.  Third, I accept the Companies’ two-year time frame for 219 

a new applicant under Rider 4.  Fourth, I object to the Companies’ request 220 

to discontinue monthly filings in Rider 8 and recommend that the original 221 

language in the tariff be unchanged.  Fifth, I accept Mr. Doerk’s modified 222 

language as proposed in his rebuttal testimony in the Terms and 223 

Conditions of Service for “Equipment Furnished and Maintained by 224 

Customer” and recommend that his modified language be approved.  225 

Lastly, I object to the “lost margin” language in Terms and Conditions of 226 

Service for “Protection of Company Property” and recommend that the 227 

language remain unchanged in the current tariffs. 228 

 229 

Q. Does this conclude your prefiled rebuttal testimony in this 230 

proceeding? 231 

A. Yes, it does.  232 


