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Notice of Ruling 
 
 The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company and North Shore Gas Company 
(together, “Movants”) move to strike certain portions of the pre-filed testimony of William 
Glahn, presented by the People of the State of Illinois, the City of Chicago and the 
Citizens Utility Board (collectively, the “Governmental and Consumer Intervenors” or 
“GCI”).  The GCI resist the motion. 
 
 EXPERT TESTIMONY 
 
 Movants contend that Mr. Glahn offers testimony requiring expertise in climate 
science, yet lacks such expertise.  However, Movants do not define climate science or 
describe the parameters of that discipline.  The Administrative Law Judges (“ALJs”) are 
not climate scientists and have no directly applicable background to draw upon in order 
to identify the content and boundaries of climate science.  We have only “common 
knowledge,” which Movants characterize as insufficient for addressing climate science 
in a formal proceeding.  Movants’ Reply at 2 & 4.   
 

There is discussion of climate science in the prefiled testimony of Movant witness 
Takle, a Professor of Atmospheric Science.  Peoples Gas Ex. EST-1.0.  However, Prof. 
Takle’s testimony is not yet in evidence.  Nonetheless, because Prof. Takle’s testimony 
will likely enter the record as part of Movants’ case before Mr. Glahn testifies, the ALJs 
will consider Movants’ arguments now, utilizing principles derived from Prof.  Takle.  
That will give the parties more time to adjust their plans based on this Ruling, and it will 
obviate addressing this motion during evidentiary hearings.   
 

Movants’ challenge to Mr. Glahn’s expertise requires a two-part analysis.  First, is 
Mr. Glahn qualified as an expert in climate science?  Second, if he is not, does the 
challenged testimony (in each instance) require such expertise in order to be presented 
by Mr. Glahn? 
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 Regarding the first question, the ALJs conclude that Mr. Glahn is not an expert in 
climate science.  His educational background and professional experience do not 
demonstrate, expressly or by implication, that expertise.  That does not mean, however, 
that he is precluded from discussing climate or climate-related matters in his testimony.  
Nor does it mean that Mr. Glahn is barred from discussing weather, which, according to 
Mr. Takle, is not the focus of climate science (“Climate science is distinguished from the 
more general discipline of atmospheric science or meteorology by its emphasis on 
climate as opposed to weather.”  Peoples Gas Ex. EST-1.0 at 4.)  Rather, Mr. Glahn is 
prohibited from offering analysis that needs the expertise of a climate scientist in order 
to have probative value.  The critical question, then, is whether the testimony 
challenged here, in each instance, requires climate science expertise. 
 
 In direct testimony beginning on page 36, line 21 and ending on page 37, line 2, 
Mr. Glahn merely asks and answers how a federal agency (on its website) defines 
normal weather.  No climate science expertise is asserted or required for this testimony.  
The motion to strike this matter is denied. 
 
 The direct testimony beginning on page 37, line 3 and ending on page 38, line 2, 
contains additional commentary from the agency’s website, in support of Mr. Glahn’s 
criticism of Movant witness Marozas’s use of weather data in predicting future heating 
degree days (“HDDs”).  Mr. Glahn is challenging the validity of an input in Mr. Marozas’s 
analysis, on the ground that NOAA would not use the input for that purpose.  Movants 
assert that Mr. Glahn is thus employing climate science without expertise.  Movants 
distinguish this from the testimony of Mr. Marozas, which they describe as “statistical 
analysis.”  Movants’ Reply at 4.  That distinction is not persuasive.  Although Mr. 
Glahn’s critique is based on the foundational assumption that Mr. Marozas should 
adhere to principles articulated by NOAA, Mr. Marozas assumes that an average of 
historical annual HDD is a valid foundation for predicting weather one year ahead.  If 
one assumption requires climate science expertise, so, too, does the other.  Given 
Movants’ acknowledgement that “Mr. Marozas is not qualified to testify about climate 
science,” the testimonies stand together (as statistical analyses applied to HDDs) or fall 
together (for want of climate science expertise). 
 
 It must be kept in mind that Mr. Glahn and Mr. Marozas are not performing 
abstract statistical exercises here.  Their forecasting expertise is being applied to 
something relevant to these rate cases – the projection and calculation of HDDs for 
rate-making purposes.  Some assumptions (and challenges to those assumptions) are 
inevitable.  The  ALJs prefer that a record be developed for the Commission on this 
clearly relevant subject.  Accordingly, the motion will be denied and both testimonies will 
be accorded the weight due “an expert in statistics and forecasting, but not climate.”  Id., 
at 3.  So that Mr. Glahn’s testimony does not exceed that standard, the question on 
page 37, line 3 must be amended by adding the words “by NOAA” at the end.  Mr. 
Glahn lacks the expertise to independently define normal climate. 
 

Regarding the direct testimony from page 38, line 3 to line 11, Mr. Glahn again 
criticizes Mr. Marozas’s choice of data for weather prediction.   Mr. Marozas asserts he 
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is employing a “common forecasting technique.”  While Mr. Marozas may be referring to 
a statistical forecast, he again assumes that his chosen statistical methodology applies 
to weather.  Consequently, if Mr. Glahn’s challenge to that assumption requires climate 
science expertise, then Mr. Marozas’s testimony is similarly infirm.  As before, rather 
than deprive the record of these testimonies, the ALJs will deny the motion (with respect 
to the matter on lines 3 through 8) and give both the weight due testimony by experts in 
statistics and forecasting but not climate science.  However, with respect to the 
testimony on lines 9 through 11, the motion is granted.  That opinion testimony clearly 
requires climate science expertise to be probative. 

 
The motion is also granted with regard to most of the direct testimony from page 

39, line 3 to line 14.  Mr. Glahn does not have the requisite expertise to opine about 
global warming and climate change.  Although his assertions are not particularly 
controversial, their defense requires expertise, not “common knowledge.”  (The GCI and 
others are free to bring these matters to Mr. Takle’s attention on cross-examination.)  
The motion is denied, however, with respect to the sentence beginning on line 7 and 
ending on line 9.  That statement primarily concerns the methodology for establishing 
an appropriate HDD base in a rate case.  Mr. Glahn has the necessary expertise for that 
testimony.   

 
 The rebuttal testimony on page 18, lines 427 to 432, contains more critique of Mr. 
Marozas’s methodology.  In addition to attacking Mr. Marozas’s choice of inputs, Mr. 
Glahn also challenges Mr. Marozas’s objective (a single-year forecast rather than a 
longer-term forecast).  Once again, the ALJs view this as primarily a dispute between 
experts in statistics and forecasting, with non-expert assumptions about weather and 
climate inevitably underlying the testimony of both witnesses.  As for the rebuttal 
testimony on page 18, lines 434-438, Mr. Glahn’s testimony is equivocal (and for that 
reason, lacking probative strength), but it is not an assertion of expertise in climate 
science.  The motion is denied with respect to all testimony discussed in this paragraph. 
 
 The first sentence in the rebuttal testimony from page 20, line 490 to line 500, 
plainly requires climate science expertise. The remainder of that testimony again 
criticizes the methods, inputs and objectives of Mr. Marozas concerning HDDs.  For the 
reasons already discussed in this Ruling, the motion is granted with regard to the first 
sentence and denied with respect to the rest.  
 

In the rebuttal testimony on page 21, line 512 to line 518, Mr. Glahn recommends 
that the Commission revert to the 30-year average approved prior to NICOR’s last rate 
case.  This testimony simply summarizes the conclusion that flows from Mr. Glahn’s 
criticisms of the methods, inputs and objectives in Mr. Marozas’s testimony.  With one 
exception, it is requires no more climate science expertise than the prior permissible 
testimony it is based upon.  That exception is the final clause beginning on line 517 
(“yet…”) and ending on line 518 (“…data.”).  The motion is denied with regard to 
everything but the final clause.   
 
 MISSOURI PSC ORDER 
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Movants object to the rebuttal testimony beginning on page18, line 440 and 

ending on page 20, line 488, most of which is a quotation from a Missouri Public Service 
Commission order.  Movants initially contended that it was inappropriate for Mr. Glahn 
to quote “factual findings” from that order.  Motion at 5.  Later, Movants complained that 
Mr. Glahn omitted “factual record and context.”  Reply at 4.  Leaving aside the 
contradiction in these arguments, a witness in this Commission’s proceedings is not 
precluded from citing public orders of sister commissions, whether in whole or in part.  
Opposing parties are similarly free to quote any other portions of such orders, to provide 
context.  Movants did just that in their reply.  They have also cited and quoted other 
passages from orders by this and other commissions.  That is permissible evidence 
here.  The motion is denied with regard to the MPSC order. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The motion is granted in part and denied in part, as described above in this 

Ruling. 
 
 
DG/EM:jt 


