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The People of the State of Illinois, by and through Lisa Madigan, Attorney 

General of the State of Illinois (“the People”), pursuant to the Rules of Practice of the 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“the Commission”), 83 Ill. Admin. Code 200.190, and 

200.500, and the Administrative Law Judges’ direction, hereby reply to the Response 

filed by the Peoples Gas Light & Coke Company (“Peoples Gas” or “the Company”) to 

the People’s Motion to Strike Portions of the Surrebuttal testimony of James F. Schott, 

North Shore/Peoples Gas Exhibit JFS 3.0.   

 In their Response, the Company states that the testimony in question should not 

be stricken because “the record is unclear as to what position the City is taking with 

respect to Rider ICR.”  Peoples Response at 2.  The Company opines that “Mr. Schott is 

simply offering information in an attempt to clarify the muddled record in respect of the 

City’s support or nonsupport of Rider ICR.”   



 Mr. Schott’s musings as to what he hopes the City of Chicago’s position is in this 

case with respect to Rider ICR, hardly “clarifies” the record.  Peoples, it would seem, is 

flummoxed by the fact that the City withdrew their opposition to Rider ICR (but 

continues to oppose the remaining three PGL/North Shore rider proposals), as indicated 

in the referenced footnote in GCI witness Micahel Brosch’s Rebuttal testimony.  Peoples 

curiously suggests that Mr. Brosch himself should have clarified the record.  Motion at 2.  

The implication of this statement is that Mr. Brosch has some particular knowledge as to 

why the City withdrew its opposition.  If the City believes this is the case, they are free to 

cross-examine Mr. Brosch on the point.  Mr. Schott’s speculation as to what he hopes the 

footnote means, however, add nothing to the record on this point.   

 The Company also states, “the Disputed Testimony is highly relevant to the fact-

finding mission in this proceeding.”  Motion at 2.  However, no explanation is provided 

as to why the City’s withdrawal of its opposition to Rider ICR, and whether that means it 

now supports Rider ICR, relates to the fact-finding mission of this proceeding.  

Accordingly, this argument is specious. 

 Finally, the Company states, “Mr. Schott is attempting to address the riddle 

created by the footnote and his statement is merely his interpretation of the ambiguous 

situation crated by the footnote, not speculation.”  Motion at 2.  If Mr. Schott and the 

Company desire clarification on this point, they can opt to cross-examine Mr. Brosch to 

test his knowledge of the City’s change in position, and/or contact the City attorneys 

themselves for clarification.  At a minimum, the People suspect that the City’s position 

will be made perfectly clear in its Brief in this case.   



 Perhaps it is Mr. Schott himself who can shed some light as to why the City 

withdrew its opposition to Rider ICR.  If he has any independent, personal knowledge as 

to why this is the case, he should state so on the record, assuming this information is 

relevant to the fact-finding mission of this proceeding.  However, his speculation and his 

“hope” that the footnote in Mr. Brosch’s testimony “will eventuate in the City offering its 

affirmative support for Rider ICR”
1
 is needless speculation that adds nothing to the 

record.  Mr. Schott’s musings in this regard should be stricken. 

  WHEREFORE, the People of the State of Illinois respectfully request that the 

Administrative Law Judges strike lines 190 through 194 on page 9 of the Surrebuttal 

Testimony of PGL/NS witness James F. Schott. 
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