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Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is John W. Hendrickson and my business address is 527 E. Capitol 2 

Ave., Springfield, IL  62701. 3 

 4 

Q.  What is your present position, and what are your responsibilities? 5 

A. I am the Manager of the Rates Department of the Illinois Commerce 6 

Commission (“ICC”) and my responsibilities include supervision over rate 7 

design, cost of service and tariff administration for electric, gas, water and 8 

sewer matters. 9 

 10 

Q.  Please discuss your educational background. 11 

A. I have a BA in Education from Illinois State University, and a MS in 12 

Economics from the University of Illinois at Springfield (formerly Sangamon 13 

State University). 14 

 15 

Q.  Please discuss your experience in public utility regulation. 16 

A. I have been the Manager of the Rates Department since 2000 and began my 17 

work at the ICC in October 1998 as an Economic Analyst and have testified 18 

in various dockets regarding rates and cost of service. 19 

 20 

 Prior to my employment with the ICC, I worked for Central Illinois Public 21 

Service Company and Ameren Services from 1973-1998.   22 

  23 
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Q.  What is the purpose of your testimony? 24 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to discuss certain issues in Nicor Gas 25 

Company’s (“Nicor” or “the Company”) proposed Rider 30 Energy Efficiency 26 

Plan Cost Recovery (“Rider EEP”).  Specifically, I will address 1) the number 27 

of rate groups that is appropriate for Nicor, 2) the Company’s proposal for its 28 

Rider 29 final reconciliation balance and 3) a minor typographical error.  29 

 30 

Q. Please discuss the Company’s proposal to recover its energy efficiency 31 

costs from rate classes. 32 

A. In the testimony of Nicor Gas witness Malcolm Quick, he states that “Rider 33 

EEP would apply to all rate classes.  Section 8-104(c) of the Act provides that 34 

an approved rider “shall be applicable to the utility’s customers”.  Nicor Gas 35 

interprets this to mean that cost recovery should be collected from all of its 36 

customers.” (Nicor Gas Ex. 3.0, p. 9) 37 

 38 

Q. Please discuss the Company’s proposal to recover its energy efficiency 39 

costs from three rate groups. 40 

A. The Company does not address its proposal in direct testimony, but 41 

according to its existing Rider 29 Energy Efficiency Plan, Nicor has a charge 42 

for residential customers, Rate 1, and for certain non-residential customers, 43 

Rates 4 and 74.  However, it appears that Section 8-104(c) of the Public 44 

Utilities Act (“Act”) requires that the utility provide energy efficiency measures 45 

for all customers and that all customers are responsible for cost recovery of 46 
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energy efficiency measures except those customers who are exempt, based 47 

on Section 8-104(m) of the Act. If all customers are required to pay for energy 48 

efficiency measures, then the issue becomes one of how to charge 49 

customers.  50 

 51 

 Nicor is proposing to charge customers in a manner than includes all 52 

customer classes in three rate groups for purposes of energy efficiency 53 

programs.  The three rate groups are based generally on customer size and 54 

each of the three rate groups would have a separately determined cost 55 

recovery charge.  As shown in its proposed Rider EEP, the Company 56 

proposes to have three cost recovery charges that would be applicable to 57 

Residential (Rate 1), Small Non-residential (Rates 4, 5, 74 and 75) and Large 58 

Non-residential (Rates 6, 7, 17, 19, 76 and 77). 59 

 60 

Q. What is your response to Nicor’s proposal? 61 

A. I believe that the three rate groups, as defined by Nicor, are appropriate for 62 

the recovery of energy efficiency costs. 63 

 64 

Q. What are your conclusion and your recommendation? 65 

A. Based on the reasons state above, I conclude that the Company’s proposal 66 

to recover its energy efficiency costs from the three rate groups defined in 67 

Rider EEP is appropriate and I recommend that the proposal be approved.  68 

 69 
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Q. Please discuss the Company’s proposal regarding a potential Rider 29 70 

final reconciliation balance. 71 

A. In Mr. Quick’s testimony, he proposes that the final reconciliation balance be 72 

refunded or charged as an adjustment to the customer charge on customer 73 

bills, along with providing a notification in a bill insert. (Nicor Gas Ex. 3.0, p. 74 

14, lines 301-309)  He claims that this will have minimal confusion for 75 

customers. 76 

 77 

Q. How do you respond to this proposal? 78 

A. I believe that the manner on how to refund or charge the final reconciliation 79 

can be handled in a more efficient and more convenient manner and will not 80 

cause any customer confusion. 81 

 82 

 First, I agree with the Company that it would be confusing to customers to 83 

have two separate charges on the bill referred to as Energy Efficiency Plan 84 

cost recovery.  However, I do not agree that making a one-time adjustment to 85 

the customers’ monthly customer charge will have minimal customer 86 

confusion.  Customers recognize that the customer charge on their monthly 87 

bills is generally unchanging from month to month.  Thus, imagine the 88 

questions that customers will have when their customer charge for one month 89 

is, for example, $14.08. Then, the following month it becomes $14.05 to 90 

reflect the inclusion of the final reconciliation balance and, further, that the 91 

next following month the customer charge reverts back to $14.08. 92 
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 93 

 The Company presents the position that it “would notify customers in the 94 

appropriate monthly bill insert of the amount of the adjustments and that they 95 

are for only one month.” (Nicor Gas Ex. 3.0, p. 14, lines 308-309)  96 

Unfortunately, very few customers read the bill inserts and even if they do 97 

read the insert, they would have to specifically read the section that would 98 

describe this change and then review their bill to try to capture the full 99 

meaning. 100 

 101 

Q. Do you have a resolution of this issue that is more appropriate and less 102 

confusing? 103 

A. Yes. I believe that the final reconciliation amount should be handled in the 104 

same manner as Mr. Quick describes in his testimony. (Nicor Gas Ex. 3.0, p. 105 

14, lines 312-317)  106 

 107 

 Currently, for service rendered on and after October 1, 2010, the charge to 108 

residential customers is $(0.03) and to non-residential customers is $(0.07). If 109 

the current charge is only a few pennies per customer per month, then the 110 

expectation of the charge for the final reconciliation amount could easily be 111 

less than the $(0.03) and the $(0.07) current charge per customer. 112 

 113 

 With the likelihood of a very small final reconciliation balance, there is no 114 

reason to go through the hassle of adjusting the customer charge on 115 
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customer bills and trying to explain that adjustment in a bill insert. I do not see 116 

any advantage to the Company’s proposal of making adjustments in this 117 

manner and trying to explain it all to customers in a way that is 118 

understandable and that avoids any confusion.  119 

 120 

 Instead, I recommend that the Rider 29 final reconciliation amount be 121 

included in the RIC in the formula used to determine the Rider EEP charges. 122 

This is the same resolution that is proposed by Mr. Quick for any possible 123 

remaining balance after the final reconciliation.  124 

 125 

 Handling the final reconciliation balance in this manner will be efficient and 126 

cost effective for the Company and will avoid any possible confusion to 127 

customers. 128 

 129 

Q. Please discuss the minor typographical error. 130 

A. In the Company’s proposed Rider EEP, Nicor Gas Exhibit 3.1, page 3 of 5, in 131 

the second paragraph in the first line it states “The dollar value Incremental 132 

Costs of the type specified in clause (III) above….”  133 

 It appears that the reference to clause (III) should be clause (3) to avoid 134 

potential confusion.  135 

 136 

Q. Does this question conclude your direct testimony? 137 

A. Yes, it does. 138 


