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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. John Erickson.  My business address is 12206 Folkstone Drive, Herndon, Virginia 20171. 3 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 4 

A. I am President of Safety and Compliance Evaluation, Inc. and Vice President of the 5 

American Public Gas Association. 6 

Q. Are you the same John Erickson who presented rebuttal testimony in this 7 

proceeding? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 10 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 11 

A. My surrebuttal testimony responds to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois Commerce 12 

Commission (“Commission”) Staff (“Staff”) witness David Sackett. 13 

Q. What are the conclusions of your surrebuttal testimony? 14 

A. I reach the following conclusions:  (i) the Gas Line Comfort Guard (“GLCG”) product 15 

offered by Nicor Energy Services Company (“Nicor Services”) provides important safety 16 

services to customers that are not identical to services offered by Northern Illinois Gas 17 

Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company (“Nicor Gas” or “the Company”); and (ii) GLCG 18 

provides a valuable service if even a small percentage of the homes that use it have 19 

dangerous connectors replaced or repairs made under the program.  20 
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III. SUBSTANCE OF TESTIMONY 21 

Q. Mr. Sackett contends that the “comparison” in your rebuttal testimony is 22 

“mistaken.”  (Sackett Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 22:394-403).  What is your response to 23 

Mr. Sackett’s contention? 24 

A. Mr. Sackett’s critique of my testimony is off the mark.  Mr. Sackett asserts that Nicor 25 

Gas offers repair and inspection services that are identical to those of GLCG and, 26 

accordingly, asserts that my testimony is based on an incorrect “comparison.”  However, 27 

Mr. O’Connor’s surrebuttal testimony points out that, contrary to Mr. Sackett’s 28 

contention, Nicor Gas does not commit to providing repair and inspection services for 29 

customers.  (O’Connor Sur., Nicor Gas Ex. 5.0, 23:508-24:524).  While Nicor Gas may 30 

choose to provide those services to customers for a fee under certain circumstances, it is 31 

not obligated to do so.  As Mr. O’Connor notes, the documents that Mr. Sackett cites in 32 

his rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 4.0., Att. F and Staff Ex. 2.0, Att. I) confirm that Nicor 33 

Gas may respond to gas leaks by disconnection or valving off appliances, and may 34 

respond to locating a dangerous uncoated brass appliance connector by removing or 35 

disabling the dangerous connector or, if that cannot be done, shutting off and locking the 36 

gas meter.  Nicor Services, on the other hand, undertakes a contractual commitment to 37 

perform the covered repairs and inspections services for its GLCG customers.  Thus, the 38 

“comparison,” as Mr. Sackett calls it, in my testimony was correct.  GLCG does provide 39 

important safety services to Nicor Services’ customers. 40 

Q. Are there substantive points in your rebuttal testimony with which Mr. Sackett now 41 

concedes agreement? 42 
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A. Yes.  Although he does so in a fashion that is terse and slants somewhat the description of 43 

the services at issue, Mr. Sackett actually concedes the thrust of my rebuttal testimony.  44 

(Sackett Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 22:405-23:409).  For the customers mentioned above, the 45 

services that GLCG provides are important to public safety.  The fire and explosion risks 46 

posed by uncoated brass connectors are serious.  Customers cannot safely inspect for or 47 

replace these connectors themselves.  Mr. Sackett does not challenge my testimony about 48 

these hazards or the others that I discussed in my rebuttal testimony (Erickson Reb., 49 

Nicor Gas Ex. 3.0, 9:237-14:367) – and for good reason.  Those hazards are serious and 50 

well-documented.  It is important to public safety that customers have available to them 51 

accessible services for repairs and inspections.  GLCG provides such services. 52 

Q. Mr. Sackett characterizes your testimony concerning Docket No. 05-0341 and 53 

comments on the docket.  (Sackett Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 23:411-24:429).  Do you have 54 

comments concerning his discussion of that docket? 55 

A. Yes.  Mr. Sackett now says that his direct testimony did not attempt to characterize the 56 

leaks to be repaired and inspections provided by GLCG service as minor.  (Id., 23:418-57 

24:429).  He also now says that his direct testimony did not minimize the importance of 58 

such inspections and repairs by noting that in any given year only a small percentage of 59 

the customer base will report such leaks.  (Id.)  I have been employed in this industry 60 

more than thirty years in positions where these issues are important aspects of my work.  61 

Thus, I am familiar with discussions about these issues.  Whether one takes Mr. Sackett’s 62 

rebuttal testimony as a clarification of his direct testimony or a retreat from of his direct 63 

testimony, he now concedes agreement with the substance of the points that I made when 64 

I discussed Docket No. 05-0341.  That docket, which contrary to Mr. Sackett’s 65 
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characterization did not discuss the respondent’s shareholders or profits (id., 23:411-16), 66 

addressed the failure of the respondent to inspect the utility’s portion of piping within 67 

customer homes.  (Erickson Reb., Nicor Gas Ex. 3.0, 19:469-71).  I cited that docket 68 

because: (1) the environment for and risks posed by such piping are nearly identical to 69 

that of the piping addressed by GLCG; and (2) the respondent in that docket argued, as 70 

Mr. Sackett appeared to argue in his direct testimony, that the incremental value of the 71 

inspections not made was de minimis because a only small percentage of such inspections 72 

showed any leaks and the leaks found tended to be minor.  (Id., 19:474-20:498).  As I 73 

noted, Staff and the Commission took strong positions in opposition to any such de 74 

minimis approach to indoor gas leaks.  (Id., 20:499-21:519).  The same point applies here.  75 

GLCG provides a valuable service if even a small percentage of the homes that use it 76 

have dangerous connectors replaced or repairs made under the program.  The GLCG 77 

claims data show a large number of households who have benefitted from these important 78 

services. 79 

IV. CONCLUSION 80 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 81 

A. Yes. 82 


