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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
  

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
 
Illinois Commerce Commission  ) 
  On Its Own Motion    ) 
      ) 
  v.    ) 
      ) 
The Peoples Gas Light and   ) Docket No. 10-0716 
 Coke Company   ) 
      ) 
Citation for alleged violations  ) 
federal rules incorporated by the  ) 
Illinois Commerce Commission   ) 
regarding testing    ) 
 

TESTIMONY IN RESPONSE TO STAFF REPORT 
OF 

THOMAS KERR 
 

 
Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A.  Thomas Kerr, 38 W. 64th Street, Chicago, Illinois 60637. 2 

Q. By whom are you employed? 3 

A. The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas”). 4 

Q.  What position do you hold with Peoples Gas? 5 

A. I am the General Supervisor, South District.  6 

Q. What are your responsibilities in that position? 7 

A. I am responsible for construction work in the South District, including 8 

laying mains, replacing mains and retiring mains. 9 

Q. How long have you held this position? 10 

A. Since January 1, 2011. 11 

Q. What was your previous position? 12 
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A. General Supervisor, Central District. 13 

Q. How long have you held that position? 14 

A. I was a General Supervisor in the Central District for approximately six 15 

years. 16 

Q. What were your responsibilities in that position? 17 

A. I was responsible for construction during the last three years that I held 18 

that position.  Before that, I was responsible for services, meters, leak 19 

investigations and other related work. 20 

Q. Did you hold the position of General Supervisor, Central District on March 21 

3, 2010? 22 

A. Yes. 23 

Q. Please summarize your educational background and experience. 24 

A. I graduated from high school in 1979.  I joined Peoples Gas in 1981.  I was 25 

a laborer at Peoples Gas for seven years, then a dump truck driver for one 26 

year, then a street mechanic for three years (levels 3, 2 and 1), and then I 27 

was a crew leader until I was promoted to General Supervisor. 28 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits or schedules to your testimony? 29 

A. No. 30 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 31 

A. On March 3, 2010, the date of the incident in question, I was the General 32 

Supervisor of the Peoples Gas crew that performed the work at Jackson 33 

Boulevard and Wacker Drive in Chicago.  I will discuss the general scope 34 
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of the project and the specific work the crew performed leading up to the 35 

incident. 36 

Q. What was the general scope of the work that the crew was planning to 37 

perform on March 3, 2010 at Jackson Boulevard and Wacker Drive? 38 

A. There was an existing 20-inch steel main at that location.  That main 39 

operated at low pressure, which was approximately one-quarter of a 40 

pound of pressure.  The plan was to uprate a segment of that 20-inch steel 41 

main from low pressure to medium pressure, which operates at 42 

approximately 22 pounds per square inch (“psi”).  The maximum allowable 43 

operating pressure for Peoples Gas' medium pressure system is 25 psi.  44 

As part of the uprating procedure, it was necessary to pressure-test the 45 

pipe segment in order to make sure it had the integrity to operate at 46 

medium pressure.  On March 3, 2010, the crew was planning to perform 47 

the required pressure test consistent with Peoples Gas’ uprating 48 

procedures. 49 

Q. Please describe in general terms the steps that were taken leading up to 50 

the pressure test of that pipe segment. 51 

A. Prior to March 3, 2010, a contractor for Peoples Gas performed certain 52 

preliminary work which was required for the pressure test.  The contractor 53 

excavated and shored the opening where the pressure test was to be 54 

performed.  The contractor also welded end caps on each end of the 55 

segment of the 20-inch steel main.  The welded end cap had an opening in 56 

the end cap where the pressure test was to be performed, so that 57 
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compressed air could be introduced into the pipe segment and could be 58 

measured. 59 

Q. Please describe the steps that the Peoples Gas crew took on March 3, 60 

2010. 61 

A. The crew installed a spring gauge and a recording gauge to the opening in 62 

the end cap.  The purpose of the gauges was to measure the pressure of 63 

the compressed air introduced into the pipe segment.  The crew then 64 

connected the air hose in order to introduce air into the pipe segment from 65 

the air compressor.  The crew introduced 100 psi of compressed air into 66 

the pipe segment, which was the correct amount of pressure for this 67 

pressure test based on Peoples Gas’ procedures.  My understanding is 68 

that after the crew introduced 100 psi of compressed air into the pipe 69 

segment, there was a pipe failure.  The pipe had separated and moved. 70 

Q. Do you know the reason for the failure? 71 

A. No.  However, I understand that an unexposed mechanical fitting 72 

separated after the 100 psi of air was introduced into the pipe segment. 73 

Q.  Prior to the pressure test, was the Company aware of any mechanical 74 

fittings in the affected pipe segment. 75 

A. Prior to the pressure test, Peoples Gas was not aware that there were any 76 

mechanical fittings in the affected pipe segment. 77 

Q. Were you present during the pressure test? 78 

A. No. 79 

Q. Did you have conversations with the crew prior to the work? 80 
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A. Yes.  I spoke with the crew leader on a daily basis to discuss the scope of 81 

the crew’s work and to answer any questions they may have.  On March 3, 82 

2010, I went to the job site where the crew was working in the morning, 83 

which was on Harrison Avenue near Wells Street.  We discussed the work 84 

that the crew was to perform that day, including the pressure test that was 85 

to be performed at Jackson and Wacker that afternoon. 86 

Q. Did the crew utilize blocking or bracing as part of the pressure test? 87 

A. No. 88 

Q. Was the crew required to utilize blocking or bracing for this type of 89 

pressure test? 90 

A. No. 91 

Q. Why not? 92 

A. Blocking or bracing was not required for a pressure test when the end cap 93 

was welded in place. 94 

Q. Why was that the procedure? 95 

A. When an end cap is welded properly, it essentially becomes part of the 96 

pipe, and there is no risk that the end cap will separate during the pressure 97 

test.  In this case, the end cap was properly welded, so blocking or bracing 98 

was not required. 99 

Q. After the pipe failure in this case, did the welded end cap remain attached 100 

to the pipe? 101 

A. Yes, it did.  The end cap was properly welded and remained in place at all 102 

times, even after the failure. 103 
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Q. Who made the decision to install a welded end cap on the pipe segment at 104 

issue? 105 

A. My manager at the time, Rodney Looney, who has since retired from 106 

Peoples Gas. 107 

Q. Was Mr. Looney authorized to make that decision? 108 

A. Yes, it was his responsibility as the manager. 109 

Q. Did the crew correctly follow Company procedures during the pressure 110 

test? 111 

A. Yes. 112 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions. 113 

A. The crew properly followed all procedures.  The crew was not required to 114 

utilize blocking or bracing because the end cap was welded. 115 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony in response to the Staff Report? 116 

A. Yes, it does. 117 


