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WITNESS IDENTIFICATION 1 

Q. What is your name and business address? 2 

A. My name is Matthew Smith.  My business address is 527 E. Capitol Avenue, 3 

Springfield, IL. 4 

Q. Are you the same Matthew Smith who provided direct testimony (Staff Ex. 1.0) 5 

in this proceeding? 6 

A. Yes I am. 7 

PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 8 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A.  The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the claims and assumptions made by 10 

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“PGL” or “Peoples Gas”) witness Mr. Tom 11 

Webb in his pre-filed direct testimony (PGL Ex. 1.0).   12 

Q. Mr. Webb states in his testimony that in your direct testimony (Staff Ex. 1.0) 13 

you state all jurisdictional piping and facilities owned and operated by Peoples 14 

Gas were safe prior to, during, and after the event (PGL Ex. 1.0 Lines 58-60).  15 

Do you concur with Mr. Webb that this is your contention? 16 

A. No.  I only stated that the facilities owned and operated by Peoples Gas located 17 

outside of 9010 S. Normal Street were not leaking.   18 

Q. What facilities would this include? 19 

A. This would include the gas main and services located around 9010 S. Normal Street.  20 

This would also include that portion of the service line at 9010 S. Normal Street from 21 

the main to a location outside, but near, the outer building wall.   22 
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Q. Which jurisdictional piping and facilities owned and operated by Peoples Gas 23 

would this not include? 24 

A. A portion of the service line located outside the building continuing inside the 25 

building to include the gas meter valve, the gas meter, and associated piping up to 26 

the connection with the customer owned piping. 27 

Q. How do you know the facilities outside 9010 S. Normal Street were not 28 

leaking? 29 

A. I verified that Peoples Gas conducted a leak survey over the gas main and service 30 

lines in the immediate vicinity of 9010 S. Normal Street and did not discover any 31 

leakage on the pipeline.  During my initial investigation, I requested that the gas 32 

service line to 9010 S. Normal Street be pressure tested for leakage.  Due to the 33 

damage to the structure, Peoples Gas was not allowed to enter the structure to 34 

install a cap on the gas service inside the basement at 9010 S. Normal Street.  After 35 

discussions with City of Chicago personnel present on the site, Peoples Gas was 36 

allowed to excavate an area near the structure, but outside the structure, to remove 37 

a short segment of underground service pipeline.  Once the pipeline was cut, a cap 38 

was installed on the pipeline.  This allowed a pressure test to be applied near the 39 

gas main to the point of disconnection outside of the structure.  Therefore, the 40 

segments of Peoples Gas’ facilities that were tested or surveyed for leakage were 41 

the gas mains and service pipelines around 9010 S. Normal Street, excluding a 42 

segment of pipeline at 9010 S. Normal from the main up nearly to the inside 43 

segment of jurisdictional pipeline. 44 
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Q. Why did you decide not to request a pressure test of the remaining 45 

jurisdictional service pipeline at 9010 S. Normal Street? 46 

A. I was informed by Peoples Gas during the investigation that the meter valve inside 47 

the residence was turned to the open position and the locking device used to 48 

prevent unauthorized usage was damaged and no longer connected to the valve.  If 49 

I would have requested a pressure test of this segment of pipeline, I knew the 50 

pressure test would fail due to the fact the meter valve was open. 51 

Q. Do you concur with Mr. Webb’s various statements throughout his testimony 52 

that the jurisdictional piping for Peoples Gas was safe? 53 

A. No.  The meter valve, which is located prior to the gas meter, is considered 54 

jurisdictional pipeline according to 49 C.F.R. §192.31 and was not safe because the 55 

valve was not preventing the flow of gas.  The last time a Peoples Gas 56 

representative inspected the facility, prior to the incident, the valve was in the off 57 

position and locked.  Mr. Webb stated in PGL Ex. 1.0 Lines 96-97 that “Peoples Gas 58 

is responsible for the integrity of the piping from the gas main to the outlet of the 59 

meter.”  I concur with Mr. Webb’s statement.  Peoples Gas is responsible for that 60 

segment of pipeline, which includes the gas meter valve located prior to the gas 61 

meter.  Peoples Gas had received indications of gas moving through the meter, 62 

                                            
1
 49 C.F.R. § 192.3  Definitions  

Service line means a distribution line that transports gas from a common source of supply to an individual 

customer, to two adjacent or adjoining residential or small commercial customers, or to multiple 

residential or small commercial customers served through a meter header or manifold. A service line ends 

at the outlet of the customer meter or at the connection to a customer's piping, whichever is further 

downstream, or at the connection to customer piping if there is no meter. (Emphasis original). 
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even though Peoples Gas’ records indicated the valve was in the closed position.  63 

Peoples Gas did not know how the gas was moving through a meter downstream of 64 

a valve that had been closed and failed to implement appropriate measures to 65 

investigate how and why the gas was moving through the meter.  A gas service 66 

documented as discontinued, but subsequently discovered to have gas moving 67 

through the meter, must be considered a potentially unsafe condition.  68 

Q. Mr. Webb states in PGL Ex. 1.0 on Lines 145-146 that “[T]he illegal act of 69 

breaking the lock on the valve did not create an unsafe condition or an 70 

emergency.”  Do you agree with his statement? 71 

A. No.  Mr. Webb did not explain how he arrived at this conclusion.  Peoples Gas had 72 

never accessed the facilities prior to the incident and therefore had no way of 73 

knowing whether a hazardous condition existed at the time the valve was opened.  74 

Peoples Gas is required by 49 C.F.R. Section 192.727 (d)(1)-(3) to discontinue 75 

service to a customer in a number of limited ways.  Specifically, the law states that:  76 

Whenever service to a customer is discontinued, one of the following must 77 
be complied with: 78 
(1)  The valve that is closed to prevent the flow of gas to the customer 79 
must be provided with a locking device or other means designed to 80 
prevent the opening of the valve by persons other than those authorized 81 
by the operator. 82 
(2)  A mechanical device or fitting that will prevent the flow of gas must be 83 
installed in the service line or in the meter assembly. 84 
(3) The customer's piping must be physically disconnected from the gas 85 
supply and the open pipe ends sealed. 86 

 87 

Q. Which way did Peoples Gas choose to discontinue service in this case? 88 

A. Peoples Gas chose Section 192.727 (d)(1).   89 

Q. What is the significance of Section 192.727 (d)(1)?   90 
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A. It requires an operator discontinuing service to a customer to install a locking device 91 

that will prevent the opening of the valve by anyone not authorized by the operator. 92 

Q. Did Peoples Gas authorize the gas to be reinitiated to 9010 S. Normal Street 93 

after the initial disconnection in May 2010? 94 

A. No. To the best of my knowledge, Peoples Gas did not authorize anyone to remove 95 

the locking device and establish gas service at 9010 S. Normal Street.   96 

Q. Mr. Webb states in Lines 218-219 that Peoples Gas Emergency Operating 97 

Procedure (“EOP”) Section IV “contains numerous instructions to shut down 98 

the system and to reduce the pressure in the system.”  Further, Mr. Webb 99 

states in Lines 224-226 that “Peoples Gas is required to proceed with various 100 

response actions, including shutting down the gas supply and/or reducing the 101 

gas pressure.”  Do you feel the actions that Mr. Webb stated are actions that 102 

should have taken place in this case? 103 

A. Yes.  Peoples Gas should have taken actions to shut down the system pressure 104 

once gas was detected flowing through a valve that had a locking device previously 105 

installed.  However, the Company directed its attention to the possibility that a 106 

customer was not paying for unauthorized gas usage.  Mr. Webb states in Lines 107 

113-114 that “Peoples Gas treated this issue as a financial and a non-urgent safety 108 

concern.”   109 

Q. You used the phrase “once gas was detected” in the prior answer.  Why did 110 

you use that phrase or feel it was important to use that phrase? 111 

A. Mr. Webb cited 49 C.F.R. § 192.615 in PGL 1.0 testimony at lines 160-175.  Under 112 

this federal regulation, specifically Section 192.615 (a)(3)(i), each operator is 113 
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required to have written procedures for a prompt and effective response to an 114 

emergency where gas is detected inside or near a building.  Peoples Gas detected 115 

gas usage at 9010 S. Normal Street through automated meter reading (“AMR”).  The 116 

above-mentioned regulation is not specific about the circumstances under which the 117 

operator detects the gas in a building.  This section of the C.F.R. intentionally 118 

includes performance-based language which allows the operator to determine the 119 

most appropriate means to address a requirement, based on their operating 120 

environment and equipment capabilities. The performance language allows for 121 

numerous methods to detect gas inside or near a building.   Natural gas system 122 

operators, including Peoples Gas, routinely receive notification of gas detected 123 

inside or near a building through notifications from the public or the use of leakage 124 

detection equipment.  Ultimately, the operator, in this case, Peoples Gas, must 125 

design, develop, and implement a procedure that defines how to respond to gas 126 

detected inside or near a building and the actions used to conduct the investigation.     127 

Q. Is an operator required by federal or state regulations to utilize AMR? 128 

A. No.  An operator in Illinois is not required to use AMR.  However, the issue is not if 129 

an operator is required to use AMR, but rather, once an operator is notified of gas 130 

usage, either through AMR or any other meter-reading approaches, the operator 131 

must use this knowledge to take appropriate actions. 132 

Q. What actions did Peoples Gas take when gas usage was detected through 133 

AMR? 134 

A. Mr. Webb states in Lines 72-75 that “Peoples Gas sent written notices to the 135 

occupant at that address seeking to have the occupant request gas service.”   136 
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Q. Would you please state if there was an occupant at the time the letters were 137 

sent? 138 

A. I am not aware of any occupant at this location.  Peoples Gas had to make an 139 

assumption that the occupant on record at the time the service was discontinued 140 

was using gas without authorization after the meter valve lock was installed.   141 

Q. Is it reasonable for an operator of a natural gas system in Illinois to make 142 

assumptions that an unknown occupant is consuming gas in a safe manner? 143 

A. No.  Peoples Gas had no knowledge of whether the structure was occupied.  It 144 

appears Peoples Gas, by issuing the letter, assumed that the previously known, or 145 

some other occupant, was using gas without authorization and therefore accepted 146 

that an unauthorized individual in some manner or another reinstated gas service by 147 

tampering with Peoples Gas’ facilities, or that valve lock that Peoples Gas had 148 

installed had failed.  Then Peoples Gas took minimal action to rectify the situation 149 

and no action to determine if the gas was being delivered in a safe manner other 150 

than sending a letter to an unknown occupant.  An operator that makes those types 151 

of assumptions may end up with a home or multi-unit dwelling filling up with natural 152 

gas with the potential of an explosion. 153 

Q. In your career as a pipeline safety analyst for the Commission or before 154 

working for the Commission, have you ever encountered a situation where gas 155 

usage was detected without an occupant present? 156 

A. Yes.  As a gas journeyman for Ameren Illinois Company, I discontinued gas service 157 

according to federal regulation Section 192.727 (d) to a residence.    The 158 

homeowner was deceased and the home sat vacant after the gas was disconnected.  159 
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Several weeks after the service was disconnected, the deceased homeowner’s 160 

grandson entered the structure and noticed gas odor.  I was notified by the grandson 161 

and responded to determine the cause and to prevent the gas from entering the 162 

structure.  I determined the jurisdictional gas valve prior to the meter was allowing 163 

gas to pass through, even though it remained in the off position.  The amount of gas 164 

passing through the valve was small, but over time there was the potential of filling 165 

the house with enough gas to be within the explosive range.   166 

Q. If it is not acceptable for an operator to assume the gas is being consumed 167 

safely by an occupant, then what should an operator do to determine why 168 

unauthorized gas usage is occurring? 169 

A. Any gas system operator, including Peoples Gas, should investigate once the 170 

unauthorized gas usage is detected.  Actions should be taken to discontinue service 171 

and prevent the flow of natural gas until the situation is resolved. 172 

Q. Mr. Webb contends in Lines 297-299 that “[T]reating non-emergency situations 173 

such as occupant use as an emergency requiring prompt and immediate 174 

action dilutes and distracts from real emergencies.”  Is Mr. Webb’s statement 175 

a fair assessment that the usage was not an emergency? 176 

A. No.  Peoples Gas assumed that the unauthorized gas was being consumed in a safe 177 

manner by an occupant.  The unauthorized gas usage detected through AMR or any 178 

other meter reading options should be investigated as an emergency until Peoples 179 

Gas can determine there is not an unsafe condition.  Making assumptions is neither 180 

safe nor the proper way to operate a natural gas system.  Continuing the pattern of 181 
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failing to thoroughly investigate unauthorized gas usage can and will have 182 

devastating consequences. 183 

Q. Mr. Webb is posed a question at Line 302, which states, “How could 184 

customers in good standing be adversely affected?”  Would you please 185 

respond to this question and Mr. Webb’s answer? 186 

A. Yes.  Mr. Webb contends in his answer that customers living in multi-dwelling 187 

buildings could have their gas service discontinued because Peoples Gas would be 188 

required to respond and investigate “occupant use” associated with a meter 189 

previously disconnected and locked but now indicating usage.  Mr. Webb in his 190 

answer has to continue using the assumption that in all cases unauthorized 191 

“occupant usage” gas is being safely consumed by an occupant.  In my opinion, 192 

when usage is being detected, either through AMR or other meter reading actions at 193 

a location where it is known the gas was discontinued and the valve locked to 194 

prevent unauthorized usage, then a prompt and effective response to the gas 195 

detection is required by the utility.  If the gas is leaking due to a tenant removing a 196 

gas stove or gas dryer, then the apartment can fill with natural gas.  If the gas 197 

continues to fill the building without detection and adequate response to cease the 198 

flow of gas, then there is the possibility of an explosion or fire.   199 

 To answer the question posed to Mr. Webb in line 302, I would state that customers 200 

in good standing could at a minimum be displaced due to fire or explosion and there 201 

is also the possibility those customers could lose their lives. 202 

Q. Would you please summarize your testimony? 203 
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A. Peoples Gas was notified through AMR readings of unauthorized gas usage at 9010 204 

S. Normal Street.  The gas service to the residence was previously disconnected by 205 

Peoples Gas turning the meter valve to the off position and a locking device installed 206 

to prevent unauthorized usage.  Peoples Gas focused its attention on the loss of 207 

revenue related to gas consumed by an occupant who had not established gas 208 

service.  Peoples Gas further allowed the unauthorized gas usage to continue and 209 

took no further actions other than mailing letters encouraging the unknown occupant 210 

to contact Peoples Gas and establish service until the usage ceased.  Mr. Webb 211 

stated that Peoples Gas was concerned with the financial aspects of the gas usage 212 

and their actions upon discovering the unauthorized gas usage are entirely 213 

consistent with that assumption.  However, Peoples Gas had no information that an 214 

occupant was safely consuming natural gas.  Gas flowing and being measured in a 215 

meter downstream of a valve lock can be occurring either because the valve had 216 

failed or because someone intentionally tampered with the valve to re-open it.  217 

Neither of those situations is a safe situation.  Peoples Gas should have taken 218 

appropriate actions to make safe the jurisdictional piping by disconnecting the 219 

service.  To ensure the safe transportation of natural gas, an operator must 220 

implement a well-known natural gas industry practice: “Protect life, then property.”     221 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 222 

A. Yes, it does. 223 


