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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Brett Seagle, and my business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 2 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

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

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission as a Gas Engineer in the 5 

Energy Engineering Program of the Safety and Reliability Division. 6 

Q. Please state your educational background. 7 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Mechanical Engineering from Southern 8 

Illinois University in Carbondale, Illinois. 9 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities as a Gas Engineer in the Engineering 10 

Program? 11 

A. My primary responsibilities and duties are the performance of studies and 12 

analyses dealing with the day-to-day and long term operations and planning of 13 

gas utilities serving Illinois.  For example, I review purchased gas adjustment 14 

clause reconciliations, rate base additions, levels of natural gas used for working 15 

capital, and utility applications for Certificates of Public Convenience and 16 

Necessity.  I also perform gas meter audits. 17 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities associated with this docket? 18 
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A. My duties and responsibilities are to review the filings by North Shore Gas 19 

Company (“North Shore”) and The Peoples Gas, Light, and Coke Company 20 

(“Peoples Gas”) (collectively the “Companies”) for increases in their base rates 21 

and operating and maintenance (“O&M”) Expenses.  My testimony will cover the 22 

following topics listed below: 23 

1.  Peoples Gas’ inadvertent inclusion of costs associated with Plastic 24 
Pipefitting Remediation Program; 25 

2.  Peoples Gas’ justification to recover costs associated with a Liquefied 26 
Natural Gas (“LNG”) Truck Loading Facility at the LNG Plant at Peoples 27 
Gas’ Manlove Underground Natural Gas Storage Field; and 28 

3.  North Shore’s justification to recover costs associated with a locker room 29 
replacement project at North Shore’s Waukegan Facility. 30 

Q. What recommendations are you making in this testimony regarding the above 31 

topics? 32 

A. My recommendations to the Commission for each topic are as follows: 33 

(1)  Reduce Peoples Gas’ requested O&M expense by $164,123 associated 34 
with its remediation project involving the replacement of plastic 35 
pipefittings; 36 

(2) Reduce Peoples Gas’ rate base, regarding a LNG truck loading facility, by 37 
$4,000,000; and 38 

(3)  Reduce North Shore’s rate base, regarding a locker room replacement 39 
project at North Shore’s Waukegan Facility, by $200,000. 40 

Q. Have you included any attachments as part of your testimony? 41 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following attachments: 42 

 Attachment 1  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 4.01 43 
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 Attachment 2  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 5.05 Att. 01 44 

 Attachment 3  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 2.19 Att. 01 45 

 Attachment 4  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 4.12 46 

 Attachment 5  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 5.01 47 

 Attachment 6  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 5.02 48 

 Attachment 7  Peoples Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 5.04 49 

 Attachment 8  North Shore Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 4.11 50 

 Attachment 9  North Shore Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 2.18 Att. 01 51 

 Attachment 10 North Shore Gas’ Response to Staff DR ENG 6.01 52 

Standard Followed 53 

Q. What standard did you use for your review of the topics you discuss in your direct 54 

testimony? 55 

A. While I am not an attorney, I rely on the requirements of Section 9-211 of the 56 

Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) when reviewing the Companies’ request to receive 57 

recovery for the costs associated with rate base additions.  This section of the 58 

PUA states as follows: 59 

The Commission, in any determination of rates or charges, shall 60 
include in a utility’s rate base only the value of such investment 61 
which is both prudently incurred and used and useful in providing 62 
service to public utilities customers.  (220 ILCS 5/9-211) 63 

Q. Has the Commission defined prudence in past dockets? 64 

A. Yes.  The Commission defined prudence as: 65 

[T]hat standard of care which a reasonable person would be 66 
expected to exercise under the circumstances encountered by 67 
utility management at the time decisions had to be made. In 68 
determining whether or not a judgment was prudently made, only 69 
those facts available at the time the judgment was exercised can be 70 
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considered. Hindsight review is impermissible. Imprudence cannot 71 
be sustained by substituting one’s judgment for that of another. The 72 
prudence standard recognizes that reasonable persons can have 73 
honest differences of opinion without one or the other necessarily 74 
being ‘imprudent’. (Commonwealth Edison Company, Order, 75 
Docket No. 84-0395, October 7, 1987, p. 17.) 76 

 Also, in Docket No. 88-0142, the Commission defined prudence as follows: 77 

Prudence is that standard of care which a reasonable person would 78 
be expected to exercise under the same circumstances 79 
encountered by utility management at the time decisions had to be 80 
made.  In determining whether a judgment was prudently made, 81 
only those facts available at the time judgment was exercised can 82 
be considered.  Hindsight review is impermissible. (Illinois Power 83 
Company, Order, Docket No. 88-0142, February 5, 1992, pp. 25-84 
26.) 85 

Q. Did you rely on the PUA and prior Commission Orders described above to review 86 

the topics discussed in your direct testimony? 87 

A. Yes. 88 

Plastic Pipefitting Remediation Project 89 

Q. What is the plastic pipefitting remediation project (“PPRP”)? 90 

A. The PPRP is a project to replace certain plastic fittings on Peoples Gas’ system 91 

that do not comply with certain industry standards referenced in Part 192 of Title 92 

49 of the CFR, in particular Section 192.631 of Title 49.  The project includes the 93 

remediation by replacement of all non-compliant fittings that Peoples Gas 94 

installed on its system. 95 

                                            

1 Section 192.63 is entitled Marking of Materials. 
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Q. Has the Commission ruled on the request for inclusion of costs associated with 96 

the PPRP in a prior Peoples Gas docket? 97 

A. Yes.  In Docket No. 12-0511/12-0512, the Commission denied Peoples Gas’ 98 

request to include the costs associated with the PPRP in its revenue 99 

requirement. (Peoples Gas Light and Coke Co., Order, Docket No. 12-0511/12-100 

0512 (Cons.), 143, June 18, 2013.) 101 

Q. What amount of O&M expense did Peoples Gas include in the revenue 102 

requirement for costs for the instant proceeding associated with the PPRP? 103 

A. As shown on Peoples Gas’ response to Staff Data Request (“DR”) ENG 4.01 104 

(Attachment 1), Peoples Gas included $164,908 of O&M expense associated 105 

with the PPRP in the instant proceeding. 106 

Q. Is Peoples Gas requesting the Commission to reconsider its prior ruling? 107 

A No.  Peoples Gas in its response to Staff DR ENG 4.01 states: “Peoples Gas 108 

inadvertently included $164,908 in O&M expenses related to the PPRP in its 109 

initial filing.  These costs should not have been included and the exclusion will be 110 

reflected in rebuttal.” 111 

Q. What conclusion have you reached regarding Peoples Gas’ inclusion of costs 112 

associated with the PPRP? 113 
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A. After reviewing the Peoples Gas’ response to Staff DR ENG 4.01 (Attachment 1), 114 

I conclude that as long as Peoples Gas provides an update to the schedules that 115 

exclude  the costs associated with the PPRP, Staff has no further concerns about 116 

these costs. 117 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding this topic? 118 

A. I recommend the Commission adopt Peoples Gas’ amended schedules that 119 

reflect the removal of $164,908 in O&M expenses associated with the PPRP, as 120 

shown in Peoples Gas response to Staff DR ENG 5.05 Attach 01 (Attachment 2). 121 

LNG Truck Loading Facility 122 

 Q. What is Peoples Gas’ LNG Truck Loading Facility? 123 

A. Peoples Gas wants to construct a $4,000,000 facility that would allow it to load 124 

tanker trucks with LNG from its LNG facility.  Peoples Gas’ LNG facility is located 125 

at its Manlove Underground Gas Storage Field (“Manlove”) near Fisher, Illinois. 126 

Q. Do you know why Peoples Gas wants to construct the LNG Truck Loading 127 

Facility? 128 

A. Yes.  Peoples Gas wants to sell LNG to LNG marketers via tanker trucks from 129 

Manlove.  Peoples Gas indicates in  its Response to Staff DR ENG 2.19, Attach 130 

1 (Attachment 3), that: “This project is required to deliver LNG for sale which 131 

would potentially provide utility customers with cost savings in the form of 132 
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reduced gas costs from those LNG sales as well as avoided costs associated 133 

with LNG weathering while in storage.” 134 

Q. What conclusion have you reached regarding Peoples Gas’ request to 135 

construct a LNG truck loading facility? 136 

A. I concluded that Peoples Gas failed to provide sufficient information to 137 

demonstrate that the costs associated with the construction of a LNG Truck 138 

Loading Facility will be prudently incurred and the investment will be used and 139 

useful by December 31, 2015, the end of the test year.  Therefore, I am 140 

recommending the removal of all of Peoples Gas’ requested costs, $4,000,000, 141 

associated with the project. 142 

Q. Why have you concluded that Peoples Gas failed to provide the necessary 143 

information to support the inclusion of costs associated with this project in its rate 144 

increase request? 145 

A. I have five reasons that form the basis for my conclusion.  First, Peoples Gas is a 146 

public utility under Section 3-105 of the PUA.  (220 ILCS 5/3-105).  While I am 147 

not an attorney, I understand that it is Peoples Gas’ legal burden to demonstrate 148 

that it meets the requirements of the PUA for a project such as the LNG Truck 149 

Loading Facility Peoples Gas must demonstrate that the PUA allows it to sell 150 

LNG into tanker trucks.  Peoples Gas has not yet made this demonstration. 151 
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 Second, Peoples Gas has not provided sufficient documentation demonstrating 152 

the need for this upgrade, and a need for the project must exist for the project’s 153 

costs to be a prudently incurred. 154 

 Third, I am not aware that the Commission has approved neither a tariff allowing 155 

Peoples Gas to sell LNG nor am I aware of Peoples Gas proposing or filing any 156 

such tariffs for approval nor has Peoples Gas petitioned for Commission 157 

approval. 158 

 Fourth, Peoples Gas is still in the initial planning phase of the project, and at this 159 

point, it has not secured any contracts for the sale of LNG, which would be 160 

necessary to make this a viable project. 161 

 Finally, Peoples Gas has not acquired the necessary internal executive approval 162 

to proceed with the project. 163 

Q. What is your first reason that forms the basis for your conclusion that Peoples 164 

Gas failed to provide the necessary information to support the inclusion of costs 165 

associated with this project in its rate increase request? 166 

A. I have a concern regarding the legality of Peoples Gas providing this service, the 167 

sale of LNG, since I am not aware of this type of proposal before the Commission 168 

previously.  While I am not an attorney, I understand that Peoples Gas has the 169 

burden to demonstrate how its proposal to sell LNG from its proposed LNG Truck 170 

Loading Facility complies with the PUA or other Illinois requirements. 171 
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Q. Has Peoples Gas demonstrated the legality of its intent to sell LNG after the 172 

completion of the proposed LNG Truck Loading Facility? 173 

A. No.  I recommend Peoples Gas directly address this issue in its rebuttal 174 

testimony. 175 

Q. Assuming that Peoples Gas can legally sell LNG from the proposed LNG Truck 176 

Loading Facility, what is your second reason that forms the basis for your 177 

conclusion that Peoples Gas failed to provide the necessary information to 178 

support the inclusion of costs associated with this project in its rate increase 179 

request? 180 

A. Peoples Gas has not provided sufficient documentation demonstrating the need 181 

for this upgrade, and a need for the project must exist for the project’s costs to be 182 

prudently incurred. 183 

Q. Have you requested any supporting documentation regarding Peoples Gas’ claim 184 

of potential customer benefits realized due to the completion of the LNG Truck 185 

Loading facility? 186 

A. Yes.  I requested that Peoples Gas quantify the benefits it expects its customers 187 

to realize if the truck loading facility is completed.  Peoples Gas’ response to 188 

Staff Data request ENG 4.12 (Attachment 4) indicates it has no firm estimate of 189 

benefits that its customers will realize as a result of the project.  Peoples Gas 190 

states its intention to calculate these benefits, but is unable to provide an 191 

estimate at this time. 192 
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Q. Have you requested any additional supporting documentation regarding the 193 

quantification of customer benefits demonstrating a need for the project? 194 

A. Yes.  I requested this information in Staff Data request ENG 5.01 (Attachment 5).  195 

Peoples Gas’ response states: “Peoples Gas proposes that it flow all revenues 196 

through its Gas Charge as credits against recoverable gas costs.”  This response 197 

continues to demonstrate that Peoples Gas has no firm cost estimate of benefits 198 

that its customers will realize as a result of the project because, although 199 

Peoples Gas describes a potential benefit, it lacks a quantification of those 200 

benefits. 201 

Q. Peoples Gas describes another benefit for this project in response to Staff DR 202 

ENG 2.19, Attach 01 (Attachment 3); mainly, avoided costs associated with LNG 203 

weathering while in storage.  What is LNG Weathering? 204 

A. LNG Weathering refers to a change in the constituent composition of the 205 

cold pressurized fluid remaining in an LNG storage tank.  Natural gas is 206 

composed of multiple gases with the majority of its composition being 207 

methane, but it also includes other gas such as propane and ethane.  As 208 

ambient heat leaks into the LNG storage tanks, the LNG will slowly 209 

vaporize, but the lightest gas, in this case methane will vaporize first.  210 

Over time, the methane percentage of the LNG in the storage tanks is 211 

reduced while the percentage of the heavier gas, such as propane and 212 

ethane, increases.  If a company does not vaporize off a portion of its 213 

inventory on a regular basis, the higher weight and heat content of the 214 
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LNG can cause equipment issues, which could cause certain equipment 215 

within the LNG Plant to cease functioning and bring the process of 216 

vaporization to a standstill for an unspecified time.  In other words, too 217 

much heavy gas in the storage tanks could mean that when the customers 218 

need the gas from the LNG plant, the plant might not be able to function. 219 

Q. Is the construction of a LNG Truck Loading Facility the only means that 220 

you are aware for addressing the LNG weathering issue? 221 

A. No.   Peoples Gas uses the LNG facility to supplement system supply by 222 

vaporizing LNG on peak days when system supply from interstate pipelines and 223 

its supply from the on-system storage field is insufficient.  Given that LNG 224 

weathering is caused by a lack of usage of the facility, Peoples Gas can operate 225 

the LNG facility to cycle its inventory and reduce the issues caused by 226 

weathering. 227 

Q. Are you aware of any reason that Commission Staff would oppose Peoples’ 228 

operation of its LNG facility to cycle gas inventory and eliminate the LNG 229 

weathering issue as you described above? 230 

A. No.  I would expect Commission Staff to support Peoples’ efforts to maintain the 231 

operability of its LNG facility by cycling the LNG. 232 

Q. Aside from weathering, has Peoples Gas identified any other benefits 233 

associated with its proposed LNG Truck Loading Facility? 234 
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A. Yes.  In its response to Staff DR ENG 4.12 (Attachment 4), Peoples Gas 235 

indicates the project can provide the operational capability to transfer LNG 236 

from tanker trucks to the existing LNG storage tanks if additional LNG 237 

were to be needed to serve utility customers. 238 

Q. Has Peoples Gas provided any indication that it requires the ability to 239 

purchase LNG from tanker trucks to potentially refill its LNG storage 240 

tanks? 241 

A. No.  Additionally, the LNG facility has only operated infrequently, which 242 

has caused the issue with the LNG weathering.  Therefore, I do not see 243 

the need for the LNG Truck Loading Facility to provide additional supply of 244 

LNG to Peoples Gas’ facility. 245 

Q. Has Peoples Gas provided any evidence that it could reasonably expect to 246 

acquire LNG from some other nearby source, truck it to Manlove, and 247 

unload it into the LNG facility at volumes that would make the option 248 

viable? 249 

A. No. 250 

Q. Why is it important for Peoples Gas to provide documentation demonstrating that 251 

the project is prudent? 252 

A. Peoples Gas must show that capital investments made in the course of operating 253 

its natural gas utility company are prudent because ultimately, it is the ratepayer 254 

that bears the burden of the costs associated with capital projects.  Peoples Gas 255 



Docket Nos. 14-0224/14-0225 
Consolidated 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

13 

 

includes these costs in rate base, earns a rate of return on the investment, which 256 

is factored into the resultant revenue requirement, and the increased revenue 257 

requirement equals additional costs for the ratepayers. 258 

Q. What is your third reason that forms the basis for your conclusion that Peoples 259 

Gas failed to provide the necessary information to support the inclusion of costs 260 

associated with this project in its rate increase request?  261 

A. My third reason is that I am not aware of any existing or proposed tariffs that 262 

would allow for the sale of LNG by Peoples Gas. 263 

Q. Does Peoples Gas have any existing tariffs or has Peoples Gas proposed a tariff 264 

under which the sale of LNG would be possible? 265 

A. No.  Peoples Gas’ response to Staff DR ENG 5.02 (Attachment 6) indicates that 266 

it does not have an existing tariff for the sale of LNG.   267 

Q. Why is it important for Peoples Gas to have an existing or proposed tariff in effect 268 

in order to operate its proposed LNG Truck Loading facility? 269 

A. First, from my reading of Section 9-104 of the PUA, before a utility can undertake 270 

to perform any service the rates and other charges relating to the service must 271 

first be filed and published in accordance with the Act. Also, while I am not an 272 

attorney, it is my understanding that Peoples Gas needs approval from the 273 

Commission to construct and sell LNG from its proposed LNG Truck Loading 274 

Facility. 275 
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 Second, I understand that without a proper mechanism for the allocation of 276 

savings for Peoples Gas’ ratepayers through the sale of LNG, the ratepayers 277 

could potentially subsidize a project that has no benefit to those ratepayers.  I am 278 

concerned that the project costs could be incorporated into the revenue 279 

requirement without extending any benefits to ratepayers. 280 

Q. What is your fourth reason that forms the basis for your conclusion that Peoples 281 

Gas failed to provide the necessary information to support the inclusion of costs 282 

associated with this project in its rate increase request? 283 

A. Peoples Gas is still in the initial planning phase of the project, and at this point, it 284 

has not secured any contracts for the sale of LNG, which would be necessary to 285 

make this a viable project (i.e. prudent and used and useful). 286 

Q. What information has Peoples Gas provided you regarding its potential sale of 287 

LNG form its LNG facility? 288 

A. Peoples Gas’ response to ENG 4.12 (Attachment 4) indicates that Peoples Gas 289 

is in the preliminary stages of ascertaining knowledge of a potential market for 290 

the sale of LNG; however, Peoples Gas makes no reference to any kind of 291 

contract or any type of contract negotiations with potential buyers.  Peoples Gas’ 292 

inability to provide a contract for the sale of LNG is a cause for considerable 293 

concern because it must have a contract in place to demonstrate any potential 294 

benefits to ratepayers and to show that the project should be considered prudent 295 

and used and useful. 296 
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Q. Did you request any additional information regarding the Peoples Gas’ 297 

acquisition of a contract for the sale of LNG? 298 

A. Yes. I requested in Staff DR ENG 5.04 (Attachment 7) that Peoples Gas provide 299 

documentation demonstrating the acquisition of contracts between it and LNG 300 

marketers or end-users for the purchase of LNG from Peoples Gas by tanker 301 

truck.  Peoples Gas’ response indicates that Peoples Gas issued a Request for 302 

Information seeking information to evaluate the LNG wholesale market viability 303 

specifically in regards to its existing LNG facility.  While this information does 304 

demonstrate an attempt by Peoples Gas to gather more information regarding 305 

the LNG market, the information also indicates that Peoples Gas has not at this 306 

time secured any contracts or received any letter of intent from LNG marketers.  307 

Therefore, my cause for concern regarding the acquisition of contracts or letters 308 

of intent from LNG suppliers is not yet alleviated due to the lack of this 309 

documentation. 310 

Q. What is your final reason that forms the basis for your conclusion that Peoples 311 

Gas failed to provide the necessary information to support the inclusion of costs 312 

associated with this project in its rate increase request? 313 

A. Peoples Gas lacks the pertinent executive approval for the construction of the 314 

LNG Truck Loading Facility. 315 

Q. Did you request Peoples Gas provide documentation demonstrating the 316 

acquisition of the pertinent executive approval for the construction of the LNG 317 

truck loading facility? 318 
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A. Yes, I requested the documentation in Staff DR ENG 2.19.  Peoples Gas noted in 319 

its response to Staff DR ENG 2.19, Attach 01 (Attachment 3) that it has not 320 

acquired executive approval for the project; however, Peoples Gas anticipates 321 

acquiring the executive approval for the project after the review of the business 322 

case, acquisition of a detailed cost estimate, and management approval. 323 

Q. Please explain your concern regarding the status of Peoples Gas acquiring 324 

executive approval for the project. 325 

A. I am concerned that Peoples Gas cannot acquire executive approval for the 326 

project in order to initiate the construction of the LNG Truck Loading facility in the 327 

2015 test year without the results of the completed reviews, management 328 

approval, and detailed cost estimate.  I do not know when or if Peoples Gas will 329 

complete its project review and cost estimate work or when or if Peoples Gas will 330 

get executive approval of the project, and without executive approval, there is no 331 

project. 332 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding this topic? 333 

A. I recommend that the Commission remove Peoples Gas’ base rate addition of 334 

$4,000,000 associated with this project for the 2015 test year due to People Gas 335 

failure to provide the necessary information to support the inclusion of costs 336 

associated with this project in its rate increase request.  In addition, while I am 337 

not an attorney, it is my understanding that Peoples Gas needs approval from the 338 

Commission to sell LNG from its proposed LNG Truck Loading Facility which to 339 

the best of my knowledge Peoples Gas has not sought as of yet. 340 



Docket Nos. 14-0224/14-0225 
Consolidated 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

17 

 

 Putting aside the issue of Commission approval, I also recommend that Peoples 341 

Gas provide an update on the status of the LNG Truck Loading Facility in its 342 

rebuttal testimony.  This project update should include the items on the list below. 343 

 An update on the status of the business case review, the detailed costs 344 
estimate, and management approval. 345 

 Evidence of executive approval of the project. 346 

 Documentation necessary to demonstrate the prudence of Peoples Gas’ 347 
decision to proceed with the project. 348 

 Studies demonstrating a benefit or need for the project, including any 349 
contracts with LNG marketers or letters of intent from companies that 350 
intend to purchase LNG from Peoples Gas. 351 

 Evidence that Peoples Gas could reasonably expect to acquire LNG from 352 
some other nearby source in a timely manner, truck it to Manlove, and 353 
unload it into the LNG facility at volumes that would make this option of 354 
natural gas supply to its customers viable. 355 

Locker Room Replacement at North Shore’s Waukegan Facility 356 

Q. What is the locker room replacement at North Shore’s Waukegan Facility? 357 

A. In North Shore’s response to Staff DR ENG 4.11 (Attachment 8), it states:”The 358 

Locker Room Replacement project is a project to replace key items in the 359 

Waukegan main locker room.” 360 

Q. What costs does North Shore expect to incur due to the locker room replacement 361 

project? 362 
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A. North Shore is seeking a rate base addition of $200,000 for the locker room 363 

replacement project at its Waukegan Facility as shown in its response to Staff 364 

DR ENG 2.18, Attach 01 (Attachment 9). 365 

Q. What conclusion have you reached regarding North Shore’s request for the 366 

locker room replacement project at the Waukegan Facility? 367 

A. As explained later in my testimony, I have concluded that North Shore failed to 368 

provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the costs associated with the 369 

locker room replacement project at the Waukegan Facility will be prudent and 370 

that the investment will be in service and used and useful by December 2015.  I 371 

am also concerned that given the current status of the project, North Shore has 372 

not demonstrated it will incur any of the projected $200,000 cost in the test year.  373 

Therefore, I am recommending the removal of all of North Shore’s requested 374 

costs associated with the project. 375 

Q. What is North Shore stated purpose for its request for the locker room 376 

replacement project? 377 

A. North Shore in its response to Staff DR ENG 2.18, Attach 01 (Attachment 9) 378 

explains that the rationale for the replacement is based upon its ongoing 379 

maintenance costs, the current facility’s age, and the reliability of the existing 380 

facility. 381 

Q. In your opinion, has North Shore Gas provided enough documentation to support 382 

the inclusion of costs associated with this project in its rate increase request? 383 
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A. No, for three reasons.  First, North Shore has not provided sufficient 384 

documentation demonstrating the need for this project, and a need for the project 385 

must exist for the project’s costs to be a prudently incurred. 386 

 Second, North Shore is still in the initial planning phase of the project, and at this 387 

point, it has not developed a schedule containing the initiation and conclusion 388 

dates for the project, which would be necessary to determine whether North 389 

Shore would complete the project before the end of the 2015 test year.  This 390 

information is necessary to make a determination of the viability of the project, in 391 

particular, the used and usefulness of the project. 392 

 Finally, North Shore has not acquired the necessary executive approval to 393 

proceed with the project. 394 

Q. Regarding your first reason that forms the basis for your conclusion, to the best 395 

of your knowledge, has North Shore provided any information demonstrating a 396 

reduction of maintenance costs due to the completion of the project? 397 

A. No.  In response to Staff DR ENG 4.11 (Attachment 8), when asked to provide a 398 

quantification of maintenance costs, North Shore explains that it does not break 399 

down the maintenance costs to sections of its facilities. North Shore explains that 400 

some minimal savings would be realized in water usage and reduced electricity 401 

consumption but those have not been quantified.  With its admission that it has 402 

no information on maintenance costs for the locker room, it seems clear that 403 

North Shore cannot reasonably list maintenance cost reductions as a benefit of 404 

the new facility. 405 



Docket Nos. 14-0224/14-0225 
Consolidated 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

20 

 

Q. Do you have any other concerns regarding the need for this project? 406 

A. Yes, as noted above, North Shore indicated other reasons for its proposed 407 

replacement of the locker room are the existing locker room’s age and its 408 

reliability.  However, North Shore has not demonstrated that the existing locker 409 

room is at the end of its useful life or what reliability issues exist at the facility.  410 

North Shore’s response to Staff DR ENG 6.01 (Attachment 10), indicates that the 411 

locker room is in use and functional at this time.  Therefore, my concern is that 412 

North Shore has not demonstrated why the current locker room can no longer 413 

satisfy its employees’ requirements. 414 

Q. Regarding your second reason that forms the basis for your conclusion, did you 415 

make an inquiry respecting any documentation regarding the status of the 416 

schedule containing the initiation and conclusion dates for the project of the 417 

project? 418 

A. Yes, In North Shore’s response to Staff DR ENG 2.18, Attach 01 (Attachment 9), 419 

it details that the initiation and completion dates for the project are unknown at 420 

this time.  Without start and finish dates for the project, Staff cannot ascertain 421 

that the proposed replacement will take place before the end of the test year. 422 

Q. How is this cause for concern regarding the used and usefulness of the project? 423 

A. In order to make a determination of the used and usefulness of the project, North 424 

Shore must demonstrate that the project will be completed and the replacements 425 

will be in service being used before the end the 2015 test year.  North Shore’s 426 
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lack of a schedule for the project demonstrates that there is insufficient 427 

information to make a determination of the used and usefulness for the project. 428 

Q. Did you ask for any additional information regarding the schedule for this project? 429 

A. Yes, I contacted North Shore on July 1, 2014 and spoke with Mark Kinzle to 430 

obtain an update on the schedule for the project.  Mr. Kinzle maintains that the 431 

initiation and completion dates for the project have not yet been set.   432 

Q. Regarding your final reason that forms the basis for your conclusion, has North 433 

Shore acquired the pertinent executive approval for the locker room replacement 434 

project? 435 

A. No.  In response to Staff DR ENG 2.18, Attach 01 (Attachment 9) North Shore 436 

notes that it has not acquired executive approval for the replacement project.  437 

Further, I contacted North Shore on July 1, 2014 and spoke with Mark Kinzle to 438 

obtain an update on the acquisition of the executive approval for the project.  Mr. 439 

Kinzle indicates that North Shore has not obtained executive approval for the 440 

project at this time. 441 

 In short, North Shore cannot demonstrate if it will even initiate the project in 2015 442 

or provide any documentation to support the prudence of the level of associated 443 

costs regarding the fruition of the project and cannot demonstrate that the 444 

investment will be in service and used and useful by December 2015, the end of 445 

the test year. 446 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding this topic? 447 
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A. I recommend that the Commission remove North Shore’s projected base rate 448 

addition of $200,000 associated with this project.  I also recommend that North 449 

Shore, in its rebuttal testimony, provide the information listed below. 450 

 An update on the status of the project.  This project update should include 451 
the most recent estimate for the overall cost of the project and the 452 
project’s current timeline. 453 

 The status of executive approvals for the project. 454 

 Documentation necessary for it to demonstrate the prudence of North 455 
Shore’s decision to construct the project. 456 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 457 

A. Yes. 458 



ICC Docket No. 14-0225 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 4.01-4.12 
Dated:  May 16, 2014 

 
 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 4.01: 
 
Referring to the costs associated with Peoples Gas’ Plastic Pipefitting Remediation Project 
(“PPRP”) involving the replacement of certain plastic fittings within the Peoples Gas 
system which may not have been in technical compliance with Part 192 of Title 49 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations, which the Commission disallowed in Peoples Gas’ prior rate 
case, is the Company requesting any O&M expenses or QIP related expenses associated 
with this project in the current rate case?  If so, please provide all documentation 
demonstrating what costs are being requested for this project as well as any 
documentation that the costs associated with this project are reasonable and will provide a 
benefit to Peoples Gas’ customers. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
Peoples Gas inadvertently included $164,908 in O&M expenses related to the PPRP in its 
initial filing. These costs should not have been included and the exclusion will be reflected 
in rebuttal. 
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PGL ENG 5.05 Attach 01

Section 285.3005
Schedule C-1

Page 1 of 1
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company

Jurisdictional Operating Income Summary

Forecast Under Rate Making As Adjusted As adjusted
Line I.C.C. Present Rates Adjustments Under Present Requested Rate Under Proposed Line
No. Acc. No. Description (Schedule C-4) (Schedule C-2) Rates Increase Rates No.

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] = [C + D] [F] [G] = [E + F]

1 480-481, 489 Base Rate Revenues excludes Base Rate adjustments -$                         -$                        -$                       1
2 480-481, 489 Uncollectible Expense Adjustment-Gas Costs Revenues -$                        -$                       2
3 480-481, 489 Volume Balancing Adjustment Revenues -$                        -$                       3

4 Base Rate Revenues -                          -                           -$                        -$                        -$                       4

5 480-481, 489 PGA Revenues -$                        -$                       5
6 480-481, 489 Coaltar Revenues -$                        -$                       6
7 480-481, 489 Energy Efficiency and On-Bill Financing Adjustment Revenues -$                        -$                       7
8 Pass Through Service Revenues -$                        -$                         -$                        -$                        -$                       8

9 487, 488, 495 Other Revenues -$                        -$                       9
10 400 Operating Revenues -$                        -$                         -$                        -$                        -$                       10

11 Operating Expenses 11

12 401 Cost of Gas -$                        -$                        -$                       12

13 401 & 402 Other Operation and Maintenance: 13

14 401 & 402 Other Production -$                        -$                        -$                       14

15 401 & 402 Storage -$                        -$                        -$                       15

16 401 & 402 Transmission -$                        -$                        -$                       16

17 401 & 402 Distribution 164,908$                (164,908)$                -$                        -$                        -$                       17

18 401 Customer Accounts - Uncollectible Expense  -Net Write Off -$                        -$                        -$                       18

19 401 Customer Accounts - Other than Uncollectible Expense -Net Write off -$                        -$                        -$                       19

20 401 Customer Services and Informational Services -$                        -$                        -$                       20

21 401 Sales -$                        -$                        -$                       21

22 401 & 402 Administrative and General -$                        -$                        -$                       22

23 Total Other Operation and Maintenance 164,908$                (164,908)$                -$                        -$                        -$                       23

24 403 Depreciation -$                        -$                        -$                       24

25 404 Amortization -$                        -$                        -$                       25

26 408.1 Taxes Other than Income -$                        -$                        -$                       26

27 Income Taxes -$                        -$                       27

28 409.1 Federal Income Taxes - Current (53,245)$                 53,245$                   -$                        -$                        -$                       28

29 409.1 State Income Taxes - Current (12,780)$                 12,780$                   -$                        -$                        -$                       29

30 410.1 & 411.1 Deferred Income Taxes -$                        -$                         -$                        -$                        -$                       30

31 411.4 Investment Tax Credit -$                        -$                         -$                        -$                        -$                       31

32 Total Operating Expenses 98,883$                  (98,883)$                  -$                        -$                        -$                       32

33 Jurisdictional Operating Income (Loss) (98,883)$                 98,883$                   -$                        -$                        -$                       33

For the Test Year Ending December 31, 2015
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PGL ENG 5.05 Attach 01

Section 285.3010
Schedule C-2

Adjust for Plastic Total
Pipefitting Operating

Line I.C.C. Remediation Project Statement
No. Acc. No. Description PGL ENG 4.01 -                                          -                                     -                                   -                                     -                                -                                -                                Adjustments

[A] [B] [C] [D] [E] [G] [F] [H] [I] [J] [K]

1 480-481, 489 Base Rate Revenues excludes Base Rate adjustments -$                    
2 480-481, 489 Uncollectibe Expense Adjustment-Gas Costs Revenues -$                    
3 480-481, 489 Volume Balancing Adjustment Revenues -$                    

-$                    
4 Base Rate Revenues -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

5 480-481, 489 PGA Revenues -$                    
6 480-481, 489 Coaltar Revenues -$                    
7 480-481, 489 Energy Efficiency and On-Bill Financing Adjustment Revenues -$                             -$                    
8 Pass Through Service Revenues -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

9 487, 488, 495  Other Revenues -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    
10 400  Operating Revenues -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

11 Operating Expenses -$                    

12 401   Cost of Gas -$                    

13 401 & 402 Other Operation and Maintenance -$                    

14 401 & 402   Other Production -$                    

15 401 & 402   Storage -$                    

16 401 & 402   Transmission -$                    

17 401 & 402   Distribution (164,908)$                (164,908)$            

18 401    Customer Accounts - Uncollectible Expense  -Net Write Off -$                    

19 401    Customer Accounts Other than Uncollectible Expense -Net Write off -$                    

20 401   Customer Service and Informational Services -$                    

21 401   Sales -$                    
22 401 & 402   Administrative and General -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

23      Total Other Operations and Maintenance (164,908)$                -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     (164,908)$            

24 403   Depreciation -$                        -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

25 404   Amortization -$                    

26 408.1   Taxes Other than Income -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

27    Income Taxes -$                    

28 409.1       Federal Income Taxes - Current 53,245$                   -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     53,245$               

29 409.1       State Income Taxes - Current 12,780$                   -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     12,780$               

30 410.1 & 411.1       Deferred Income Taxes -$                     -$                    
31 411.4       Investment Tax Credit -$                        -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     -$                    

32 Total Operating Expenses (98,883)$                  -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     (98,883)$             

33 Net Operating Income 98,883$                   -$                             -$                         -$                       -$                         -$                     -$                     -$                     98,883$               

The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company

Summary of Proposed Adjustments to Operating Income
For the Test Year Ending December 31, 2015
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PGL ENG 5.05 Attach 01

Section 285.1005
Schedule A-2
Page 1 of 1

The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company

OVERALL FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Reference to ORIGINAL FILING ADJUSTED-ENG 4.01
Line Supporting Test Year Ending PGL response Test Year Ending Line
No. Description Schedule December 31, 2015 to ENG 4.01 December 31, 2015 No.

[A] [B] [C] [C] [C]

1 Original Cost Rate Base B-1 $1,869,632,000 $0 $1,869,632,000 1

2 Operating Income as Adjusted Under 2
3     Present Rates C-1 $61,908,000 $99,000 $62,007,000 3

4 Rate of Return on Original Cost Rate 4
5     Base Under Present Rates  [Line 3 ÷ Line 1] 3.31% 0.00% 3.32% 5

6 Cost of Capital D-1 7.36% 0.00% 7.36% 6
7 Proposed Operating Income C-1 $137,605,000 $0 $137,605,000 7

8 Operating Income Deficiency 8
9     [Line 7 - Line 3] C-1 $75,697,000 ($99,000) $75,598,000 9

10 Gross Revenue Conversion Factor A-2.1 1.702232 1.702232 1.702232 10

11 Revenue Increase C-1 $128,854,000 ($169,000) $128,685,000 11
-                                  

12 Total Revenue Increase (Line 11 + Additional 12
13     Charges for Revenue Taxes ) See Note 13

Breakdown of Revenue Increase
14 Increase in Retail and Transportation Sales $126,943,000 14
15 Increase in Other Operating Revenues - 15
16    Service Activation 657,000                      16
17    Service Reconnection 186,000                      17
18    Late Payment Revenues 763,000                      18
19    Accounting Charges 305,000                      1,911,000                       19

20 Revenue Increase $128,854,000 20

Note:  Company records add-on taxes and charges directly to receivables and liabilities when customers are billed.
See Schedule C-25 for further details
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PGL ENG 2.19 Attach 01

Project Attributes Install Truck Loading Facility Replace four (4) 42" mainline valve settings Construct a new Control Building
Install Launcher and Receiver Connections, 

Elwood 24"
Replace Inlet Line Heater

(a)       a brief description of each project,
Install an LNG Truck Loading Facility at the 

Manlove LNG Plant

Install four (4) 42" automatic mainline valve 

settings on the Mahomet pipeline system

Construct a new Combined Operations Center 

Building at Manlove Field to immediately replace 

the existing LNG Control Building and ultimately 

replace the Station Control Building creating a 

combined facility for both operations.

Install necessary valves and fittings to allow 

future connection of temporary pig launcher and 

pig receiver for in-line-inspection.  Additional 

right of way will be required for this project. 

Replace 20 million BTU/hr natural gas heater.

(b)      the cost of each project, $4,000,000 $2,500,000 $1,426,000 $1,300,000 $1,300,000 

(c)      the Company’s rationale for 

initiating each project,

This project will provide the capability to deliver 

LNG into tanker trucks for sale.  The scope also 

includes the capability to transfer LNG from 

tanker trucks into the exiting LNG storage tanks 

if needed.

This project will establish MAOP for these 

mainline valve settings in accordance with 

pipeline safety regulations

Replace two separate control rooms with a 

single control center to improve operational 

efficiencies and implement control room best 

practices where applicable.

Prepare this pipeline segment for integrity 

assessment via in-line inspection (smart pigging). 

The existing unit is nearing the end of its useful 

life. 

(d)      affirmation of the acquisition of 

executive approval for each project,

Approval is pending Business Case review, 

detailed cost estimate and management 

approval. 

Approval is pending additional guidance from 

federal regulators, document review, 

engineering design work and management 

approval 

This project is approved and underway.
Business case is in preparation for peer review 

and management approval.  

Business case is in preparation for peer review 

and management approval.  

(e)      the date each project begins, Aug-14 (start of detailed design) Jun-15 Mar-14 Aug-14 May-14

(f)       the date of the completion of each 

project, and
Nov-15 (subject to preliminary project scoping) Sep-15 Dec-14 Oct-14 Dec-14

(g)      a brief explanation detailing how the 

project will be used and useful in providing 

utility customer service as well as the 

benefits the Company’s gas utility 

customers will realize.

This project is required to deliver LNG for sale 

which would potentially provide utility 

customers with cost savings in the form of 

reduced gas costs from those LNG sales as well 

as avoided costs associated with LNG weathering 

while in storage. 

This project is required for the continued 

operation of the Mahomet pipelines which are 

essential to the receipt of supplies from 

interstate pipelines and from Manlove storage 

field. 

A unified control room is required to maintain 

operations of the LNG and Underground Storage 

assets in order to serve existing natural gas 

customers.

This project will allow the future in-line 

inspection of this pipe segment to ensure 

continued safe and reliable receipt of pipeline 

supplies into the Mahomet system. 

The unit contributes to the necessary natural gas 

heating requirements for withdrawal at Manlove 

Field.

Projects
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ICC Docket No. 14-0225 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 4.01-4.12 
Dated:  May 16, 2014 

 
 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 4.12: 
 
Referring to the Company’s response to ENG 2.19, Attach 01, installation of truck loading 
facility, please provide a more detailed description of the project.  Further, please quantify 
the benefits the Company intends to realize if the truck loading facility is completed.  Staff 
would expect the Company’s response to contain a present value revenue requirement 
calculation as well as a calculation of estimated potential cost savings realized due to the 
completion of the project. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
The preliminary design concept of the proposed truck loading facility would provide LNG 
transfer capabilities for simultaneous delivery (or receipt) to up to 2 tanker trucks from 
existing storage tanks.  The preliminary design concept includes a dedicated access road 
and turnaround loop, LNG spill impoundment, power and control systems modifications, 
and security provisions. 
 
The truck loading facility has potential benefits to utility customers of 1) gas cost savings 
for utility customers in the form of reduced gas costs from LNG sales, 2) avoided costs 
associated with LNG weathering while in storage, and 3) operational capability to transfer 
LNG from tanker trucks to the existing LNG storage tanks if additional LNG were to be 
needed to serve utility customers. 

Peoples Gas is in the process of determining the revenue requirement of the proposed 
truck loading facility by: 

1) Engaging an architectural/engineering consultant to provide a high level plant 
design and detailed cost estimate.  An RFP for Architectural/Engineering 
Services was issued to seven such firms; see PGL ENG 4.12 Attach 01 
CONFIDENTIAL.  Two firms have responded and those responses are being 
evaluated prior to a purchase order being issued. 

2) Preliminary discussions with potential marketers and end-users to evaluate 
potential LNG sales. 

3) Estimation of avoided costs associated with LNG weathering.  
 
 

PGL 0007889

Docket Nos. 14-0224/0225 

(Consolidated) 

ICC Staff Ex. 5.0 

Attachment 4



ICC Docket No. 14-0225 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 5.01-5.05 
Dated:  June 3, 2014 

 
 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 5.01: 
Referring to Peoples Gas’ response to ENG 4.12, installation of truck loading facility, 
please quantify the potential gas cost savings for utility customers in the form of reduced 
gas costs from LNG sales.  Further, does Peoples Gas have a method to establish with 
certainty that all the monetary benefits derived through the use of the LNG truck loading 
facility would be allocated to Peoples Gas customers? 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
Peoples Gas has not quantified the potential gas costs savings from LNG sales.  As 
indicated in Peoples Gas’ response to ENG 5.04, market data suggests the price 
advantage of LNG over diesel fuel is significant and is likely to continue for many years. 
 
Peoples Gas proposes that it flow all revenues through its Gas Charge as credits against 
recoverable gas costs.  These customer benefits are in addition to others described in 
Peoples Gas’s response to ENG 4.12. 
 

PGL 0016084

Docket Nos. 14-0224/0225 

(Consolidated) 

ICC Staff Ex. 5.0 

Attachment 5



ICC Docket No. 14-0225 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 5.01-5.05 
Dated:  June 3, 2014 

 
 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 5.02: 
 
Referring to Peoples Gas’ response to ENG 4.12, does Peoples Gas have any existing 
tariffs under which the sale of LNG would be possible?  If so, please provide those tariffs.  
If not, please provide an explanation regarding how Peoples Gas intends to conduct these 
sales. 
 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Peoples Gas does not have an existing tariff for sale of LNG.  Peoples Gas intends to 
conduct non-utility LNG sales by a RFP process. 
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ICC Docket No. 14-0225 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 5.01-5.05 
Dated:  June 3, 2014 

 

1 
 

 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 5.04: 
 
Referring to Peoples Gas’ response to ENG 4.12, installation of truck loading facility, 
please provide documentation demonstrating demand for LNG sales.  Staff would expect 
this response to contain contracts between Peoples Gas and LNG marketers or end-users 
for the purchase of LNG from Peoples Gas by tanker truck.  If Peoples Gas has no 
contracts secured, please provide letters of intent from LNG marketers or end-users to 
secure shipments by tanker truck of LNG from Peoples Gas via the requested LNG truck 
loading facility. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
Peoples Gas does not have contracts or letters of intent with LNG marketers or end users 
in place at this time.  However, there is ample evidence that a market exists for LNG as a 
transportation fuel and as an alternate source of energy for other applications.  Peoples 
Gas began receiving unsolicited inquiries regarding the possibility of trucking LNG from its 
LNG facility from multiple entities as early as 2011.  As these inquiries continued, Peoples 
Gas began to research the market possibilities.  In May 2013, Peoples Gas issued a 
confidential Request for Information (RFI), see PGL ENG 5.04 Attach 01 (Confidential), 
seeking information to evaluate the LNG wholesale market viability specifically in regards 
to its existing LNG facility.  Eight LNG marketers responded to the RFI indicating their 
interest in purchasing LNG from Peoples Gas via the proposed LNG truck loading facility. 
 
The results of continued research by Peoples Gas into the LNG market is summarized in 
the attached presentation, “Manlove Liquefied Natural Gas as a Transportation Fuel”, see 
PGL ENG 5.04 Attach 02 (Confidential).   The presentation demonstrates the significant 
price advantage that LNG has versus diesel fuel.  For instance, on a per dekatherm (dth) 
basis, the current retail price of diesel is about $29/dth while the projected retail price of 
LNG is about $19/dth.  Market data suggests that this advantage will continue potentially 
for decades.  The presentation also points to other potential market uses for LNG such as 
railroad locomotives, industrial uses, and on-site electrical power generation for oil/gas 
drilling and mining.  LNG also burns cleaner and is therefore more favorable to the 
environment compared to diesel. 
 
The same market forces that have already driven other utilities in the nation such as 
Citizens Energy (Indianapolis, IN), Metropolitan Utilities District (Omaha, NE), Memphis 
Light, Gas and Water Division (Memphis, TN), and AGL Resources (Atlanta, GA) to 
conclude that LNG truck loading facilities are a viable investment have driven engine 
manufacturers to develop higher horsepower engines for over-the-road trucking and other 
applications.  At the same time, the LNG retail market is developing with some large firms 
constructing retail fueling locations.  Among those firms is Clean Energy, one of the 
responders to Peoples Gas’s RFI.  PGL ENG 5.04 Attach 03 is a presentation by Clean 
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ICC Docket No. 14-0225 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 5.01-5.05 
Dated:  June 3, 2014 

 

2 
 

Energy providing their perspective on the market and their commitment to develop a 
nation-wide fueling infrastructure. 
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ICC Docket No. 14-0224 
North Shore Gas Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 4.01-4.12 
Dated:  May 16, 2014 

 
 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 4.11: 
 
Referring to the Company’s response to ENG 2.18, Attach 01, Locker Room Replacement 
– Waukegan Facility, please provide a more detailed description of the Company’s 
rationale for the project.  Further, please quantify the current maintenance costs and 
provide a comparison of the expected and current maintenance costs if the project is 
completed. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
The Locker Room Replacement project is a project to replace key items in the Waukegan 
main locker room.  The locker room was installed in 1964, is approximately 2,000 square 
feet and is mostly original equipment.  There are several key operating parts to the locker 
room that need replacement, including the urinals, toilets, divider walls, and showers.  
Some lighting and a wall mounted air conditioning unit would also be replaced.  North 
Shore does not break down the maintenance costs to sections of its facilities.  Due to the 
age (50 years old) and the condition of the equipment, it is due for replacement.  Some 
minimal savings would be realized in water usage and reduced electricity consumption but 
those have not been quantified.  
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2015 Projects
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Description
Estimated 

Cost
Type Project Status Start Date In Service

Toughbook Replacement Project $570,000

Replacement based upon age of 

equipment, support for 

technology

Yes Not Started TBD TBD

Reducing maintenance 

costs, improved 

reliability.

Roof Replacement - Waukegan Facility $300,000 Required due to condition No Not Started TBD TBD

Reducing maintenance 

costs and reducing 

potential damage due 

to leaks.

Generator Replacement - Peterson Rd Facility $225,000
Required due to condition, and 

age.
No Not Started TBD TBD

Improving reliability of 

delivery of Gas Supply.

Locker Room Replacement - Waukegan Facility $200,000

Replacement based upon age and 

mileage.  Ongoing maintenance 

costs and reliability.

No Not Started TBD TBD

Reducing maintenance 

costs and required for 

functional use.

Fleet Project #TBD - Replacement of crew truck 

NV3807.  Replacement due to age (2004) and 

mileage (64,870 miles)

$140,000

Replacement based upon age and 

mileage.  Ongoing maintenance 

costs and reliability.

No Not Started TBD TBD

Reducing maintenance 

costs, improved 

reliability.
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2014 Projects
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Description
Estimated 

Cost
Type Project Status Start Date In Service

Roof Replacement - Mundelein Facility $250,000 Required due to condition
Yes, authorizations 

approved

Bids being 

developed
Q3 Q4

Reducing maintenance 

costs and reducing 

potential damage due 

to leaks.

Parking Lot curb and asphalt replacement - 

Mundelein company vehicle parking.
$225,000 Required due to condition

Yes, authorizations 

approved

Bids being 

developed
Q3 Q4

Reducing maintenance 

costs and reducing risks.

Fleet Project #160014041 - Replacement of crew 

truck NV3811.  Replacement due to age (2003) and 

mileage (73,926 miles)

$140,000

Replacement based upon age and 

mileage.  Ongoing maintenance 

costs and reliability.

Yes, authorizations 

approved
On Order Q4-2013 Q3

Reducing maintenance 

costs, improved 

reliability.

Fleet Project #160014042 - Replacement of crew 

truck NV3812.  Replacement due to age (2003) and 

mileage (53,952 miles)

$140,000

Replacement based upon age and 

mileage.  Ongoing maintenance 

costs and reliability.

Yes, authorizations 

approved
On Order Q4-2013 Q3

Reducing maintenance 

costs, improved 

reliability.

Fleet Project #160014043 - Replacement of crew 

truck NV3813.  Replacement due to age (2003) and 

mileage (60,553 miles)

$140,000

Replacement based upon age and 

mileage.  Ongoing maintenance 

costs and reliability.

Yes, authorizations 

approved
On Order Q4-2013 Q3

Reducing maintenance 

costs, improved 

reliability.
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ICC Docket No. 14-0224 
North Shore Gas Company’s Response to  

Staff Data Requests ENG 6.01-6.03 
Dated:  June 11, 2014 

 
 
 
REQUEST NO. ENG 6.01: 
 
Referring to North Shore’s response to ENG 4.11, is the locker room at the Waukegan 
facility still functional and in use?  Is the replacement of the key items described in the 
Company’s response detrimental to the continued operation of the locker room at the 
Waukegan facility? 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
The locker room is still functional and in use.  If some of the key components as described,  
did fail then it would be detrimental to the continued use of the locker room.   

NS 0004694
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