
 

 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
Illinois Commerce Commission : 
         On Its Own Motion : 
                 -vs- :   01-0705 
Northern Illinois Gas Company : 
  : 
Reconciliation of revenues collected under : 
gas adjustment charges with actual costs : 
prudently incurred. : 
 
Illinois Commerce Commission : 
        On Its Own Motion :   02-0067 
                    -vs- :   On Reopening 
Northern Illinois Gas Company : 
        d/b/a NICOR Gas Company : 
  : 
Proceeding to review Rider 5, Gas cost, : 
pursuant to Section 9-244(c) of the Public : 
Utilities Act. : 
 
Illinois Commerce Commission : 
        On Its Own Motion : 
                    -vs- :   02-0725 
  : 
Northern Illinois Gas Company : 
        d/b/a NICOR Gas Company : 
  : 
Reconciliation of revenues collected under :   (Consolidated) 
gas adjustment charges with actual costs : 
prudently incurred. : 
 

REPLY OF THE STAFF OF THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION TO THE 
 REPLY OF NORTHERN ILLINOIS GAS COMPANY TO STAFF’S RESPONSE 

 TO THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD AND COOK COUNTY STATE’S ATTORNEY  
MOTION FOR SANCTIONS 

 
 
 NOW COMES the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff” and 

“Commission”), through its attorneys, and pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.370 files its 

Reply to the Reply of Northern Illinois Gas Company (“Nicor” or “Company”) to Staff’s 
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Response to the Motion for Sanctions filed by the Citizens Utility Board (CUB”) and the 

Cook County States Attorneys Office (“Cook County”) in the above-captioned 

proceeding (“Staff’s Reply”). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 Nothing in Nicor’s Reply to Staff’s Response to Motion for Sanctions (“Nicor’s 

Reply”) has persuaded Staff to alter its recommendation that the Commission should 

grant the CUB and Cook County Motion for Sanctions.   

 Essentially, Nicor’s Reply makes the following three points: (1) the Illinois Public 

Utilities Act (“PUA”), 220 ILCS 5/-101 et seq., does not authorize the imposition of 

sanctions; (2) rather than limiting Staff’s Response to the instances that CUB and Cook 

County identified where the Company provided misleading data request responses, 

Staff raises additional instances where the Company mislead Staff and the 

Commission; and (3) no prejudice has been suffered by anyone because Nicor has 

provided the information, e.g., after the whistleblower fax was disclosed.   

 Nicor’s first point is erroneous and the remaining two do nothing to exonerate the 

Company from consequences of its behavior.  Nicor provided misleading data request 

responses in the PBR-related dockets and sanctions are an appropriate remedy.  

II. ARGUMENT 
 

 A. Legal Authority 
 
  Staff’s arguments in support of the Commission’s authority to impose discovery 

sanctions are set forth in its response, and will not be repeated here. (See Staff 

Response, pp.2-3)  
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 It is important, however, to address the Company’s claim that the case law cited 

by Staff (See O’Grady v. Cook County Sheriff’s Merit Bd., 260 Ill.App.3d 529 (1994)) 

“actually defeats Staff’s position and fully supports the Company’s.” (Nicor Reply, p. 4)  

As a basis for this statement, Nicor selectively quotes a partial passage from the 

decision, while completely ignoring both the facts of the case and the reasoning of the 

court.  Both the facts and the court’s reasoning are analogous to and supportive of the 

Staff in the instant case. 

 O’Grady considered the issue of whether the Cook County Sheriff’s Merit Board, 

had the authority pursuant to the Merit Act (55 ILCS 5/3-7001 et seq.) to void illegal 

certifications and appointments.  The relevant section of the Merit Board Act provides 

that the Merit Board “shall investigate the enforcement of this Division and its rules and 

the conduct and action of the appointees herein provided for.” (55 ILCS 5/3-7015)  The 

court found that although the language of the section did not specifically authorize the 

Merit Board to void illegal appointments, the provision “clearly contemplates that the 

terms of the Act are to be enforced by the Board and specifically requires the Board to 

investigate the enforcement of the Act and its rules.”  O’Grady, p. 535.  As a result, the 

court held that the Board was authorized to take action, where such action was 

reasonably necessary to execute its duties under the Act.  

 The case of Abbott Laboratories, Inc. v. ICC, 289 Ill.App.3d 705 (1997), provides 

further guidance on this issue of Commission authority. Abbott concerned this 

Commission’s authority to approve an unauthorized use penalty for transportation 

customers.  Recognizing the PUA’s stated interest in the provision of adequate, reliable 

and efficient energy services, the court found “although not expressly provided under 
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the Act, we find that the Commission’s approval of a non-cost-based penalty was within 

its broad ratemaking authority, and that the Commission appropriately exercised its 

discretion to formulate reasonable methods of achieving state legislative objective.” Id., 

at 713.   

 In the instant docket, the Commission is similarly situated to the Merit Board in 

O’Grady and this Commission in Abbott.  The Commission is empowered by statute to 

authorize and approve gas cost performance programs. (220 ILCS 5/9-244)  Pursuant 

to Section 9-244, the Commission may approve such programs only upon a finding in 

the record that the program meets certain statutory requirements.  The Commission 

conducts a sometimes exhaustive formal hearing process under the constitutions of the 

United States and of the State of Illinois, and under governing statutes including the 

Illinois Administrative Procedure Act, 5 ILCS 100, and the Public Utilities Act.  

 In order for the crucial rate-setting hearings to be fair, to have meaning, and to 

result in the creation of valid factual records for the Commission’s use, the fact-

gathering process must be honored by all participants.  Given the one-sided nature of 

the information transfer in Commission proceedings, there is a significant reliance on a 

utility’s forthright and honest participation in the discovery process.  Behavior on the part 

of any party that aims at concealing or misrepresenting information can only serve to 

impair the Commission’s ability to meet its statutory obligations. As such the 

Commission must have the ability to ensure honest and forthright participation in the 

discovery process.  1 

                                            
1 Contrary to Nicor’s argument (See Nicor Reply, p. 5), the mere fact that there is a proposed amendment 
to the PUA does not mean that the Commission does not have the authority today.   
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 The Appellate Court in O’Grady determined that the Cook County Sheriff’s Merit 

Board had the authority, albeit not specifically expressed, to take the steps necessary to 

investigate the enforcement of the Act under which it operated.  The analogy is clear--if 

the Commission is to keep faith with the General Assembly’s charge to set rates that 

are just and reasonable, both as to ratepayers and as to utilities, it must act to uphold 

the integrity of the fact-finding process.  The power to impose sanctions is necessary 

and implicitly included in the Commission’s duty to complete its statutorily mandated 

review of gas cost performance programs.   

The decision to impose a particular sanction is within the discretion of the trial 

court.  Shimanovsky et al. v. General Motors Corporation, 181 Ill. 2d 112, 120, 692 

N.E.2d 286 (1998)  A just order of sanctions is one which, to the degree possible 

ensures both discovery and a trial on the merits.  Id., at 123.  The purpose of sanctions 

is to coerce compliance with discovery rules.  Id.  Factors to be used in determining 

what sanction, if any, to apply are (1) surprise to the adverse party; (2) prejudicial effect 

of the proffered evidence; (3) nature of the evidence; (4) diligence of the adverse party 

in seeking discovery; (5) timeliness of the adverse party’s objection to the evidence; and 

(6) the good faith of the party offering the evidence.  Id., at 124.  The criteria must be 

applied to the unique factual situation presented when determining what particular 

sanction, if any, should be imposed.  Id, at 127.    

 Applying these factors to the case at hand, leads to the conclusion that sanctions 

are appropriate.  CUB, Cook County and Staff were all unpleasantly surprised to 

discover after the close of the docket that Nicor had failed to disclose evidence; the 

evidence regarding the LIFO decrement plan, which formed the basis of the docket.  
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This failure to provide evidence prejudiced all participants in the docket.  Absent that 

evidence, it was impossible to provide an analysis or testimony addressing Nicor’s 

strategies and savings.  The matter proceeded through hearing with no comprehensive 

analysis of Nicor’s actions.  Thus, far from providing a complete record, the case was 

marked “Heard and Taken” without Nicor ever having divulged the mechanics of the 

program.   

B. Facts 
 
 In a manner not unlike that utilized in its DR responses, Nicor attempts to raise 

interference and draw attention away from the significant issue underlying both Staff 

and CUB/Cook County’s filings.2  Despite these attempts, the fundamental fact remains: 

Nicor possessed information that was vital to the Commission’s investigation of the PBR 

program and failed to provide it to the participants in the proceeding.  Through its 

discovery practices, Nicor engaged in a pattern of behavior intended to limit the 

Commission’s access to only that information that Nicor wanted the Commission to 

have.  In playing its self-assigned role of “information gatekeeper”, Nicor denied the 

parties and the Commission the opportunity to make its decisions based on a full and 

complete record.   

ii. CUB Data Request (DR) 27 
 

                                            
2 For example, Nicor makes the incorrect assertion that Staff violated a previous Administrative Law 
Judge (“ALJ”) ruling in this docket, by quoting confidential material.  (Nicor Reply, p. 14, footnote, 5)  
Nicor requests that Staff be directed to make appropriate corrections.  In response, Staff urges Nicor to 
review the Staff filing anew.  The information that Nicor cites to is (and was) in fact properly redacted in 
compliance with the ALJ’s ruling when originally filed on March 5, 2003.  Additionally, Nicor made an 
argument that Staff’s Response is improper because it contains materials not supported by affidavit.  (Id., 
at 8)  Staff has filed a verification that its Response is true and correct and all and all attachments are true 
and correct copies of the documents they purport to be.  (See Attached Ex. 1) 
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 On page 9 of Nicor’s Reply, the Company attempts to disguise its failure to 

properly respond to CUB DR 27 by contending that its responses to data requests were 

“reasonable and lawful.”  CUB DR 27 requested a “...copy of all projections, analyses 

and studies prepared which examine the extent to which the Company may profit under 

its proposal.”  The Inventory Value Team Report (“Report”) is a 13-page analysis of the 

methods by which the Company could “capture” the $100 – 200 million value of Nicor’s 

gas inventory.  (See CUB and Cook County Motion for Sanctions, Exhibits 2a, 2b, 2c)  

The Report recommends that the Company “...’capture’ the LIFO3 inventory value by 

filing and implementing a Gas Rate Performance Plan (GRPP) related to gas costs.”  

(Id., p. 2)  The table of contents reflects the purpose of the Report: 

Proposal to Restructure Ratemaking for Gas Costs 

I. LIFO Inventory Opportunity    2 

II. Recommendation      2 

III. Analysis and Management of LIFO Inventory Layers 3 

IV. Ways to Release Inventory Value    3 

V. Ways to Capture the LIFO Inventory Value  5 

VI. PBR Legislation and History    8 

VII. GRPP Specifics      9 

VIII. Risks and Mitigation      10 

IX. Collateral Benefits      13 

(Id.)  The Report contains the authors’ analysis of the value of the LIFO Inventory, 

methods by which it may be released, the conclusion that the PBR is the method of 

                                            
3 LIFO refers to the “last in first out” accounting mechanism by which Nicor accounts for its gas storage 
purchases. 
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choice and a proposal of the form the PBR should take.  Nicor’s claim that CUB DR 27 

did not call for production of the Report is preposterous.  The Report quantifies the 

value of the inventory (Id.), recommends adoption of the GRPP plan (Id., at 2), and 

outlines the specifics of the GRPP it is proposing. (Id., p. 9)  Plain English terms must 

be stretched past the breaking point to imagine how the Report could not be viewed as 

a projection, analysis or study examining the extent to which the Company may profit 

under its proposal.  The Company’s claim to the contrary simply brings home the extent 

to which the Company is complying with discovery only providing information that 

supports its own position.   

ii. Mr. Gilmore’s Testimony 
 
 Nicor draws the erroneous conclusion that “Staff concedes that Mr. Gilmore’s 

testimony is truthful.”  (Nicor Reply, p. 9)  Staff never conceded any such thing.  Rather, 

Staff stated that Mr. Gilmore’s testimony contains a number of qualifiers and that Staff 

does not believe the testimony was technically false.  (Staff Response, p. 6-8)  There is 

a broad chasm between “not technically false” and that which is truthful.  This is 

particularly true in the context of the discovery process, the purpose of which is the 

cooperative exchange of complete information.  

 Nicor misconstrues Staff’s reference to Mr. Gilmore’s testimony.  Staff’s dispute 

was not based on an interest in the possibility of more cross-examination.  (Nicor Reply, 

p. 9)  Staff’s argument is that Nicor had embarked upon a campaign of misinformation.  

From the beginning of the proceeding Nicor had a very specific plan to “capture” the 

value of the lower LIFO layers in order to generate the gas cost savings through the 

PBR.  It was a plan that Nicor failed to divulge through the entirety of two docketed 
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proceedings, both of which were initiated for the sole purpose of the Commission 

reviewing Nicor’s PBR.    

 Mr. Gilmore was one of the authors of the Report, created in 1998, which 

appears to be the basis from which the Company’s PBR and plan to “capture” the value 

of the lower LIFO layers were developed.  It is clear from the report that Nicor did have 

a large incentive to shift storage i.e., the $100-200 million market value of the LIFO 

layers in excess of cost.  Not only did Nicor fail to provide this vital information, which as 

stated above, was necessarily responsive to CUB DR 27, but Mr. Gilmore nevertheless, 

testified in 1999 that “...the Company has no incentive under the GCPP to 

inappropriately shift storage.”  (Staff Response, Ex. B, p. 6, line 5-6)   

iii. CUB DR 1.17  
 
 Nicor continues its discovery gamesmanship with its claim that the Company’s 

response to CUB DR 1.17 was reasonable because the data request did not call for the 

production of documents.  (Nicor Reply, p. 11)  CUB DR 1.17 references Mr. Behrens’ 

direct testimony in Docket No. 02-0067, where he provides what purports to be a list of 

the steps that were taken by the Company in an effort to reduce overall gas supply 

costs.  (Nicor Ex. 1, p. 6)  The data request then references each of the points 

referenced in testimony, plus a catch all category of “Other,” and requests the Company 

to “...identify or estimate, as applicable, the amount of savings achieved by each of the 

[steps].”  (Motion for Sanctions, Ex. 3)  Nicor responded that “[t]he amount of savings 

achieved by each of the items listed above is not available.”  Nicor claims that the 

Buckets Analyses and other memos, later disclosed by the Company, were not 
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responsive to CUB DR 1.17.  (See Nicor Reply, p. 11, referring to Nicor Response, pp. 

9-10) 

 It is undisputed that Nicor had prepared the PBR Buckets Analyses that itemized 

actions Nicor took under the PBR program and quantified the savings.  (See Staff 

Response, Ex. I, and Motion for Sanctions, Ex. 4A)  The fact that Nicor’s testimony 

identifies the steps taken by Nicor to reduce overall gas costs during the PBR differently 

than the manner in which Nicor maintained its records about the savings generated by 

the PBR, does not relieve Nicor from responding to discovery about the methodology.  

In good faith, CUB relied upon Nicor’s testimony regarding its actions under the PBR.  It 

must be remembered that Nicor, and Nicor alone, held all the information about what it 

had done under the PBR program since its inception in 2000.  Given this fact, Staff and 

CUB/Cook County must rely totally on that information that Nicor allows them to obtain 

through discovery.  Clearly then, Nicor’s withholding of information can only have a 

detrimental effect on the parties’ ability to formulate a sound analysis.  The end result of 

Nicor’s refusal to provide information sought in discovery conveyed a clearly erroneous 

understanding of the program to CUB, Cook County, Staff, and ultimately, the 

Commission.    

 The response to CUB DR 1.17 provides a clear example of Nicor misleading the 

parties.  In drafting CUB DR 1.17, CUB parroted the steps identified by Nicor as having 

been taken by the Company to achieve savings. It was only months later, i.e., after the 

whistle blower fax was disclosed, that CUB discovered that Nicor had identified the 

steps in testimony in a manner completely different than the manner in which Nicor 

identified them in internally maintained records.  It is clear from the face of CUB DR 
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1.17 that its intent was to determine how Nicor achieved savings under the PBR.  

Moreover, CUB had included a catchall category of “Other.”  Clearly, the Company was 

required to identify the amounts of savings achieved by all methodologies used by the 

Company to reduce overall gas costs.  The simple fact is that Nicor had the information 

in the Buckets Analyses and failed to provide that information to CUB. 

 Nicor wrongfully asserts that the Buckets Analysis memos do not estimate or 

identify the amount of savings that the Company achieved from activities or strategies 

identified in CUB DR 1.17.  (Nicor Reply, p. 11)  This could not be further from the truth.  

For instance, line items from the Buckets Analysis (Staff Response, Ex. I, NIC 002777) 

listed as “EKT Management Fee” and “Summer Fill Credits” relate directly to item B of 

CUB DR 1.17, which is “Third-party arrangements to manage storage”.  Furthermore, 

the mere existence of the Buckets Analysis demonstrates that the Company had 

performed a comprehensive and categorical analysis of savings and losses under the 

PBR.  To arrive at the numbers in the broader categories of the Buckets Analysis, Nicor 

would have compiled numbers from much more specific categories, possibly down to a 

transaction-by-transaction basis.  With this level of detail at its disposal, Nicor could 

have provided CUB and Staff with at least a rough estimate of the savings achieved in 

each of CUB’s categories from DR 1.17.  Nicor ignores the spirit of the request and 

focuses strictly on semantics.  If CUB failed to spell out the exact line item name of each 

Nicor account or category, Nicor took the opportunity to provide nothing instead of 

providing information that it knew CUB and Staff were seeking.   

 Further, the fact that CUB did not request production of specific documents does 

not relieve Nicor of the duty to provide a true and complete answer to CUB’s data 
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request.  If Nicor did not wish provide the document itself, Nicor had the duty to provide 

in its data request response, the information contained within the documents.  Had 

Nicor done so, CUB, Cook County, and Staff, would have had the opportunity to issue 

follow-up data requests seeking any related documents.  Nicor, however, prevented the 

parties from even discovering that the information existed. 

iv. Staff DRs 
 
 Nicor’s Reply also rationalizes its failure to respond fully and accurately to Staff 

data requests POL 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2.  (Nicor Reply, pp. 11-13)  Inexplicably, Nicor 

argues that Staff should file its own motion for sanctions.  Then Nicor hides behind the 

‘the data request did not ask for production of documents’ defense.  (Nicor Reply, p. 11)  

Nicor also misconstrues Staff’s criticism of the responses.  Finally, Nicor claims that 

since ultimately i.e., after the whistleblower fax, Nicor provided the information Staff was 

not prejudiced.  The fact remains that Nicor withheld information about both the 

strategies it used and the resulting gas cost savings involved despite repeated data 

requests seeking that very information.   

 In POL 1.2, Staff requested a description of all actions taken to reduce gas costs 

and out-of-pocket costs and gas cost savings associated with each action. (Staff 

Response, Ex. D)  The Company responded that it does not track gas costs or savings.  

Id.  In fact, as discussed in detail in Staff’s Response, the Company did track the 

savings.  (See Staff’s Response, p. 6 and Exs. E, F, G, H, and I)  Nicor admits “[w]hile 

the referenced documents address the Company’s management of its storage inventory 

to maximize shared savings under the PBR program...” Nicor goes on to claim “...none 

is responsive to POL 1.2.”  (Nicor Reply, p. 12, italics in original)  Nicor offers no 



01-0705, 02-0067 and 
02-0725 (Consolidated) 

 

 13

rationale to explain why the information in those documents are not responsive to the 

request for Nicor’s out-of-pocket costs and gas cost savings of all actions taken by Nicor 

to reduce gas costs since the inception of the PBR program other than to once again 

claim that Staff did not ask for the production of specific documents.   

 Nicor again mischaracterizes Staff’s response when it states that Staff concedes 

that Nicor’s data request response references the inventory management strategy 

described in documents provided by Nicor subsequent to the reopening.  (Nicor Reply, 

p. 11)  Staff stated that it is conceivable, but not apparent, that the LIFO inventory 

strategy is included in Nicor’s references.4  The strategy was the motivating factor for 

the PBR filing, but Nicor never once in testimony, or data request responses in either 

99-0127 or 02-0067 alluded to its existence.  Despite Nicor’s assertion that it “...twice 

elaborated on its initial response to POL 1.2 ... including ... specific discussion of the 

Company’s inventory management strategies” (Nicor Response, p. 12), Nicor never 

mentioned the LIFO decrement program, which formed the cornerstone for the entire 

PBR program.   

 Nicor produced this information only after CUB received the whistleblower fax 

and had alerted the parties to the docket of the concerns related therein.  Nicor failed to 

disclose this information from Staff and the parties to the docket for the entirety of the 

proceeding until after the record had been marked ‘Heard and Taken.’  Nicor’s 

protestations that no party was prejudiced because the documents were produced 

before “a single deposition has been taken and a single witness cross-examined” (Nicor 

Reply, p. 13) are duplicitous.  This information was not provided in a timely manner.  In 
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fact, absent the whistleblower fax, the Commission would have entered an order in the 

docket without Nicor ever having provided the information.  The truth is, Nicor only 

provided the information after it had no realistic alternative but to provide it. 

C. Sanctions 
 

The CUB and Cook County Motion for Sanctions and Staff’s Response 

demonstrate that Nicor withheld critical information from the parties and the 

Commission, both during Docket No. 99-0127 and during Docket No. 02-0067.  Nicor’s 

protestation that no party was prejudiced because “...those documents were produced 

before a single deposition has been taken and a single witness cross-examined...” 

(Nicor Reply, p. 13) ignores the procedural schedule in this matter.  Similarly, Nicor’s 

description of its production as “dilatory” (Nicor Reply, p. 14) misses the mark.  The 

hearing was held and the record was marked ”Heard and Taken” on June 11, 2002.  

The evidence in the record at that time was based upon the data request responses 

complained of by CUB/Cook County and Staff in the Motion for Sanctions and Staff’s 

Response.  Those data request responses concealed the existence of the strategy that 

the whistleblower later revealed to be the very foundation of the PBR.  Contrary to 

Nicor’s argument, the Company withheld vital facts about the PBR program throughout 

the procedural schedule in this docket as well as in the 1999 docket.5  In fact, Nicor’s 

production of the documents occurred only after participants in the docket were 

informed by a whistleblower that Nicor had been less than forthcoming.  Nicor would 

                                                                                                                                             
4 Nicor’s statement that it has accounted for its gas storage purchases on a LIFO basis for years (Nicor 
Reply, p. 12) is a non sequitur.  The point is not that Nicor accounts for gas storage on a LIFO basis, it is 
that Nicor purposely withheld from the participants in the dockets that it had a LIFO inventory strategy.   
5 The Staff data requests POL 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 were served on Nicor December 13, 2001 and February 4, 
2002 respectively.  Nicor’s responses were provided on January 24, 2002 and February 18, 2002 
respectively.   
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never have provided any information regarding the LIFO plan had the whistle not been 

blown on its scheme.   

It is particularly surprising for Nicor to assert  “[i]t is disquieting that Staff would 

suddenly assert, after all this time, that the Company’s responses were not only 

improper but sanctionable...”  (Nicor Reply, p. 12)  During “all this time” Staff has been 

sifting through the 100,000-plus documents that Nicor failed to produce during the 

original proceeding.  Disquieting manifestly understates the action (or non-action) Nicor 

has exhibited in this docket.   

As discussed above, the Commission necessarily has the authority to impose 

sanctions upon Nicor.   

The shrouded information was evidence that only Nicor was in a position to 

provide.  Nicor’s behavior shows a clear intent to keep CUB, Cook County and Staff 

(and the Commission) ignorant of the truth.   

Nicor cannot convincingly claim that it acted in good faith.  The evidence 

referenced in the CUB and Cook County Motion for Sanctions and Staff’s Response 

overwhelmingly leads to the conclusion that the LIFO decrement scheme formed the 

cornerstone of Nicor’s PBR plan.  It is disingenuous for Nicor to claim otherwise.   

Discovery procedures are meaningless unless a violation entails a penalty 

proportionate to the gravity of the violation.  Buehler et al. v. Whalen, et al., 70 Ill. 2d 51, 

67, 374 N.E. 2d 460 (1977).  Discovery will not be effective unless trial courts do not 

countenance violations and impose sanctions proportionate to the circumstances.  

Disclosure is the object of all discovery procedures; the Commission must not tolerate 

the withholding of vital information.   
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III. CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Staff of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission respectfully requests the Commission grant the CUB and Cook County 

Motion for Sanctions. 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       _______________________________ 
       JANIS E. VON QUALEN 
       JOHN J. REICHART 
       Staff Attorneys 
 
       Counsel for the Staff of the 
       Illinois Commerce Commission 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTYOFSANGAMON

STATE OF ILLINOIS

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

01-0705

Illinois Commerce Commission
On Its Own Motion

-vs-

Northern Illinois Gas Company

Reconciliation of revenues collected under
gas adjustment charges with actual costs
prudently incurred.

02-0067
On Reopening

Illinois Commerce Commission
On Its Own Motion

-vs-

Northern Illinois Gas Company
d/b/a NICOR Gas Company

Proceeding to review Rider 5, Gas cost,
pursuant to Section 9-244(c) of the Public
Utilities Act.

Illinois Commerce Commission
On Its Own Motion

-vs- 02-0725

Northern Illinois Gas Company
d/b/a NICOR Gas Company

Reconciliation of revenues collected under.
gas adjustment charges with actual costs
prudently incurred.

(Consolidated)
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contents of the Response of the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission the

Citizens Utility Board and Cook County State's Attorneys Office Motion for

Sanctions and that it is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge

information and belief.
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