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STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

[llinois Commerce Commission,
On Its Own Motion,
_VS_
Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company,

Reconciliation of revenues collected : 01-0707
under gas adjustment charges with actual
costs prudently incurred.

ORDER
By the Commission:

On November 7, 2001, the Commission commenced this docket requiring
Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“PGL”) to reconcile the total revenue it
collected from the ratepayers under its purchased gas adjustment clause (its “PGA”)
with the total cost of gas it incurred. At that time, this Commission specifically required
PGL to present evidence establishing what measures it took to insulate ratepayers from
price volatility in the wholesale natural gas markets during the time period in question,
which is October 1, 2000, through September 30, 2001. (See, Initiating Order,
November 7, 2001).

Leave to Intervene was granted to the Citizens Utility Board, the lllinois Attorney
General, the Cook County State’s Attorney and the City of Chicago. On March 7, 2005,
pursuant to a ruling made by the Administrative Law Judge, (the “ALJ") the parties filed
pre-hearing briefs stating their positions as to how 83 Ill. Adm. Code 525.40 applied to
the facts at bar. Pursuant to proper notice, hearing in this matter convened before a
duly authorized ALJ on April 18, 2005 and continued through April 21, 2005.
Subsequently, the record was marked “Heard and Taken.” PGL and Commission Staff
filed initial briefs on June 30, 2005. The City of Chicago, (the “City”) the Citizens Utility
Board (“CUB”) and the lllinois Attorney General (the “AG”) filed one initial brief
collectively on that same day.! Reply briefs were filed on August 19, 2005. These three
parties filed Briefs on Exception on October 3, 2005 and Reply Briefs on Exceptions on

! Reference is made herein to positions asserted in joint briefs filed by these three entities as the “GCl,”
which is the Governmental and Consumer Intervenors.
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October 11, 2005. PGL requested oral argument, which the Commission granted on
December 13, 2005.% The Commission heard oral arguments on December 21, 2005.

On January 17, 2006, PGL, North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”)
(collectively “Peoples Companies”), the AG and the City of Chicago entered into a
Settlement Agreement and Release (the “Settlement”). CUB formally signed on to the
Settlement on February 27, 2006. A copy of the Settlement is attached hereto as
Exhibit 1. In the Settlement, the Peoples Companies, the AG, the City, and CUB
(collectively the “Settling Parties”) agreed to settle globally the outstanding reconciliation
dockets pending for Fiscal Years 2001 through 2004 of both PGL (I.C.C. Docket Nos.
01-0707, 02-0727, 03-0705 and 04-0683) and North Shore (I.C.C. Docket Nos. 01-
0706, 02-0726, 03-0704 and 04-0682) (collectively “Reconciliation Dockets”).® Under
the Settlement, the Settling Parties would settle the Reconciliation Dockets and the
Peoples Companies would pay a $100 million refund, adopt certain forward-looking
management and accounting measures proposed in the ALJPO, and meet other
requirements defined in the agreement.

On January 23, 2006, the Peoples Companies, the AG and the City filed a Joint
Petition for Approval of the Settlement Agreement in each of the Reconciliation Dockets.
At its February 8, 2006 Bench Session, after certain Commissioners raised concerns as
to whether the terms of the Settlement were fair value in exchange for the settlement of
all of the Reconciliation Dockets, the Commission asked that the Settling Parties meet
with Staff and the Cook County State’s Attorney (“CCSAQ”) to negotiate settlement
terms that all parties could accept.

During the next several weeks, Staff, the CCSAO and the Settling Parties met on
several occasions. In addition, Staff issued several data requests to the Peoples
Companies, which the Peoples Companies responded to on an expedited basis. Based
on those responses, Staff developed an estimate of potential disallowances for
reconciliation years other than 2001 that Staff asserted should be considered as part of
the Settlement. Based on the above-mentioned discussions, the Settling Parties
executed an Amendment and Addendum to the Settlement (the “Addendum”), which
modified the terms of the Settlement to include these additional agreements and
modifications that the Settling Parties would include if the Commission were to approve
the Settlement. A copy of the Addendum is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. Staff and the
CCSAO opposed both the Settlement and the Addendum.

2 With its Brief on Exceptions, PGL also filed a document entitled “Exhibit 1 to Brief on Exceptions,” which
is, essentially, the Administrative Law Judge’s Proposed Order (the “ALIPO”) rewritten. Many of the
proposed changes therein were not substantiated by legal or factual argument, as is required by law. (83
lIll. Adm. Code 200.830(b)-(e); (Fraley v. City of Elgin, 251 lll. App. 3d 72, 76, 621 N.E.2d 276 (2nd Dist.
1993); In re Marriage of Thornquist, 79 Illl. App. 3d 791, 798, 399 N.E.2d 176 (lSt Dist. 1979)). And, many
of the proposed changes therein misstate the record. By failing to assert a legal or factual argument in
support of changes PGL seeks, PGL has waived its right to have this Commission consider them.
(Fraley, 251 Ill. App. 3d at, 76). Except in on instance, we did not consider these contentions. (See,
Section lll(0) herein).

® The Settlement also addressed three circuit court cases.
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On February 28, 2006 and March 1, 2006, the Settling Parties filed statements
advising the Commission of the revised settlement terms agreed to by the Settling
Parties and requesting that the Commission approve the Settlement as revised by the
Addendum. On March 2, 2006, the Commissioners issued data requests to the parties
to obtain information about the Settlement and the Addendum. The parties filed verified
responses to these Commission data requests on March 3, 2006. On March 6, 2006,
the Commission held a special open meeting addressing the settlement during which
Commissioners asked questions to, and received answers from, representatives of the
parties and Staff. At that Special Open Meeting, the Commission generally approved
the Settlement Agreement.

Testifying on behalf of PGL were: Thomas Zack, Director of Gas Supply
Services; David Wear, the Manager of Gas Supply Administration at PGL; William
Morrow, the Vice-President of PGL, the Vice-President of Peoples Energy Corporation
and the President of Peoples Energy Resource Company; Valerie Grace, PGL’s
Director of Rates and Gas Transportation Services; Thomas Puracchio, PGL's Gas
Storage Manager: and Frank Graves, a Principal at the Consulting Firm of the Brattle
Group.

Testifying on behalf of Commission Staff were Dr. David Rearden, a Senior
Economist in the Commission’s Policy Division, Steven R. Knepler, a Supervisor in the
Accounting Department of the Commission’s Financial Analysis Division, and Dianna
Hathhorn, an accountant in the Accounting Department of the Commission’s Financial
Analysis Division, Eric Lounsberry, the Supervisor of the Gas Section of the Engineering
Department of the Commission’s Energy Division, and Dennis Anderson, a senior
energy engineer in the Gas Section of the Engineering Department of the Commission’s
Energy Division.

Testifying on behalf of CUB were Brian Ross, a Principal with CR Planning, Inc.
and Jerome Mierzwa. Testifying on behalf of the City was John Herbert. Testifying on
behalf of the AG was David Effron a regulatory consultant. Testifying on behalf both the
City and CUB was Lindy Decker, an Audit Manager with Grant Thornton LLP.

l. The Settlement Agreement

A. Outstanding Procedural Matters

On October 7, 2005, PGL filed a Petition for Interlocutory Review of the Ruling on
Staff's Motion to Strike Reply Brief and Deny Other Relief. On January 17, 2006, the
Peoples Companies, the AG, the City and CUB filed a Joint Motion to Stay Pending
Presentation of and Decision on Petition to Approve Settlement. In light of the
Commission’s approval of the Settlement, without addressing or ruling on the merits of
these matters, the Commission denies the Petition for Interlocutory Review and the
Joint Motion for Stay as being moot. On March 16, 2006, Staff filed a motion seeking
leave to file Exceptions and a Brief on Exceptions. That motion is hereby granted.
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B. Legal Basis for Adoption of the Proposed Settlement Agreement as a
Resolution on the Merits

The lllinois Supreme Court addressed the standard for the Commission’s
approval of settlement agreements and for consideration and adoption of proposed
settlement agreements in Business and Professional People for the Public Interest v.
lllinois Commerce Commission (“BPI”), 136 Ill. 2d 192, 206-218 (1989). BPI holds that
the Commission may approve a settlement agreement as a settlement agreement if
there is unanimous support for it. I1d. at 217-218. However, if a settlement agreement
lacks unanimous support, for the Commission to consider and adopt the proposed
agreement as an appropriate resolution on the merits, three conditions must be met: 1)
the provisions of the settlement agreement must be within the Commission’s authority to
impose; 2) the provisions must not contravene the PUA; and 3) substantial evidence
must exist in the record to independently support the provisions of the proposed
settlement. Id. It may be observed that the requirements expressed by the lllinois
Supreme Court in BPI concerning the Commission’s adoption of a nonunanimous
settlement proposal as a resolution on the merits of a case are similar in substance to
the standards found in section 10-201 of the PUA that apply generally to the judicial
review of Commission orders and decisions.

As noted above, the Settling Parties proposed to resolve eight open dockets with
the Settlement and Addendum. The Settlement and Addendum received unanimous
support from the parties in six of those dockets*, which the Commission will deal with in
separate orders. For the remaining two dockets, 01-0706 and the instant docket,
CCSAO opposed the settlement. Given the lack of unanimous support for the proposed
settlement agreement here, the Commission must analyze the proposed settlement as
described in the above paragraph if the Commission is to adopt the proposal as a
resolution on the merits.

First, the Commission must determine if the provisions of the proposed
Settlement and Addendum are within the Commission’s authority to impose. Several of
the provisions—conservation program funding, debt forgiveness and hardship
reconnection—do not require Commission approval to take effect. Because the Settling
Parties constructed the proposed Settlement and Addendum so that these provisions
will take effect even without Commission approval, the Commission need not analyze
these provisions under BPI. However, only the Commission can issue an order
imposing refunds in reconciliation proceedings (See PUA Section 9-220 and 83 Ill. Adm.
Code 525). The refund provision will not take effect unless the Commission adopts the
proposed Settlement and Addendum as a resolution on the merits. Since this provision
rests solidly within the Commission’s authority, our adoption of this aspect of the
proposed Settlement and Addendum meets the first condition of the BPI analysis.

* While Staff expressed opposition to the settlement agrement, Staff is not considered a party under the
Commission’s Rules of Practice. 83 Ill. Adm. Code § 200.40 (definition of a “Party”).
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Second, the Commission must determine whether the provisions of the proposed
Settlement and Addendum contravene the PUA. Upon review of these documents, the
Commission discerns nothing that would violate any provision of the PUA. Therefore,
the proposed Settlement and Addendum meet the second condition of the BPI analysis.

Finally, the Commission must find that substantial record evidence exists to
independently support the provisions of the proposed settlement. Substantial evidence
is more than a scintilla, but less than a preponderance. (Citizens Utility Board v. lllinois
Commerce Commission, 291 Ill. App. 3d 300, 304 (Ill. App. Ct. 1997)).This requires the
Commission to demonstrate that facts exist that, in turn, sustain the provisions of the
findings and ordering paragraphs of an order that would adopt, as a resolution on the
merits, the provisions of the proposed Settlement and Addendum. The Settlement and
Addendum provide for a $100 million refund to be issued to PGL and North Shore
customers. For the Commission to consider these documents, which lack the support of
CCSAQO, to be an adequate resolution on the merits of this docket, the Commission
must evaluate the evidence and findings of imprudence in the ALJPO to ensure they
support the $100 million refund. This evidence played a significant role in the
proceedings and may not be ignored in a decision that considers and adopt the
proposed settlement as a resolution on the merits, as we are required to do here. As set
forth in the remainder of the order, the Commission finds substantial evidence in the
record to support the provisions of this nonrunanimous proposed Settlement and
Addendum.

The Commission hereby adopts the provisions of the proposed Settlement and
Addendum as an appropriate resolution on the merits, finding that they meet the BPI
test.

C. Terms of the Settlement

The Commission finds that an appropriate settlement has been reached in this
docket and in the other Peoples Reconciliation Dockets, the terms of the settlement
areof which are set forth in the Settlement (Exhibit 1) and Addendum (Exhibit 2). The
Settlement Agreement and Addendum are hereby incorporated into and made a part of
this Order and the similar orders entered for the other Peoples Reconciliation Dockets.

1. Distribution of the $100 Million Refund

The Settlement Agreement and Addendum provide the Commission with
flexibility in determining how to refund the $100 million to customers in PGL's and North
Shore’s service territories. The Commission finds that the $100 million refund should be
apportioned to North Shore and PGL customers based on the substantial evidence in
the records of Docket No. 01-0706 and Docket No. 01-0707. That evidence
demonstrates that North Shore customers suffered significantly less harm than PGL
customers.
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The Commission finds that the $100 million refund shall be allocated between
North Shore and PGL customer accounts based on each utility’'s approximate share of
the total disallowances recommended by Staff in Docket Nos. 01-0706 and the instant
docket. Staff recommended approximately $92 million in disallowances in the instant
proceeding and approximately $4 million in disallowances in Docket No. 01-0706. Using
those numbers as indicators of the level of harm caused to consumers in each service
territory, the Commission finds that $96,000,000 of the $100,000,000 shall be refunded
to customer accounts in PGL’s service territory.

The Company shall distribute the $96,000,000 refund to customer accounts in
PGL's service territory by refunding one hundred dollars ($100.00) to each customer
account in Service Classification No. 1 — Small Residential Service ("SC No. 1") that is
receiving service from the Company upon the date this Order is entered. The $100
refund shall be provided to all SC No.1 customer accounts—both transportation and
sales service.

After $100 dollars is allocated to each SC No. 1 customer account, the remainder
of the $96,000,000 shall be allocated to all remaining Service Classifications (“Nor-
residential Service Classifications) based on each Nonresidential Service
Classification’s share of the total PGA gas consumed by all Nonresidential Service
Classifications during the 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 reconciliation periods
(“Reconciliation Periods”).

Each Non-residential Service Classification’s allocation, with the exception of the
allocations to Service Classification No. 3 — Large Volume Service ("SC No. 3") and
Service Classification No. 4 — Large Volume Demand Service ("SC No. 4"), shall be
divided by the total number of customer accounts (both transportation and sales)
receiving service under that Service Classification on the date this Order is entered.
The result for each Service Classification shall be refunded on a per capita basis to
each customer account receiving service under that Service Classification on the date
this Order is entered. Refunds to al Non-residential Service Classifications shall be
provided to both sales and transportation customer accounts with the exception of SC
No. 3 and SC No. 4 customer accounts as outlined below.

Refunds to SC No. 3 customer accounts shall be allocated to individual SC No. 3
customer accounts based on PGA gas usage during the Reconciliation Periods. The
amount allocated to SC No. 3 shall be refunded to each individual SC No. 3 customer
account, which received service at any time during the Reconciliation Periods and
purchased PGA gas at any time during the Reconciliation Periods, based on each
customer account’s share of the total PGA gas used during the Reconciliation Periods.
If any of these entities are still a going concern but no longer a customer of the
Company, then the Company and the customer shall arrive at a mutually acceptable
method of administering the refund. Refunds to SC No. 4 customer accounts shall be
calculated in the same manner as refunds to SC No. 3 customer accounts.
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The Commission finds that the allocation methodologies for the different Service
Classifications approved herein are equitable and take into consideration the
administrative difficulties associated with providing refunds to nearly one million
customers with vastly different usage characteristics and levels of service.

Within seven days of the date this Order is served to the parties, PGL shall file an
informational filing with the Commission's Chief Clerks Office describing the amount to
be refunded to each customer in each Service Classification based on the methodology
described herein and a plan for administering the refunds.

The informational filing shall include the following information:

= the number of customers receiving service on each Service Classification
as of the date this Order is entered,;

= the usage of PGA gas by each Service Classification during the
Reconciliation Periods;

= the amount to be refunded to each customer account in each service
classification;

= the number of current and former customers that held customer accounts
on Service Classification No. 3 and Service Classification No. 4 during the
Reconciliation Periods and consumed PGA gas at any time during the
Reconciliation Periods;

= the amount of PGA gas consumed during the Reconciliation Periods by
each current and former customer that held a Service Classification No. 3
or Service Classification No. 4 account during the Reconciliation Periods;

= an indication of whether former SC No. 3 and SC No. 4 customers are still
a going concern, the amount to be refunded to customers in each service
classification; and,

= the amount to be refunded to each current and former customer account
that received service under Service Classification No. 3 and Service
Classification No. 4 during the Reconciliation Periods.

The refund shall be issued in one installment and shall be considered a credit to
each customer account. The credit shall be plainly designated on customers’ bills as a
refund credit provided as a result of a Settlement and Addendum agreed yoon by the
City of Chicago, the lllinois Attorney General, the Citizens Utility Board, Peoples Gas,
and North Shore and approved by the Illinois Commerce Commission.

Refunds shall be issued to all customer accounts within thirty days of the date
this Order is entered. Within forty-five (45) days of the date this Order is entered, the
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Company shall file an informational filing describing how the refund process was
administered, the speed at which the refund process was completed, any problems that
were incurred during the refund process, and any other issues associated with the
refund process. The filing will also include the total numbers of customers receiving the
refund, and for all Service Classifications except for SC 1, the refund amount for each
customer.

2. Accounting Proposals Adopted from the ALJPO

In the Settlement and the Addendum, the Settling Parties agreed that the
Peoples Companies would adopt and incorporate into the Settlement several of the
accounting provisions set forth in the ALJPO. Section IIl.A.2 of the Settlement includes
a statement paralleling Finding (13) of the ALJPO. Section Ill.A.2. states:

For a period of five years, Peoples Gas and North Shore Gas each
shall perform an annual internal audit of gas purchasing and submit
a copy of the audit report to the Manager of the ICC’s Accounting

Department.

(Settlement at 8.)

Amendment Section A of the Addendum states that the Peoples Companies will
account future HUB and third party non-tariff revenues in accordance with 83 Ill. Admin

Code 525, stating:

Upon approval of the settlement agreement, Peoples Gas and
North Shore Gas and all Peoples Companies shall account for all of
their HUB revenues and third party nonttariff revenues, and any
other revenues referred to as HUB revenues or non-ariff revenues
(as those terms have been used in ICC Docket 01-0707) in
accordance with 83 Illl. Admin Code 525.40(d). All such revenues
shall serve to offset “recoverable gas costs” to arrive at the “gas
charge” as those terms are used in lllinois Commerce Commission
rules part 525.40(d) and in accordance with the Public Utilities Act.
83 Illl. Admin. Code 525.40(d); 220 ILCS 5/101 et. seq. The
Peoples Gas and North Shore Gas and all Peoples Companies
agree that this accounting of these revenues shall apply to all
future Purchased Gas Adjustment reconciliation case and rate case
filed by Peoples Gas and North Shore Gas.

(Addendum at 1-2.). Therefore, Peoples Gas and North Shore must account for
all of their HUB revenues and third-party non-tariff revenues as is set forth above.
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The text of those findings from the ALJPO incorporated into the Settlement by
the Addendum are:

(7)

(8)

(9)

(11)

(12)

(14)

(15)

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall update its operating
agreement, which was approved by this Commission in Docket No. 55071,
prior to filing its petition with the ICC for its next rate case or within sixty
days after the date a final order is entered in this docket, whichever occurs
first;

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall account for all gas physically
injected into Manlove Field by including the cost associated with
maintenance gas in the amount transferred from purchased gas expense
to the gas stored underground account, Account 164.1;

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall account for the portion of gas
injected into the Manlove Storage Field to maintain pressure, as credits
from Account 164.1, Gas Stored Underground, as charges to Account
117, Gas Stored Underground, in the case of recoverable cushion gas, or
to Account 101, in the case of non-recoverable portions of cushion gas;

* * *

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall revise its maintenance gas
accounting procedures related to gas injected for the benefit of the North
Shore Gas Company and third-parties to require those entities to bear the
cost of maintenance gas, and it shall revise its maintenance gas
accounting procedures to ensure that all customers/consumers bear equal
responsibility for maintenance gas;

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall submit its revised
maintenance gas accounting procedures to the Commission’s Chief Clerk
with a copy to the Manager of the Accounting Department within 30 days
after the date, upon which, a final Order is entered in this docket;

* * *

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall submit quarterly reports
reflecting its use of journal entries regarding maintenance gas to the
Manager of this Commission’s Accounting Department within 45 days of
the end of each quarter, after the date of a final order is entered in this
docket, through the quarter ending September 30, 2009;

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company shall engage outside consultants
to perform a management audit of its gas purchasing practices, gas
storage operations and storage activities. The firm selected to perform the
management audit shall be independent of Peoples Gas Light and Coke
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Company, its affiliates, Staff, and all parties in this docket, and approved
by this Commission. Monthly reporting of the progress of the conduct of
the management audit shall be submitted to the Bureau Chief of the
Commission’s Public Utilities Bureau, with a copy to the Manager of the
Commission’s Accounting Department, until the management audit report
has been submitted. Completion of this management audit shall occur no
later than eighteen months after the date, upon which, a final order is
entered in this docket. Upon completion, copies of the management audit
reports shall be submitted to the Commission’s Public Utilities Bureau
Chief and the Manager of the Commission’s Accounting Department.

(ALJPO at 135-136.)

3. Hardship Reconnection Program

The Peoples Companies agreed to instate a Hardship Reconnection program to
allow certain customers who have been disconnected for nonpayment to be
reconnected and their debt forgiven. The Commission applauds this program and the
Companies’ pledge to permanently instate it. The Commission has high hopes for the
program’s success. To keep ourselves informed of the success, the Commission finds
that the Peoples Companies should file quarterly reports on the progress of the
program.

4, Gas Reconciliation

A reconciliation of Peoples Gas’ total gas revenues with total gas costs for the
reconciliation period October 1, 2000, through September 30, 2001 is shown in
Appendix A hereto. This Appendix A contains an independent reconciliation for each of
the following; Commodity Gas Charge, Non-Commodity Gas Charge and Demand Gas
Charge, and Transition Surcharge. Below is an aggregation of the above referenced
reconciliations.

1. Unamortized Balance at 9/30/00 per 2000 reconciliation

(Refund)/Recovery $30,466,781.15

2. Factor A Adjustments Amortized to Sch. | at 09/30/00 per
2000 reconciliation (Refund)/Recovery 13,153,581.51

3. Factor O (Refunded)/Recovered during 2000 0

4. ?::%récse to be (Refunded)/Recovered during 2001 from prior 43,620.362.66

5. 2001 PGA Recoverable Costs 883.501.818.75

6. 2001 PGA Actual Recoveries 958.580.973.43

7. Interest 801,015.36

10
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8. Other Adjustments 0

9. Pipeline Refunds __ (614,882.34)

10. (Over)/Under Recovery for 2001 (74,893,021.66)

11. PGA Reconciliation Balance at 9/30/01
(Over)/Under Collected (31,272,659.00)

12. Factor A Adjustments unreconciled at 9/30/01

(Refund)/Recovery (10,342,032.56)

13. Unamortized Balance at 9/30/01

(Refund)/Recovery ($20,930,626.44)

14. Requested Ordered Reconciliation Factor to be

(Refunded)/Recovered [Factor O] 0

Il. The Procedural History of this Docket

A. Disclosure of Pertinent Information During Discovery

As is often the case in litigation, the ALJ assigned to this docket set a cut-off date
of March 17, 2003 for completion of all discovery, except for the prefiling of testimony.
(See, e.g., Mann v. Upjohn Co., 324 Ill. App. 3d 367, 373, 753 N.E.2d 452 (1°' Dist.
2001); Besco v. Henslee, Monek & Henslee, 297 Ill. App. 3d 778, 781, 701 N.E.2d 1126
(3" Dist. 1998)). On February 10, 2004, however, discovery was reopened. In Motions
to Compel brought by several parties, parties contended that in discovery, PGL was
asked to provide information about its business dealings with an affiliate, enovate.
Recently-released information on the website of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“the FERC”) about Enron’s relationship with PGL and its affiliates
indicated that PGL entered into transactions with enovate that were not disclosed in
discovery. (See, e.g., CUB Motion to Compel, February 3, 2004). In fact, PGL
contended that it had no business dealings with enovate. See, e.g., CUB Motion to
Compel, February 3, 2004). enovate is described below. When reopening discovery,
the ALJ permitted the movants to seek additional information through discovery from
PGL about its relationship with its affiliate, enovate, but ruled that the discovery
requests the movants sought to enforce were vague and overbroad. (Tr.132-33).

Also on February 10, 2004, the ALJ required parties to adhere to discovery
practices in the Ill. Supreme Court Rules, as opposed to the discovery practices in the
Commission’s rules.® The Ill. Supreme Court Rules require verification of answers to

® Administrative Law Judge Erin O’Connell-Diaz was originally assigned to this docket. It was reassigned
to Administrative Law Judge Claudia E. Sainsot on April 30, 2003.

® Commission rules require full disclosure of all information that is relevant and material. (See, e.g., 83 llI,
Adm. Code 200.340). Commission rules do not require any person to verify discovery response