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I N THE MATTER OF:

[11inois Commerce
On Its Own Moti on,

VS.

The Peoples Gas Li
and Coke Company,

| nvestigation into Anonymous |letter
all eging m sconduct and inproprieties
related to The Peoples Gas Light and
Coke Conpany's accel erated main

repl acement program

Met pursuant
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March 26, 2015
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Adm ni strative Law Judge.
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APPEARANCES:

ROONEY RI PPl E & RATNASWAMY LLP, by
MR. JOHN E. ROONEY

350 West Hubbard Street, Suite 600
Chi cago, Illinois 60654-6982

(312) 447-2801

- AND -

| NTEGRYS BUSI NESS SUPPORT LLC, by
MR. M. GAVI N McCARTY

MS. MARY P. KLYASHEFF

200 East Randol ph Street

Chi cago, Illinois 60601

(312) 240-4470

Appearing on behalf of The Peoples Gas

Li ght and Coke Conpany;

Cl TI ZENS UTI LI TY BOARD, by

MS. CHRI STI E REDD HI CKS

309 West Washington Street, Suite 800
Chi cago, Illinois 60606

(312) 263-4329

Appearing on behalf of the Citizens
Utility Board,;

PUBLI C UTI LI TI ES BUREAU, OFFI CE

OF THE STATE OF I LLINO S ATTORNEY GENERAL, by
MS. KAREN L. LUSSON

MS. JANICE A. DALE

MR. SAMEER H. DOSHI

MR. RONALD D. JOLLY

100 West Randol ph Street, 11th Fl oor

Chicago, Illinois 60601

(312) 814-3736

Appearing on behalf of the People of
the State of Illinois;



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

APPEARANCES CONTI NUED

| LLI NOI S COMVERCE COMM SSI ON, by

MS. JESSI CA L. CARDONI

MR. MATTHEW L. HARVEY

MR. JOHN C. FEELEY

160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800
Chi cago, Illinois 60601

(312) 793-3243

Appearing on behalf of Comm ssion
St af f;

CI TY OF CHI CAGO LAW DEPARTMENT, by
MR. ORI JIT GHOSHAL

30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1400
Chi cago, Illinois 60602

(312) 744-6936

Appearing on behalf of the City of
Chi cago.

SULLI VAN REPORTI NG COMPANY, by
Brad Benjam n, CSR
Li cense No. 084-004805

I NDE X
Re - Re- By
W t nesses: Direct Cross direct cross Exam ner
None.
EXHILBI TS
Number For Identification I n Evidence

None so mar ked
or entered.
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JUDGE KI MBREL: Pursuant to the authority of
the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion | now call Docket
15-0186, Illinois Commerce Conm ssion On |Its Own
Motion versus The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Conpany.
This is an Investigation into an Anonynous |etter
all eging m sconduct and improprieties related to The
Peopl e Gas Light and Coke Conmpany's accel erated main
repl acenment program

WIl the parties please identify
t hensel ves for the record, including their address
and tel ephone nunber.

MR. ROONEY: On behalf of The Peoples Gas Light
and Coke Conpany, John Rooney of the firm Rooney
Ri ppi e & Ratnaswamy LLP, 350 West Hubbard Street,
Suite 600, Chicago, Illinois 60654.

MS. KLYASHEFF: Appearing for the People's Gas
Li ght and Coke Conpany, Gavin McCarty and Mary
Kl yasheff, 200 East Randol ph, Chicago, Illinois
60601, telephone is(312) 240-4470.

MS. HI CKS: On behalf of the Citizens Utility
Board, Christie Hicks, 309 West Washi ngton, Suite

800, Chicago, Illinois 60606
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MS. LUSSON: On behalf of the People of the
State of Illinois, Karen Lusson, Janice Dal e,

D- A-L-E, Saneer Doshi, D-O-S-H-1, and Ron Jolly,
J-O-L-L-Y, 100 West Randol ph Street, 11th Fl oor,
Chicago, Illinois 60601.

MS. CARDONI: On behalf of Staff w tnesses for
the Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, Jessica Cardoni,
Matt Harvey, John Feeley, 160 North LaSalle, Suite
C- 800, Chicago, Illinois 60601.

MR. GHOSHAL.: On behalf of the City of Chicago,
Orijit Ghoshal, GH-OS-H-A-L, 30 North LaSalle
Street, Suite 1400, Chicago, Illinois 60602, (312)
744-6936.

JUDGE KI MBREL: s that it?

(No response.)

Okay. | think the Citizens Utility
Board filed a Petition to Intervene.

|s there any opposition to that Motion
to Intervene -- that Petition to Intervene?

MR. ROONEY: No.

JUDGE Kl MBREL: That being said, Petition to

I ntervene i s granted.
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Okay. Who would like to begin?
MS. LUSSON: |'d be happy to, your Honor.
Well, first, we believe then in |ight
of what we think are serious allegations in the
whi st | ebl ower letters that were the basis for
initiating this docket, we believe extensive
di scovery needs to take place initially. And we
beli eve the discovery process potentially could
i nclude a need for subpoenas and depositions,
particularly since persons were named in the second
whi st| ebl ower letter that was the subject of the
Staff report that initiated this proceeding. But
we' re al so cogni zant of the Comm ssion's rules that
require more informal discovery procedures be used
bef ore any requests for subpoenas and depositions.
That being said, we think the
Comm ssion was intent on this docket moving

expeditiously, and there was -- the Staff report

suggested that. So in that regard, we think that the

usual 28-day response tinme provided for in the
Comm ssion's rules needs to be tightened or reduced

here, again, in light of the serious allegations.
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In part 200.410 -- specifically
permts modifications of that 28-day timeline, so we
woul d ask that a 14-day turnaround time be set, and
t hen again, after the initial discovery, we'd nmeet
again in four to six weeks at the nmost to see where
we are in ternms of the information and setting a nore
formal schedul e.

And finally, Judge, again, in |light of
serious allegations, we believe it's critical that
you i ssue an order directing the company, its
affiliates, and the construction compani es t hat
appear to be served as agencies of the conmpany to
retain all records and correspondence associated with
the AMRP. And we've also filed -- we will be filing
a notion to that effect today, seeking that ruling.

JUDGE KI MBREL.: Okay.

MR. ROONEY: Judge, in response, first off, the
Conpany has no objection to establishing a period of
time to allow parties conduct discovery and to set it
for status at some point in the future.

JUDGE KI MBREL.: Uh- huh.

MR. ROONEY: | think where we have a concern
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with is the AG S request. And | understand that at
| east -- well, 1'"Il stick to the AG s request with
regard to the need to expedite responses to
di scovery. | observe that there's nothing in the
Corrected Initiating Order that directs this matter
to be handled in an expedited fashion. | ndeed t he
Conpany only recently received the unredacted version
of the letter -- one of the letters -- anonynous
letters.

JUDGE KI MBREL.: Uh- huh.

MR. ROONEY: And so, clearly we continue to
| ook into that issue.

Absent any specific direction rel ated
to expediting responses to discovery, to the extent
that -- | think as is noted off the record, we didn't
actually receive a -- despite the fact that the case
was initiated more than two weeks ago, we just
received the first substantive DRs today. And, in
fact, we received the | atest one fromthe AG while
was -- while both myself and Mr. MCarty were sitting
here, waiting for the hearing to begin.

| want to make clear, though, the
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Conpany clearly wants to respond fully and fairly to
all relevant discovery requests that relate to within
the scope of the Initiating Order. And what | had

i nformed previously -- Ms. Lusson up -- earlier

t oday, was that the Company would be willing to make
best efforts to respond to DRs within 21 days, which
is -- we believe given the fact that we are not sure
how extensive this discovery's going to be,

obvi ously. Ms. Lusson indicated -- | believe | wrote
down her words correctly -- that there was going to
be extensive discovery. W just do not know at this
poi nt what type of volume we're actually going to
see. And it's really difficult for us to state here
and commt to it. | don't think it's really
reasonabl e for the Conmpany to be required to respond
to DRs within 14 days.

And so what we woul d propose instead
is that we woul d make our best efforts to meet and
respond to discovery within 21 days, and in
fact -- and of course we would communicate with
Counsel if there were issues with certain DRs where

we couldn't meet that 21-day period.
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JUDGE KI MBREL: Ms. Lusson, do you want to
respond?

MS. LUSSON: Just very briefly in response.

Your Honor, we did send out a first
data request, which sought copies of any and all data
requests that have been sent out to date including by
the Comm ssion staff earlier than the data request
t hat was sent today.

And secondly, again, we think that the
fact that the Comm ssion opened this investigation
and referenced the potential issues of safety and
reliability, that this is -- calls for an exception
to the typical 28-day rule.

So again, we think 14 days is the nore
appropriate tinmeline.

JUDGE KI MBREL: | think that all things
considered that the 21 days is a fair conprom se.

MS. LUSSON: So, your Honor, would that be 21
days as a limt, and we could ask that that 21 days
be the limt and 14 days as best efforts?

JUDGE KI MBREL: | don't think that's what |I'm

sayi ng.

10
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| think 21 -- | think M. Rooney
menti oned 21 days as best efforts. And | think if
there's any difficulty meeting that, he mentioned
t hat he would express that to Counsel, and that seens
fair.

MS. CARDONI: And, Judge, | think Staff would
be amenable to that. At this point we hope that we
woul d have at | east one set of responses to review
prior to the 6-week status and potentially send
out followups and what-not so that we'd be in a
position in 6 weeks to figure out what the next steps
woul d be in the case.

JUDGE KI MBREL: Okay. So where are we now?
Shoul d we set a status date?

MS. CARDONI : Judge, Staff would |like to set a
status for six weeks from today or thereabouts.
That's the first week of May, unless | counted wrong.
Per haps May 7th?

JUDGE KI MBREL: That works for me.

MR. ROONEY: That works for the Conpany.

JUDGE Kl MBREL: Any particular time?

MS. CARDONI : 11: 00.

11
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JUDGE KI MBREL: Does that for everyone?

MR. ROONEY: It works for the Conpany.

MR. GHOSHAL: Yeah.

JUDGE KI MBREL: Ils there anything el se that
needs to be addressed?

MR. ROONEY: Not hing from t he Conpany, your
Honor .

JUDGE KI MBREL.: Okay. | s there anything el se,
Ms. Lusson?

MS. LUSSON: No, your Honor.

JUDGE KI MBREL: Staff?

MS. CARDONI : Not hi ng.

MR. ROONEY: Excuse me. There is one nore.
apol ogi ze and | conpletely forgot them

The Conpany will be filing a Motion

For Protective Order probably within the next day or
so, particularly to the extent that -- consistent
with protective orders have been filed previously in
ot her cases. So | just wanted to make a note that
that's going to be forthcom ng.

JUDGE KI MBREL: Okay. Anything further from

anyone?

12
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(No response.)

No? Okay. That being the case,

matter's continued to May 7th at 11: 00 a. m
(Whereupon the matter
conti nued to May 7,

11: 00 a. m)

was

2015,

this

at
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