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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

***** 

QUICKSILVER RESOURCES, INC. and  
TERRA ENERGY, LTD. 
 
 Complainants, 
 
vs. 
 
MICHCON GATHERING COMPANY and 
MICHIGAN CONSOLIDATED GAS 
COMPANY, 
 
 Respondents. 

 

Case No. U-14821 

 

MOTION TO STRIKE PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND REBUTTAL 
TESTIMONY OF GREGORY A. FOGLE 

 

Michigan Consolidated Gas Company (“MichCon”) and MichCon Gathering Company 

(“MGAT”) move to strike and exclude from the record the following portions of the prefiled 

direct testimony saying: 

PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF GREGORY A. FOGLE 

1. Page 3, lines 12-16.   

• Irrelevant 

The testimony identified above presents inadmissible, irrelevant and immaterial evidence 

which has no bearing on the ultimate conclusion in this case.  The question and answer intends to 

interject Mr. Fogle’s understanding as to the reason for this proceeding.  Mr. Fogle’s 

understanding is irrelevant. 
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Mr. Fogle is neither an agent nor employee of any of the parties to this proceeding.  His 

employment and professional experience do not afford him any personal knowledge from which 

he can factually testify. 

• Not Qualified Expert 

Mr. Fogle’s experience with respect to oil and gas production and a CO2 processing plant 

does not afford him expertise in the management or operation of an Act 9 transmission pipeline.  

Mr. Fogle was not involved in the negotiations between complainants and respondents nor was 

he involved in any transactions between complainants, respondents and CMS Antrim LLC, the 

entity owning and operating a CO2 treating facility connected to the Antrim Expansion Pipeline.  

As such, Mr. Fogle is not qualified to render an opinion as an expert under MRE 702. 

2. Page 4, lines 1-16.  

The question asks Mr. Fogle to describe how MichCon contracted with shippers. 

• Lack of Foundation 

Mr. Fogle lacks personal knowledge that enables him to testify to the facts asserted in this 

testimony.  Mr. Fogle was not employed nor has he acted on behalf of MichCon in contracting 

with shippers.  He is not in a position to personally know MichCon’s flexibility with respect to 

blending, or MichCon’s relationship with CMS in building a processing plant.  The testimony 

lacks foundation for demonstrating his testimony is based on personal knowledge – not obtained 

second hand. 

• Speculation 

Mr. Fogle engages in speculation when he expresses his understanding based on former 

relationships, none of which were acting on behalf of MichCon.  There is no foundation to 

suggest that Mr. Fogle has personal direct knowledge of the facts alleged and therefore he 

engages in speculation. 
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• Best Evidence 

To the extent that Mr. Fogle testifies as to the contents of documents, his testimony 

violates the best evidence rule and is unnecessary when the documents are available. 

3. Page 4, line 17 through Page 5, line 5.   

The questions seek Mr. Fogle’s understanding on how MichCon could blend and join 

with CMS to build a CO2 plant. 

• Lack of Foundation 

Mr. Fogle lacks personal knowledge that enables him to testify to the facts asserted in this 

testimony.  Mr. Fogle was not employed nor has he acted on behalf of MichCon in contracting 

with shippers.  He is not in a position to personally know MichCon’s flexibility with respect to 

blending or MichCon’s relationship with CMS in building a processing plant.  The testimony 

lacks foundation for demonstrating his testimony is based on personal knowledge – not obtained 

second hand. 

• Speculation 

Mr. Fogle engages in speculation when he expresses his understanding based on former 

relationships, none of which were acting on behalf of MichCon.  There is no foundation to 

suggest that Mr. Fogle has personal direct knowledge of the facts alleged and therefore he 

engages in speculation. 

• Best Evidence 

To the extent that Mr. Fogle testified as to the contents of documents, his testimony 

violates the best evidence rule and is unnecessary when the documents are available. 

4. Page 5, lines 9-16. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Fogle’s opinion as to what MichCon 

desires. 
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• Irrelevant 

Mr. Fogle’s opinion as to MichCon’s desire is irrelevant. 

• Unqualified Opinion Testimony 

Mr. Fogle is not qualified to offer expert testimony to speculate as to what MichCon 

wants. Expert testimony under MRE 702 is intended to assist the trier of fact to understand the 

evidence or determinative fact at issue and a witness must be qualified by knowledge, skill, 

experience training or education.  Mr. Fogle’s testimony does not rise to the level of having 

expertise to express an opinion on such matters. 

• Speculation 

The proffered testimony involves speculation on Mr. Fogle’s part and is inadmissible 

5. Page 5, lines 17-23. 

The identified testimony offers Mr. Fogle’s opinion as to whether discrimination has 

taken place or the possible discrimination by MichCon. 

• Unqualified Expert Testimony 

Mr. Fogle is not qualified to offer a legal opinion as to the existence of discrimination. 

• Irrelevant 

Mr. Fogle’s speculative opinion is therefore irrelevant. 

6. Page 6, lines 1-18. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Fogle’s observations with respect to a 

witness’ testimony in a completely separate proceeding.   

• Irrelevant 

This strawman question and answer is not relevant as the predicate testimony is not in 

this case.  Furthermore, it is an inappropriate attempt to rebut testimony offered in another 

proceeding. 
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7. Page 6, line 19 through Page 7, line 7. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Fogle’s opinion as to whether a process 

is discriminatory to Terra and Quicksilver.  

• Unqualified Expert Testimony 

Mr. Fogle is not qualified to offer a legal opinion as to whether a process is 

discriminatory. 

• Speculation 

Mr. Fogle’s response to the question involves speculation on his part because he lacks 

personal knowledge as to the facts asserted in the testimony. 

• Irrelevant 

Mr. Fogle’s unqualified opinion and speculative testimony is irrelevant to the issues in 

this proceeding. 

8. Page 7, line 8 through Page 8, line 5. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Fogle’s unqualified opinion as to 

whether MichCon may act lawfully in a manner it proposes to act. 

• Unqualified Expert Testimony 

Mr. Fogle is not qualified to offer a legal opinion as to whether a process is 

discriminatory. 

• Speculation 

Mr. Fogle’s response to the question involves speculation on his part because he lacks 

personal knowledge as to the facts asserted in the testimony. 

• Irrelevant 

Mr. Fogle’s unqualified opinion and speculative testimony is irrelevant to the issues in 

this proceeding. 
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GREGORY A. FOGLE 

9. Page 1, lines 7-11. 

The identified testimony attempts to correct prefiled direct testimony and as such is not 

proper rebuttal.  Corrections to direct testimony may be made on the stand. 

• Improper Rebuttal Testimony 

The testimony is not proper rebuttal.  Rebuttal evidence is that which explains, 

contradicts or otherwise refutes the other parties’ evidence.  The purpose is to cut down the other 

parties’ case, not merely to confirm the case of a party introducing the rebuttal evidence.  

Gonzalez v Hoffman, 9 Mich App 522, at 530 (1968).  By its own context, the testimony merely 

confirms and corrects testimony Mr. Fogle has already presented.  Mr. Fogle does not refute or 

contradict any evidence. 

10. Page 1, line 22 through Page 2, line 10. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Fogle’s speculative belief as to the 

reason MGAT needs a 0.75% outlet speculation.   

• Lack of Personal Knowledge 

Mr. Fogle lacks personal knowledge that enables him to testify to the facts asserted in this 

testimony.  Mr. Fogle was not employed nor has he acted on behalf of MichCon in contracting 

with shippers.  He is not in a position to personally know MichCon’s flexibility with respect to 

blending or MichCon’s relationship with CMS in building a processing plant.  The testimony 

lacks foundation for demonstrating his testimony is based on personal knowledge – not obtained 

second hand. 

• Unqualified Opinion Testimony 

Mr. Fogle is not qualified to offer expert testimony to speculate as to what MichCon 

wants. Expert testimony under MRE 702 is intended to assist the trier of fact to understand the 
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evidence or determinative fact at issue and a witness must be qualified by knowledge, skill, 

experience training or education.  Mr. Fogle’s testimony does not rise to the level of having 

expertise to express an opinion on such matters. 

• Irrelevant 

Mr. Fogle’s personal belief is irrelevant.  It is not facts nor proper opinion. 

• Argument 

The testimony presents in essence Complainants’ argument, which can be briefed.  The 

parties and record need not be burdened with argument as evidence. 

• Violates Best Evidence Rule 

To the extent that Mr. Fogle testified as to the contents of documents, his testimony 

violates the best evidence rule and is unnecessary when the documents are available. 

11. Page 3, lines 10-15 and lines 19-21. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject irrelevant and immaterial evidence 

concerning the contents of a Commission order, facts which the witness lacks any personal 

knowledge of and expresses an opinion as to the witness’ belief of MGAT’s needs. 

• Lack of Personal Knowledge 

Mr. Fogle lacks personal knowledge that enables him to testify to the facts asserted in this 

testimony.  Mr. Fogle was not employed nor has he acted on behalf of MichCon in contracting 

with shippers.  He is not in a position to personally know MichCon’s flexibility with respect to 

blending or MichCon’s relationship with CMS in building a processing plant.  The testimony 

lacks foundation for demonstrating his testimony is based on personal knowledge – not obtained 

second hand. 

• Best Evidence Rule 
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The content of the Commission order speaks for itself and the parties are free to brief and 

argue what the order says.  The parties need not take testimony as to the content of the order. 

• Speculation 

The witness offers testimony concerning what Terra and Quicksilver plan.  The witness is 

not a party to the negotiation nor does his testimony demonstrate he has personal knowledge as 

to Terra and Quicksilver’s plans.  Further, the testimony purports to describe what MGAT 

desires.  This witness lacks personal knowledge as to those facts. 

• Unqualified Opinion Evidence 

The identified testimony expresses the witness’ belief concerning MGAT’s needs which 

he is not qualified to provide.  It is not proper opinion testimony under MRE 702. 

12. Page 4, lines 1-7. 

The identified testimony is improper supplemental direct testimony and not rebuttal. 

• Improper Rebuttal 

In its own context, Mr. Fogle’s testimony attempts to add what was missing from his 

direct testimony.  As such, the testimony attempts to confirm and supplement what was already 

presented in his direct testimony and does not contradict or otherwise refute directly the case 

presented by respondents. 

13. Page 4, lines 14-22. 

The identified testimony is improper supplemental direct testimony and not rebuttal. 

• Improper Rebuttal 

In its own context, Mr. Fogle’s testimony attempts to add what was missing from his 

direct testimony.  As such, the testimony attempts to confirm and supplement what was already 

presented in his direct testimony and does not contradict or otherwise refute directly the case 

presented by respondents. 
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14. Page 5, lines 14-19. 

The identified testimony is improper supplemental direct testimony and not rebuttal. 

• Improper Rebuttal 

In its own context, Mr. Fogle’s testimony attempts to add what was missing from his 

direct testimony.  As such, the testimony attempts to confirm and supplement what was already 

presented in his direct testimony and does not contradict or otherwise refute directly the case 

presented by respondents. 

15. Page 6, lines 7-9. 

The testimony offers facts as to what a non-party promised. 

• Lack of Foundation 

Mr. Fogle lacks personal knowledge that enables him to testify to the facts asserted in this 

testimony.  Mr. Fogle was not employed nor has he acted on behalf of MichCon in contracting 

with shippers.  He is not in a position to personally know MichCon’s flexibility with respect to 

blending, or MichCon’s relationship with CMS in building a processing plant.  The testimony 

lacks foundation for demonstrating his testimony is based on personal knowledge – not obtained 

second hand. 

• Speculation 

Mr. Fogle engages in speculation when he expresses his understanding based on former 

relationships, none of which were acting on behalf of MichCon.  There is no foundation to 

suggest that Mr. Fogle has personal direct knowledge of the facts alleged and therefore he 

engages in speculation. 

16. Page 6, line 11 through Page 7, line 23. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject facts about which the witness has no 

personal knowledge and therefore is speculation and lacks foundation for its submission.  The 
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testimony also violates the best evidence rule in purporting to describe the contents of the 

capacity agreement.  The testimony also offers the witness’ speculation as to whether MichCon 

collected money and what MichCon could have done in contracting for CMS or Terra.  The 

witness is not qualified to offer opinion and testimony.  Additionally, the subject testimony 

contains argument, neither fact nor opinion, rebutting MichCon’s case, which argument could be 

presented by the complainants and briefed. 

RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Michigan Consolidated Gas Company and MichCon Gathering 

Company respectfully request that the Administrative Law Judge grant this Motion to Strike and 

exclude from the record the above identified testimony. 

Dated: July 12, 2006 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
HONIGMAN MILLER SCHWARTZ AND COHN LLP

By:_______________________________________ 
 Richard J. Aaron (P-35605) 
222 North Washington Square 
Suite 400 
Lansing, MI 48933-1800 
(517) 377-0701 
 
Richard P. Middleton (P-41278) 
Attorney for Respondents 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Company 
2000 2nd Ave #688WCB 
Detroit, MI 48226 
(313) 235-3647 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

***** 

QUICKSILVER RESOURCES, INC. and  
TERRA ENERGY, LTD. 
 
 Complainants, 
 
vs. 
 
MICHCON GATHERING COMPANY and 
MICHIGAN CONSOLIDATED GAS 
COMPANY, 
 
 Respondents. 

 

Case No. U-14821 

 

MOTION TO STRIKE PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND REBUTTAL 
TESTIMONY OF FRANK M. MURRAY 

 

Michigan Consolidated Gas Company (“MichCon”) and MichCon Gathering Company 

(“MGAT”) move to strike and exclude from the record the following portions of the prefiled 

direct testimony and related exhibits saying: 

PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF FRANK M. MURRAY 

1. Page 5, lines 22-27.  

The testimony attempts to interject an explanation as to why CMS Antrim entered into 

contract with third parties.  MRE defines relevant evidence to mean: evidence having a tendency 

to make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination more or less 

probable than it would be without the evidence.  MRE 402 makes irrelevant evidence 

inadmissible.  The reasons for CMS Antrim’s actions are irrelevant to the issues in this 

proceeding.   
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2. Page 7, lines 24 through Page 8, line 4. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s speculation as to the financial 

impact the “Dominion” agreement has on MichCon.  The impact of the Dominion agreement has 

no bearing on the issues in this case and is therefore irrelevant. 

3. Page 8, lines 27-30. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject testimony concerning portions of 

documents which violate the best evidence rule.   

4. Page 9, lines 16-17.   

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s unqualified legal opinion as 

to whether discrimination is contemplated or permitted by Act 9 or the Commission’s Orders. 

5. Page 9, line 24 through Page 10, line 2. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject facts not based on the witness’ personal 

knowledge concerning MichCon’s actions with respect to a transporter on the Wet Header.  As 

such, the testimony is irrelevant, speculative and lacks a foundation for admission. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF FRANK M. MURRAY 

6. Page 2, line 25 through Page 3, line 2. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s unqualified opinion as to 

whether MichCon appears to be attempting to breach a contract with CMS.  As such, the 

testimony is improper opinion testimony, speculation and irrelevant - as it interjects issues 

between CMS and MichCon unrelated to this proceeding. 

7. Page 3, line 27 through Page 4, line 10. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s description of services and 

facts related to the “Turtle Lake Plant.”  Mr. Murray’s testimony lacks foundation as he is not 

personally acquainted with the facts, not having been employed by the owners of the Turtle Lake 
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Plant or involved in the Turtle Lake operations.  As such, the testimony lacks foundation and is 

speculative. 

8. Page 4, lines 18-20. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s unqualified opinion as to 

whether MichCon has given others preferential and discriminatory treatment.  As such, it is an 

improper legal opinion and speculation of Mr. Murray’s part. 

9. Page 5, lines 1-4. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s speculation as to the motive 

for Mr. Pursell’s and Mr. Lyle’s testimony so as to justify MichCon’s and MGAT’s actions.  As 

such it offers his inappropriate legal conclusion as to whether MGAT’s and MichCon’s actions 

are discriminatory. 

10. Page 5, line 31 through Page 6, line 2. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s interpretation of what the 

MPSC Staff requested from MichCon.  As such, it is improper speculative testimony and violates 

the Best Evidence Rule.  The parties are free to argue what the document referenced means. 

11. Page 7, lines 28-29. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s improper legal opinion as to 

whether a 2 percent requirement satisfies the Commission Order or not. 

12. Page 8, lines 1-7. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject hearsay as facts, lacks foundation and as 

such is speculation on Mr. Murray’s part.  Mr. Murray is not a party to any of the contracts 

identified.  Whether Wet Header Shippers had contracted long term agreements is not within the 

personal knowledge of Mr. Murray, nor does he know personally whether a MichCon affiliate is 

or was collecting fees, or relied upon a Capacity Agreement. 
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13. Page 8, lines 20-28. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s speculation and opinion as to 

why MichCon is acting, and offers reasons concerning matters about which he has no personal 

knowledge.  As such the testimony is improper and presents argument the parties would be able 

to represent and brief if supported by facts. 

14. Page 9, lines 13-27. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject as facts information about shippers on the 

Wet Header and MichCon’s interactions with them.  Mr. Murray lacks personal knowledge to 

testify on matters over which he has no personal involvement.  Therefore there is lack of 

sufficient foundation for him to interject the statements of fact. 

15. Page 10, lines 12-19. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Murray’s view over matters to which 

he is not personally acquainted.  As such, the testimony lacks foundation and Mr. Murray lacks 

personal knowledge to testify as to the facts.  Further, Mr. Murray speculates as to the reasons 

for MichCon’s actions and he is not qualified to address MichCon’s motives. 

RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Michigan Consolidated Gas Company and MichCon Gathering 

Company respectfully request that the Administrative Law Judge grant this Motion to Strike and 

exclude from the record the above identified testimony and related exhibits. 
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Dated: July 12, 2006 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
HONIGMAN MILLER SCHWARTZ AND COHN LLP

By:_______________________________________ 
 Richard J. Aaron (P-35605) 
222 North Washington Square 
Suite 400 
Lansing, MI 48933-1800 
(517) 377-0701 
 
Richard P. Middleton (P-41278) 
Attorney for Respondents 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Company 
2000 2nd Ave #688WCB 
Detroit, MI 48226 
(313) 235-3647 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

***** 

QUICKSILVER RESOURCES, INC. and  
TERRA ENERGY, LTD. 
 
 Complainants, 
 
vs. 
 
MICHCON GATHERING COMPANY and 
MICHIGAN CONSOLIDATED GAS 
COMPANY, 
 
 Respondents. 

 

Case No. U-14821 

 

MOTION TO STRIKE PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND REBUTTAL 
TESTIMONY OF THAD SHUMWAY 

 

Michigan Consolidated Gas Company (“MichCon”) and MichCon Gathering Company 

(“MGAT”) move to strike and exclude from the record the following portions of the prefiled 

direct testimony and related exhibits saying: 

PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THAD SHUMWAY 

1. Page 4, line 20 through Page 5, line 9.   

• Best Evidence 

The identified testimony attempts to have Mr. Shumway describe the contents of 

ASATTs.  Mr. Shumway’s testimony violates the best evidence rule as ASATTs are available 

and speak for themselves. 
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2. Page 6, line 7 through Page 7, line 17.  

• Lack of Personal Knowledge 

• Based on Hearsay 

• Speculation 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Shumway’s personal opinions with 

respect to testimony of MichCon and MGAT witnesses in Case No. U-14754.  Case No. U-

14754 is a separate record, not a part of this case and therefore cannot be fairly used as the 

strawman in the complainant’s direct case here.  Further, Mr. Shumway’s personal belief is 

based on speculation and hearsay because Mr. Shumway does not own, operate nor is he 

responsible for the facilities described his testimony.  Furthermore, Mr. Shumway has no 

personal knowledge as to what MichCon may have been collecting. 

3. Page 7, line 18 through Page 8, line 9. 

• Lack of Foundation 

• Lack of Personal Knowledge 

Mr. Shumway’s testimony attempts to interject, as fact, details concerning what MichCon 

has done.  These are matters about which Mr. Shumway has no personal knowledge.  As such is 

lacks foundation for admission in this case.   

• Irrelevant 

Further, the testimony is irrelevant as it does not involve actions with respect to the AEP.   

4. Page 9, lines 13-18. 

• Best Evidence 

The identified testimony is Mr. Shumway’s improper characterization of the contents of a 

document.  As such, it violates the best evidence rule. 
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5. Page 9, lines 19-23. 

• Lack of Foundation 

• Lack of Personal Knowledge 

• Based on Hearsay or Speculation 

The identified testimony expresses Mr. Shumway’s belief as to MichCon’s actions but 

lacks a foundation for its admission.  The testimony is based on either hearsay or Mr. 

Shumway’s speculation as he lacks personal knowledge as to whether MichCon has entered into 

contract with parties other than those he identified above.  

6. Page 10, lines 9-10. 

• Improper Opinion Testimony 

The identified testimony presents Mr. Shumway’s improper legal conclusion as to 

whether discrimination and preferences exist.  The parties are fully capable of briefing such 

questions and the record should not be burdened with such improper testimony. 

7. Page 11, line 7 through Page 12, line 12. 

The identified testimony presents Mr. Shumway’s opinion as to whether or not MichCon 

violated Act 9.   

• Improper Opinion Testimony 

The identified testimony is improper legal opinion testimony and argument.  The parties 

are free to brief the matters raised but the record should not be burdened with such improper 

testimony. 
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8. Page 13, lines 3-7 and Page 13, line 16 “unlawful”. 

• Improper Opinion Testimony 

The identified testimony is improper legal opinion testimony and argument.  The parties 

are free to brief the matters raised but the record should not be burdened with such improper 

testimony. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF THAD SHUMWAY 

9. Page 3, lines 15-16. 

The identified testimony attempts to interject Mr. Shumway’s improper legal opinion as 

to the obligations of MGAT under Act 9. 

RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Michigan Consolidated Gas Company and MichCon Gathering 

Company respectfully request that the Administrative Law Judge grant this Motion to Strike and 

exclude from the record the above identified testimony and related exhibits. 
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Dated: July 12, 2006 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
HONIGMAN MILLER SCHWARTZ AND COHN LLP

By:_______________________________________ 
 Richard J. Aaron (P-35605) 
222 North Washington Square 
Suite 400 
Lansing, MI 48933-1800 
(517) 377-0701 
 
Richard P. Middleton (P-41278) 
Attorney for Respondents 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Company 
2000 2nd Ave #688WCB 
Detroit, MI 48226 
(313) 235-3647 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

***** 

QUICKSILVER RESOURCES, INC. and  
TERRA ENERGY, LTD. 
 
 Complainants, 
 
vs. 
 
MICHCON GATHERING COMPANY and 
MICHIGAN CONSOLIDATED GAS 
COMPANY, 
 
 Respondents. 

 

Case No. U-14821 

 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

 
 Lori Smith, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on July 12, 2006, Michigan 
Consolidated Gas Company’s and MichCon Gathering Company’s Motion to Strike Prefiled 
Direct Testimony and Rebuttal Testimony of Gregory A. Fogle, Motion to Strike Prefiled Direct 
Testimony and Rebuttal Testimony of Frank M. Murray and Motion to Strike Prefiled Direct 
Testimony and Rebuttal Testimony of Thad Shumway were served upon the attached list via e-
mail and U.S. First Class Mail: 
 
 
 

 _______________________________________ 
     Lori Smith 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this 12th day of July, 2006. 
 
_______________________________ 
Cynthia M. Lenneman, Notary Public 
Clinton County, Acting in Ingham County, Michigan 
My commission expires: 02/20/07 
LANSING.263171.1 
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SERVICE LIST 
MPSC CASE NO. U-14821 

 
MPSC 
 
Emmanuel B. Odunlami 
Assistant Attorney General 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
6545 Mercantile Way, Ste. 15 
Lansing, MI 48911 
(517) 241-6680 
odunlamie@michigan.gov 
 
 
QUICKSILVER RESOURCES INC. and TERRA ENERGY LTD. 
 
James A. Christopherson 
Dingeman, Dancer & Christopherson, PLC 
100 Park Street 
Traverse City, MI 49684 
(231) 929-0500 
christopherson@ddc-law.com 
 
 
MICHCON GATHERING COMPANY and MICHIGAN CONSOLIDATED GAS COMPANY 
 
Richard P. Middleton (P-41278) 
Attorney for Respondents 
Michigan Consolidated Gas Company 
2000 2nd Ave #688WCB 
Detroit, MI 48226 
(313) 235-3647 
middletonr@dteenergy.com 
mpscfilings@dteenergy.com 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
 
Hon. Mark D. Eyster 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
6545 Mercantile Way, Ste. 14 
Lansing, MI 48909 
(517) 241-0499 
mdeyste@michigan.gov 
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