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Docket Nos. 02-0677 (cons.) 
Response to Nicor 

Tenth Set of Data Requests to CUB 

CUB 10.02 With regard to lines 477 to 480 ofMr. Mierzwa's testimony and his testimony 
generally: 

Response: 

(a) Is it correct that, in his testimony, Mr. Mierzwa is not recommending that 
the Commission place Nicor Gas in the same position as if it had not 
engaged in the "improper, imprudent "transactions detailed herein"? 

(b) If so, what is the basis for that recommendation? Please be specific and 
please provide all documents on which that recommendation is based. 

(c) Please cite all Commission Orders or other documents, if any, that Mr. 
Mierzwa believes to support that recommendation. 

(d) Is it Mr. Mierzwa's recommendation that the Commission "send Illinois 
utilities the message that this type of behavior is [not] acceptable"? If so, 
please cite all Commission Orders or other documents, if any, that Mr. 
Mierzwa believes to support his recommendation. , 

(e) If the Commission finds that Nicor Gas engaged in one or more "improper" 
or "imprudent" transactions under the GCPP and, despite Mr. Mierzwa's 
recommendation, concludes that Nicor should be placed "in the same 
position" as if it had not engaged in those transactions, what amount of 
refund would be owing to customers? 

(a) Yes. 

(b) The basis for Mr. Mierzwa's recommendation is discussed at lines 477-480 and 

482-484 ofMr. Mierzwa's testimony. 

(c) CUB objects to the extent the question calls for a legal conclusion. 

Notwithstanding that objection, C.UB answers that Mr. Mierzwa did not rely on 

any specific Commission Orders or other documents for that specific statement. 

ijJcor's actions under the GCPP were so extreme that it is unlikely that regl,l!atory 

precedent with respect to Nicor' s actions exists. 

(d) Yes. See the response to part (c). 

(e) The amount of the refund would be reduced by Mr. Mierzwa's storage inventory 

carrying charge adjustment. 
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