
NS-PGL Ex. 37.0 

   
 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
NORTH SHORE GAS COMPANY 
 
Proposed General Increase In Rates For Gas 
Service. 
 
THE PEOPLES GAS LIGHT AND COKE 
COMPANY 
 
Proposed General Increase In Rates For Gas 
Service. 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

 
 
 
No. 12-0511 
and 
No. 12-0512 
Consol. 

 
 

Surrebuttal Testimony of 

JAMES F. SCHOTT 

Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, 
Integrys Energy Group, Inc. 

 
On Behalf of 

North Shore Gas Company and 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

Docket Nos. 12-0511, 12-0512 i NS-PGL Ex. 37.0 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 Page 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 1 

 A. Identification of Witness 1 

 B. Purpose of Surrebuttal Testimony 1 

 C. Summary of Conclusions 2 

 D. Attachments to Testimony 3 

II. THE NEED FOR RECOVERY OF THE COSTS OF PLANT INVESTMENTS 3 

III. DRIVERS OF COST INCREASES 10 

IV. OTHER WITNESSES PRESENTING SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 13 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Docket Nos. 12-0511, 12-0512 Page 1 of 16 NS-PGL Ex. 37.0 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is James F. Schott.  My business address is 130 E. Randolph Street, Chicago, 4 

Illinois  60601. 5 

Q. Are you the same James F. Schott who submitted direct testimony and rebuttal 6 

testimony on behalf of The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Peoples Gas”) 7 

and North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore”) (together, “the Utilities”) in these 8 

consolidated dockets? 9 

A. Yes.  I should note that since my prior testimony was filed, I recently have become Vice 10 

President and Chief Financial Officer of Integrys Energy Group, Inc. 11 

B. Purposes of Surrebuttal Testimony 12 

Q. What are the purposes of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 13 

A. My surrebuttal has three overall purposes.  First, I respond to certain rebuttal of Staff, the 14 

AG, and CUB-City that would reduce dramatically the Utilities’ plant investments in rate 15 

base, especially Peoples Gas’ Accelerated Main Replacement Program (“AMRP”) 16 

projects.1  That rebuttal is by Staff witnesses Brett Seagle and Daniel Kahle; AG 17 

witnesses David Effron and Michael Brosch; and CUB-City witness Ralph Smith.2 18 

Second, I present revised / updated pie charts showing the drivers of the Utilities’ 19 

respective increases in their costs of service. 20 

                                                 
1  Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) Staff (“Staff”); the Illinois Attorney General’s 

Office (the “AG”); and Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”) – City of Chicago (“City”) (together, (CUB-City”). 
2  With respect to Mr. Smith, I just note that his rebuttal adheres to his position on the average rate base 

versus year end rate base methodology that I discussed in my rebuttal and that I discuss further below. 



 

Docket Nos. 12-0511, 12-0512 Page 2 of 16 NS-PGL Ex. 37.0 

Finally, I identify the other witnesses presenting surrebuttal testimony on behalf 21 

of the Utilities, and I briefly describe the subjects of their respective testimony.  22 

C. Summary of Conclusions 23 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions of your surrebuttal testimony. 24 

A. Staff, the AG, and CUB-City continue to propose dramatic reductions in the levels of 25 

utility plant investments to be allowed in rate base.  For example, and most severely, 26 

Staff’s rebuttal proposes to remove from Peoples Gas’ rate base an aggregate amount of 27 

about a third of a billion dollars of gross plant investments, i.e., $332,937,000,3 which has 28 

the effect of reducing its revenue requirement by about $32 million per the figures in 29 

Staff’s rebuttal.  Staff’s proposed gross plant reductions include, among others, removing 30 

from rate base $218,598,000 of Peoples Gas’ 2012 and 2013 investments under its 31 

AMRP.  Staff proposes to disallow $157,196,000 of that amount as such, and the 32 

remaining $61,402,000 indirectly through its “average rate base” methodology.  Staff 33 

also proposes significant reductions as to North Shore’s 2013 gross plant investments in 34 

rate base, primarily through Staff’s average rate base methodology.  The AG’s rebuttal 35 

has increased their proposed reductions in gross plant in rate base.  The AG now proposes 36 

a large new reduction in AMRP gross plant as such, plus a large reduction of gross plant, 37 

through their average rate base methodology, that removes a large additional amount of 38 

AMRP gross plant.  CUB-City’s rebuttal adheres to its average rate base methodology.  39 

CUB-City did not provide new figures. 40 

                                                 
3  All plant amounts stated in my rebuttal testimony are gross plant amounts unless indicated otherwise.  

Subtracting the associated accumulated reserve for depreciation and amortization figures yields the net plant 
amounts.  Accumulated deferred income taxes (“ADIT”) amounts also are associated with plant.  Please note, also, 
that all figures in my rebuttal testimony from Staff and intervenor testimony are presented “as is”, i.e., they do not 
include any corrections, unless stated otherwise. 
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The Staff, AG, and CUB-City proposals to reduce recovery of plant investment 41 

costs have real world consequences in utility operations, as I discussed in my rebuttal 42 

testimony, and as I discuss briefly further below.  As I said then, no utility can sustain its 43 

plant investment program over time if its regulator does not afford the utility the real 44 

opportunity to recover the costs of those investments. 45 

D. Attachments to Testimony 46 

Q. Are there any attachments to your surrebuttal testimony? 47 

A. No. 48 

II. THE NEED FOR RECOVERY OF THE COSTS OF PLANT INVESTMENTS 49 

Q. You referred to Staff proposals that would reduce the Utilities’ recovery of their 50 

plant investment costs.  To what Staff proposals are you referring? 51 

A. The Staff proposals to which I am referring are as follows: 52 

 Staff proposes to reduce Peoples Gas’ gross plant investments in rate base 53 

by $332,937,000, based on $331,800,000 of adjustments proposed in the 54 

aggregate by Staff witnesses Brett Seagle and Daniel Kahle plus 55 

$1,137,000 of adjustments proposed by Staff witness Mike Ostrander.4   56 

 More specifically, Staff witness Mr. Seagle proposes Peoples Gas gross 57 

plant reductions of $269,456,000.  That figure includes $95,794,000 of 58 

AMRP investments in 2012 and $122,804,000 in 2013.  The 2012 AMRP 59 

reductions are to be applied as such, and half of the 2013 reductions are to 60 

be applied, indirectly, by virtue of Staff’s average rate base methodology, 61 

                                                 
4  Hathhorn Reb., Staff Ex. 11.0, Schedule (“Sched.”) 11.03 P, line 1, and Sched. 11.04 P, line 1.  As noted 

earlier, all figures in my rebuttal testimony from Staff and intervenor testimony are presented “as is”, i.e., they do 
not include any corrections, unless stated otherwise. 
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which is advocated by Staff witness Mr. Kahle.  After application of 62 

Mr. Kahle’s average rate base methodology, Mr. Seagle’s total 63 

adjustments to gross plant are $183,054,000.  Mr. Kahle’s average rate 64 

base methodology reduces gross plant by an additional $148,746,000.  65 

Staff witness Mr. Ostrander proposes the remaining $1,137,000 of gross 66 

plant reductions relating to capitalized non-union wages.5 67 

 The Staff plant reduction proposals, per Staff’s calculations, would reduce 68 

Peoples Gas’ revenue requirement by about $32 million.6   69 

 Staff proposes to reduce North Shore’s gross plant investments in rate 70 

base by $12,393,000, of which $11,131,000 is due to the average rate base 71 

methodology.7 72 

Q. You also referred to AG and CUB-City proposals that would reduce the Utilities’ 73 

recovery of their plant investments.  To what AG and CUB-City proposals are you 74 

referring? 75 

A. The AG and CUB-City proposals to which I am referring are as follows:  The AG 76 

proposes to reduce Peoples Gas’ and North Shore’s gross plant in rate base by 77 

$202,718,000 and $11,234,000, respectively.  As to Peoples Gas, that includes a large 78 

new reduction in AMRP gross plant proposed by AG witness Mr. Effron, plus a large 79 

reduction of gross plant, through the AG’s average rate base methodology, that removes a 80 

                                                 
5  Seagle Reb., Staff Ex 16.0; Kahle Reb., Staff Ex. 12.0, 3:50 - 12:245, 25:502 – 26:516, and 

Scheds. 12.01 P, 12.07P, 12.08P (also presenting figures for end of year rate base methodology); Hathhorn Reb., 
Staff Ex. 11.0, Scheds. 11.03, line 1, and 11.04 P, line 1. 

6  See Hathhorn Reb., Staff Ex. 11.0, Sched. 11.05 P, lines 7, 9, 10, and Sched. 11.02 P, page 2, col. (f). 
7  Kahle Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0, Scheds. 2.01 N, 2.02 N; Hathhorn Reb., Staff Ex. 11.0, Sched. 11.03 N, line 1, 

and Sched. 11.04 N, line 1. 
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large additional amount of AMRP gross plant, advocated by AG witnesses 81 

Messrs. Effron and Brosch.8  Because the figure for the new AMRP disallowance has 82 

been designated as confidential, I am not setting forth the component figures here.  83 

CUB-City witness Mr. Smith continues to advocate his average rate base methodology 84 

adjustment.9  He did not present new figures. 85 

Q. In your surrebuttal, are you addressing all of the Staff and intervenor rebuttal on 86 

the subjects of Peoples Gas’ AMRP and the average rate base methodology? 87 

A. No, those subjects are addressed primarily by other surrebuttal witnesses, as indicated in 88 

Section IV of my surrebuttal.  I am addressing only certain points. 89 

Q. Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal (AG Ex. 4.0, 6:119-123) states in part: “An average rate base, 90 

when used with a forecasted or future test year, properly matches the level of 91 

investment throughout the year with the related levels of sales, revenues, operating 92 

expenses, depreciation expenses, taxes and cost of capital have been measured on an 93 

average, rather than year-end, basis of accounting.”  How do you respond? 94 

A. Mr. Brosch’s statement assumes that revenues match costs in the year.  However, in the 95 

instant rate cases, the rates being set will not go into effect until July 2013, resulting in 96 

the Utilities experiencing the revenue impact of the new rates for about half of 2013, as I 97 

discussed in my rebuttal.  Thus, under the average rate base methodology, revenues are 98 

not matched with costs in these cases.  In addition, while I find Mr. Brosch’s remark 99 

unclear, if he means that all of the items he mentions are measured on an average rather 100 

                                                 
8  Effron Reb., AG Ex. 5.0 Conf., 1:19 – 2:46, 9:201 – 14:305 (some portions designated Confidential); 

Brosch Reb., AG Ex. 4.0, 5:104 – 14:29; AG Ex. 4.1, line 1; AG Ex. 4.2 Conf., line 1. 
9  Smith Reb., CUB-City Ex. 2.0, 4:62 – 10:199; CUB-City Ex. 1.3, Sched. B-1; CUB-City Ex. 1.2, 

Sched. B-1. 



 

Docket Nos. 12-0511, 12-0512 Page 6 of 16 NS-PGL Ex. 37.0 

than year-end basis, that is incorrect.  Most of these items are income statement items and 101 

thus are measured for a period, i.e., on a cumulative basis as of the end of the year. 102 

Q. Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal (AG Ex. 4.0, 7:134-146) states in part that: “Mr. Schott has 103 

identified no actual investments that have actually been made by the Utilities and 104 

that are excluded from rate base under the AG’s proposals.”  How do you respond? 105 

A. First, the average rate base methodology and Mr. Effron’s new proposed AMRP 106 

disallowance involve plant investments forecasted to be made in 2013.  My surrebuttal is 107 

being filed on January 25, 2013.  2013 capital projects have begun, and plant investment 108 

obviously will continue for the remainder of the year.  So, while a large majority of the 109 

planned 2013 plant investment costs currently are not yet expended, the amounts 110 

expended will increase going forward.  Second, Mr. Brosch’s statement is in response to 111 

a question that quotes language from my rebuttal referring to the proposals of Staff, the 112 

AG, and CUB-City.  Staff through Staff witness Mr. Seagle proposes to remove from rate 113 

base a huge amount of 2012 AMRP investments that have been made, as discussed by 114 

other surrebuttal of the Utilities. 115 

Q. Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal (AG Ex. 4.0., 7:147 – 8:162) discusses benefits to Utilities of 116 

future test years.  Does that discussion warrant use of the average rate base 117 

methodology in the instant rate cases? 118 

A. No.  The test year here is 2013.  My surrebuttal is being filed on January 25, 2013.  The 119 

rates being set will not go into effect until July 2013.  When the rates go into effect has 120 

real world consequences that Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal cannot undo.  When plant goes into 121 

service, the utility has spent the money needed to construct that plant, and depreciation 122 

starts. 123 
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Q. Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal (AG Ex. 4.0, 8:163-166) states that the Utilities are not denied 124 

an opportunity to earn a return on all of their prudently invested capital that is used 125 

to construct new utility plant under the average rate base methodology.  Is that 126 

correct? 127 

A. No.  Again, when plant goes into service, the utility has spent the money needed to 128 

construct that plant, and depreciation starts.  If the plant is not included in rate base until 129 

a later point in time, then the time value of the money invested, and the recovery of the 130 

depreciation, during that period is not incorporated in the setting of rates and thus is not 131 

recovered.  Mr. Brosch’s assertion that there is no “disallowance” is based on treating the 132 

2013 forecasted investments as being nothing more than estimates and disregarding the 133 

foregone recovery of the time value of money and depreciation between the time of plant 134 

going into service and the time of rates going into effect. 135 

Q. Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal (AG Ex. 4.0, 9:193 – 12:150) discusses your rebuttal on the 136 

significance of the rates being set going into effect in July 2013.  Does the timing of 137 

when rates go into effect bear on use of the average rate base methodology versus 138 

the end of year methodology? 139 

A. Yes.  Mr. Brosch discussed various ratemaking theory and other conceptual points as he 140 

sees them, but nothing he said does or can alter that, under his view of revenues and costs 141 

in a year, revenues do not match costs if the rates reflecting the average costs of plant 142 

investments do not go into effect until well into the year.  Indeed, when Mr. Brosch refers 143 

to the “expectation of zero regulatory lag throughout and after the 2013 test year” as a 144 

“fallacy” (lines 202-204), he appears to acknowledge that there is an under-recovery of 145 
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costs in this situation, although it is his position that the Utilities for some reason should 146 

not expect to recover those costs. 147 

Q. Mr. Brosch claims (AG Ex. 4.0, 10:215 – 11:250) that his approach is balanced.  148 

How do you respond? 149 

A. The average rate base methodology as proposed in the instant cases will result in the 150 

Utilities not recovering fully their 2013 plant investments, because the rates being set will 151 

not go into effect until July 2013, as I have discussed.  His proposal thus is not balanced. 152 

Q. Mr. Brosch states (AG Ex. 4.0, 12:251 – 13:267) that there is no indication that 153 

Peoples Gas cannot afford to keep investing in its AMRP if average rate base is 154 

used.  How do you respond? 155 

A. Peoples Gas over time cannot continue to invest in the AMRP if it is not recovering the 156 

costs of the AMRP projects.  Any suggestion that under-recoveries of costs that continue 157 

over time are sustainable disregards how a business works, and the fact that its capital is 158 

not inexhaustible, and thus lacks credibility. 159 

Q. Mr. Effron (AG Ex. 5.0 Public, 1:19 – 2:28) indicates that in lines 92-96 of your 160 

rebuttal, the term reductions in “rate base” should have been reductions in “plant” 161 

(or “gross plant”).  Is that correct? 162 

A. Yes.  In line 93 of my rebuttal, I inadvertently used the term “rate bases” when I meant 163 

the “gross plant in rate bases”.  I will correct that.  I note that Mr. Effron also indicates 164 

(AG Ex. 5.0 Public, 2:25-28) that my rebuttal “neglected” to recognize that reductions in 165 

gross plant are partially offset by changes in the depreciation reserve and ADIT.  I said in 166 
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my rebuttal (page 2, footnote 2) that I was using gross plant figures throughout my 167 

testimony unless otherwise noted. 168 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Kahle’s rebuttal (Staff Ex. 12.0, 11:219-232) indicates that the 169 

Utilities could have chosen a future year ending 24 months after the tariff filing, 170 

although he cannot comment on the difficulties in choosing a non-year end test year.  171 

How do you respond? 172 

A. As I understand it, the Commission’s rules permit a future test year ending a maximum of 173 

24 months after the tariff filing.  However, there are real practical difficulties of a utility 174 

choosing a 12 month period other than a calendar or fiscal year, such as not having 175 

established processes for determining data for such a period.  That does not mean it is 176 

impossible or even practically impossible, but it is difficult and burdensome.  Mr. Kahle 177 

notes that a water utility has filed a test year other than its fiscal year or a calendar year.  178 

He has not pointed to a large gas or electric utility that has done so. 179 

Q. Mr. Kahle states (Staff Ex. 12.0, 12:233-239) that the average rate base methodology 180 

does not “remove” investments from rate base.  How do you respond?  181 

A. I addressed this point above with respect to Mr. Brosch’s rebuttal. 182 

Q. You indicated earlier that Staff, through Staff witness Mr. Seagle, proposes to 183 

remove from rate base a huge amount of 2012 AMRP investments that have been 184 

made, as discussed by other surrebuttal of the Utilities.  Do you have any comment 185 

on that Staff proposal? 186 

A. Yes.  Staff’s rebuttal was filed on January 16, 2013, and this surrebuttal is being filed on 187 

January 25, 2013.  The actual AMRP investment numbers for 2012 now are known, 188 
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although they are subject to an external audit that is not yet completed.  We do not expect 189 

any material change in these 2012 figures.  There is no reason to remove from rate base 190 

any actual 2012 AMRP investments. 191 

III. DRIVERS OF COST INCREASES 192 

Q. In your direct and rebuttal testimony, you presented pie charts for each utility that 193 

summarized the drivers of the net changes in their base rate costs of service and 194 

revenues versus the levels set in their 2011 rate cases.  Do you have revised / updated 195 

pie charts? 196 

A. Yes.  I present two revised / updated pie charts, one for each utility. 197 

Q. Please present and describe the first pie chart. 198 

A. The first pie chart shows the drivers of the base rate cost changes and revenues for 199 

Peoples Gas comparing the levels set in their 2011 rate case versus the surrebuttal on 200 

behalf of Peoples Gas in the instant Docket. 201 
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 202 
The Peoples Gas change drivers are similar to those discussed in my rebuttal, 203 

except that the system capital investment slice has increased from $40.5 million to $44.3 204 

million, the cost of capital “slice” has been reduced from $14.9 million to $3.7 million, 205 

and the other Administrative and General expense and taxes other than income taxes slice 206 

has been reduced from $6.3 million to $4.9 million.  The other items did not change or 207 

changed by a relatively small amount.  The changes all are addressed by other of the 208 

Utilities’ surrebuttal witnesses. 209 

Q. Please present and describe the second pie chart. 210 

A. The second pie chart shows the drivers of the base rate cost changes and revenues for 211 

North Shore comparing the levels set in their 2011 rate case versus the surrebuttal on 212 

behalf of North Shore in the instant Docket. 213 
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The North Shore change drivers are similar to those discussed in my rebuttal, 215 

except that the cost of capital “slice” has been reduced from $400,000 to negative $1.1 216 

million.  Because it is difficult to show a “negative slice”, the negative $1.1 million has 217 

been subtracted from the system capital investment slice for presentation purposes in the 218 

pie chart, although they remain separate slices.  The other items did not change or 219 

changed by a relatively small amount.  The changes all are addressed by other of the 220 

Utilities’ surrebuttal witnesses.  221 

IV. OTHER WITNESSES PRESENTING SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 222 

Q. Please identify the other witnesses presenting surrebuttal testimony on behalf of 223 

Peoples Gas and North Shore and the main topic or topics that each witness 224 

addresses: 225 

A. The following witnesses are presenting surrebuttal testimony on behalf of the Utilities. 226 

 Lisa J. Gast, Manager, Financial Planning and Analysis for Integrys Business 227 

Support, LLC (“IBS”) (NS-PGL Ex. 38.0), addresses Staff’s proposed costs of 228 

long-term debt and short-term debt as set forth in Staff witness Michael 229 

McNally’s rebuttal testimony.  Ms. Gast also updates the Utilities’ cost of capital 230 

schedules to reflect the updated Utilities’ test year 2013 rate case budget 231 

presented in NG-PGL Exs. 38.1N and 38.1P (revised Schedule D-1’s), which are 232 

sponsored by Utilities’ witness Ms. Sharon Moy.  Finally, Ms. Gast addresses the 233 

assertion by AG witness Michael Brosch that the Utilities’ use of a year-end rate 234 

base is inconsistent with their use of an average annual cost of long-term debt. 235 

 Paul R. Moul, Managing Consultant, P. Moul & Associates (NS-PGL Ex. 39.0), 236 

presents the Utilities’ adjusted proposed cost of equity of 10.0%, which is offered 237 
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for the purpose of reducing issues in the case.  He also addresses several points 238 

raised by Messrs. McNally and Brosch related to the estimation of the Utilities’ 239 

cost of equity for the 2013 test year, including the relevance of other recently 240 

authorized utility returns, the response of authorized returns to the decline in 241 

interest rates, Mr. McNally’s selective use of different versions of the Discounted 242 

Cash Flow (“DCF”) model, the relevance of interest rate forecasts, Mr. McNally’s 243 

claim that a stock’s price will exceed its book value only if investors expect to 244 

earn a return above their required return, and Mr. McNally’s adjustments to the 245 

Utilities’ cost of equity related to Riders UEA and VBA. 246 

 Kevin R. Kuse, Senior Load Forecaster, IBS (NS-PGL Ex. 40.0), addresses AG 247 

witness Scott Rubin’s inconsistent and incomplete proposed blocking of AG 248 

witness David Effron’s unopposed sales adjustment. 249 

 Christine M. Gregor, Director, Operations Accounting, Peoples Gas and North 250 

Shore (NS-PGL Ex. 41.0), addresses Staff’s and the AG’s proposed adjustments 251 

to IBS costs, and the AG’s proposed “productivity” adjustments. 252 

 Sharon Moy, Rate Case Consultant, IBS (NS-PGL Ex. 42.0), addresses operating 253 

expenses adjustments proposed by Staff, the AG, and CUB-City that are not 254 

contested by the Utilities; certain other operating expenses and revenue 255 

adjustments proposed by Staff or intervenors; the updating of certain operating 256 

expenses items; additional and updated support and documentation of rate case 257 

expenses; and updated revenue (cost recovery) deficiency calculations. 258 

 John Hengtgen, Consultant, Stafflogix Corporation (NS-PGL Ex. 43.0), responds 259 

to various adjustments Staff, the AG, and CUB-City propose to rate base, 260 
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including average rate base, gross plant additions, cash working capital, and 261 

Construction Work in Progress. 262 

 Kyle A. Hoops, General Manager, District Field Operations, Peoples Gas 263 

(NS-PGL Ex. 44.0), addresses adjustments made relating to forecasted additions 264 

to utility plant.  He also testifies regarding Staff’s, AG’s, and CUB-City’s 265 

adjustments related to specific capital projects.  Finally he addresses 266 

disallowances related to employee headcount. 267 

 Noreen E. Cleary, Assistant Vice President, Total Compensation, Integrys 268 

(NS-PGL Ex. 45.0), addresses the AG’s and CUB-City’s proposed disallowances 269 

in non-executive incentive compensation.  Ms. Cleary also addresses Staff's 270 

proposed reduction in the base wage increases. 271 

 John P. Stabile, Tax Director, IBS (NS-PGL Ex. 46.0), addresses AG’s and 272 

CUB-City’s adjustments related to the state income tax and the capital investment 273 

tax.  He also testifies concerning the AG’s adjustment for repairs expense related 274 

to AMRP costs.  Finally, he addresses 2013 bonus depreciation and the need for a 275 

deferred asset for Net Operating Losses. 276 

 Christine M. Phillips, Manager, Benefits Accounting, IBS (NS-PGL Ex. 47.0), 277 

addresses the Staff, AG, and CUB-City proposed adjustments to Retirement 278 

Benefits, Net, and OPEB liabilities. 279 

 Valerie H. Grace, Consultant, Stafflogix Corporation (who served until her 280 

retirement effective June 1, 2012, as Manager, Gas Regulatory Services, IBS) 281 

(NS-PGL Ex. 48.0), addresses Staff and AG rate design proposals, AG witness 282 

Scott Rubin’s use of AG witness David Effron’s proposed revenue adjustment 283 
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calculations, and Interstate Gas Supply of Illinois, Inc.’s (“IGS Energy”) 284 

comments regarding certain transportation administrative costs. 285 

 Philip M. Hayes, Director, Project Management, IBS (NS-PGL Ex. 49.0), testifies 286 

concerning Staff’s adjustments related to AMRP costs as well as Staff’s 287 

recommended investigation of AMRP under Section 8-102 of the Public Utilities 288 

Act.  He also addresses comments made by AG witness Mr. Effron regarding 289 

Construction Work In Progress. 290 

 Debra E. Egelhoff, Manager, Gas Regulatory Policy, IBS (NS-PGL Ex. 50.0), 291 

addresses IGS Energy’s withdrawal of its recommendation that the Commission 292 

require the Utilities to implement a residential customer purchase of receivables 293 

program and its recommendation that the Commission investigate gas utilities’ 294 

continued role as the provider of last resort in Illinois. 295 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 296 

A. Yes. 297 


