
ICC Docket No. 12-0512
 
The Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company's Response to
 

Attorney General Data Requests AG 22.01-22.15
 
Dated: January 28, 2013
 

ICC DOCKET -- 
AG Cross Exhibit: _----'-"""--- _REQUEST NO. AG 22.10: 

Ref: NS-PGL Ex. 43.0, page 10 (September 30,2013 Rate Base Valuation). At page 10 
of his Surrebuttal, Mr. Hengtgen states, "A logical alternative proposal, given the premises 
advocated by Staff, the AG, and CUB-City but recognizing when the rates being set will 
become effective, would be to reflect a rate base that approximates a September 30,2013, 
value which is the midway point between when the rates in this proceeding will go into 
effect and the end of the test year." Please respond to the following: 

a.	 Explain with specificity each reason why this new alternative rate base 
valuation date is now viewed as "logical" by Mr. Hengtgen, given that no 
Company, Staff or intervenor witness has previously recommended such a 
valuation date. 

b.	 For what reasons would a rate base valuation date of June 30, 2013 not be 
more "logical" than Mr. Hengtgen's newly proposed September 30,2013 
date, given that new rates are expected to be effective around that date? 

c.	 Please provide complete copies of all studies, reports, analyses, workpapers, 
projections and other data relied upon by Mr. Hengtgen to determine that an 
estimated rate base valuation as of September 30, 2013 is reasonable and a 
logical alternative proposal. 

d.	 Is Mr. Hengtgen aware of any prior rate case proceeding before the ICC in 
which a single point in time rate base valuation was utilized that was 
approximately 3 months subsequent to the rate effective date of new utility 
rates, as proposed in Mr. Hengtgen's new "logical alternative proposal"? 

e.	 If your response to part (d) is affirmative, please provide pinpoint citation to 
each prior ICC Order where such a rate base valuation was approved. 

RESPONSE: 

a.	 Mr. Hengtgen agrees that no party, prior to the Utilities filing its surrebuttal 
testimony, has proposed a September so" date and that is why it was referred to as 
an alternative proposal. See NS-PGL Es. 43.0, lines 233 - 237 for the reasons why 
Mr. Hengtgen feels that the alternative proposal is logical. 

b.	 As previously stated in his testimony, Mr. Hengtgen agrees that rates will go into 
effect around June 30, 2013. He has also testified that the rates will likely be in 

.effect well into Calendar Year 2014.	 As a result, Mr. Hengtgen has testified that a 
December 31,2013 rate base is appropriate in this proceeding. However, he feels 
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that if the Commission does not approve a December 31,2013 rate base, a
 
September 30, 2013 rate base is more logical than June 30, 2013.
 

c.	 Mr. Hengtgen has not relied on any documents in support of his alternate proposal. 
His alternate proposal is discussed in NS-PGL Ex. 43.0, lines 217 - 240 and the 
calculations are shown on NS-PGL Ex. 43.1 Nand NS-PGL Ex. 43.1P. 

d.	 Peoples Gas objects to subpart (d) of this data request as it is not clear what a 
"single point in time rate base valuation" means. Subject to and without waiving this 
objection and its general objections, Peoples Gas states: 

If an example of a single point in time rate base means a June 30 rate base 
valuation (i.e., "average") when a calendar year test year is used, Mr. Hengtgen 
states "Yes". 

e.	 While Mr. Hengtgen has not reviewed all rate orders issued by the Commission that 
would relate to subpart d of this request, Mr. Hengtgen is aware of a recent 
proceeding, Docket No. 08-0363, In re Northern Illinois Gas Company. In that 
proceeding, the Commission's order was dated March 25; 2009 and approved 
average rate base for a future test year ending December 31, 2009. Based on Mr.· 
Hengtgen's understanding of subpart d of this request, the single point in time rate 
base in that proceeding would be June 30, 2009. It is also Mr. Hengtgen's 
understanding that the rates in that case became effective on April 3, 2009. This 
means that the point in time rate base of June 30,2009 was almost exactly 3 
months after April 3, 2009, the date upon which the rates became effective. 
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