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PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-001 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, TNC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQIJESTS FOR INFORJMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 001 : 

With regard to the response to AG-1-13 Attachment 1, please provide the following 
information: 

a. What is the 13-month average per books gas stored underground balance for the 
2008 test year (i.e., the average gas stored underground balance as reported in the 
Company’s financial statements), the balance of $37,585,505 or the balance of 
$32,765,429? In addition, explain the difference between these two test year 
average balances and explain which one is the “correct” per books gas stored 
underground balance. 

b. Provide a detailed explanation of the $4,820,076 “per books inventory deficit” 
balance; explain where it is reflected on the Company’s balance sheet. 

c. In the responses to AG-1-11 (b) and (c), the Company confirms that in its prior two 
rate cases its claimed Gas Stored Underground balances were based on the 13- 
month “average per books” storage balances. Explain whether these average per 
books storage balances used in those cases were the balances that are equivalent to 
the 2008 test year l3-month average storage balance of $32,765,429 or the 2008 
test year 13-month average per books storage balance of $37,585,505. 

Response: 

a. The correct 13-month average per books gas stored underground balance for the 2008 test 
year is $32,765,429. The $37,585,505 amount represents only the balance sheet account 
164 Storage Inventory 13-month average balance and excludes the corresponding 13- 
month average account 242 (Inventory Deficit - Stored Gas) balance of ($4,820,076). 

b. On its books, Columbia utilizes LIFO accounting to value gas stored underground. 
Columbia makes an adjustment to the balance sheet when the dollar balance in the 
storage inventory account 164 is less than zero. This occurs when the weighted average 
cost of gas used to value current storage withdrawals is higher than the rates used to value 
the various prior year layers. When this occurs, as was the case during the 2008 test year, 
the negative balance in the 164 storage account is reclassified to account 242 (Inventory 
Deficit - Stored Gas) so that the amount in account 164 reflects inventory priced at the 
applicable LIFO layer. 

Therefore, as shown in the response to AG- 1-13, in the months of February, March, April 
and May, the 164 balance fell below zero and CKY booked the related deficits to account 
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PSC Case No. 2009-00 141 
AG DR Set 2-001 

Respondent(s): James R.acher 

242-0081-15790. ($4,820,076) = ($9,146,682 + $25,468,366 + $19,247,819 i. 
$8,798,117)/13. 

e. The Gas Stored Underground balances used in the prior cases were equivalent to the 2008 
test year 13-month average storage balance of $32,765,429. 
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PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-002 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF mNTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORIMATION OF THE 

ATTQRNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 002: 

The AG has calculated that the 13-month average MCF balances for each of the years 
2005 through 2008 shown in the response to PSC-2-21(c) are as follows: 6,391,724 for 
2005; 7,757,410 for 2006; 6,954,446 for 2007; and 6,514,450 for 2008. In this regard, 
please provide the following information: 

a. Confirm the above facts. If you do not agree, explain your disagreement. 
b. Reconcile the above stated 13-month average MCF balances for 2005 

through 2008 to the 13-month average MCF balances shown for the years 
2005 through 2008 in the response to AG-1-11, as follows: 6,647,393 for 
2005; 8,067,706 for 2006; 7,232,624 for 2007; and 6,775,028 for 2008. 

Response: 

(a) The 13-manth average Mcf balances the AG has calculated are correct. 
(b) The 13-month average balances in response to AG-1-11 were shown in Dth as 

requested, using a BTU factor of 1.04. 

Year - M cf - Btu - Dth 
2005 6,391,724 I .04 6,647,393 
2006 7,757,410 1.04 8,067,706 
2007 6,954,446 1.04 7,232,624 
2008 6,514,450 1.04 6,775,028 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-003 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLuMIBLcl GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO STJPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEYGENERAL 

Data Request 003 : 

On page 7 of his testimony, Mr. Racher states that, using the LIFO method, gas may be 
withdrawn from storage at prices in excess of the inventory prices from previous storage layers, 
and this could sometimes result in negative balances on the Company’s books. In this regard, 
please provide the following information: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Response: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

The scenario described by Mr. Racher will occur during periods of increasing gas 
prices, causing the LIFO gas unit cost to be hgher than the average gas unit cost 
from previous storage layers. Please confirm this. If you do not agree, explain your 
disagreement. 
During periods of decreasing gas prices, would the Company experience LIFO gas 
unit costs Eower than the average gas unit cost from previous storage layers? If not, 
explain in detail why not. 
Isn’t it true that when the LIFO gas unit costs are lower than the average gas unit 
cost from previous storage layers, this would result in higher storage balances? For 
example, the response to AG-1-12 shows that in 2006, the gas unit prices 
experienced a reduction from $14.64 at the beginning of the year to $8.43 at the end 
of the year. The response to AG-I -1 1 shows that this resulted in a 1.3-month 
average storage volume of 8,067,706 MCF, which is much higher than the 13- 
month average storage volumes for 2005,2007 and 2008. 

As noted in my testimony, under the LIFO method Colmbia prices storage 
injections and withdrawals at the current year’s commodity gas price. If the current 
year’s weighted average commodity gas price is above the inventory price, gas 
withdrawn from storage priced at the higher rate can result in a negative storage 
value balance if the amount of gas withdrawn priced at the higher rate exceeds the 
beginning storage dollar balance. A positive storage dollar balance can remain after 
a withdrawal priced at a current year weighted average commodity gas price hgher 
than the inventory price if the value of the withdrawal is less than the beginning 
storage dollar balance. 

If decreasing prices are such that the current year’s weighted average commodity 
gas price is lower than the inventory price, this is true. 

If the current year’s weighted average commodity gas price is lower than the 
inventory price, then gas withdrawn from storage at the current year’s weighted 
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PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-003 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

average commodity gas price would draw down the storage dollar balance at slower 
rate when compared to the same gas volume withdrawal priced at a higher rate. 

The pricing of storage volumes will not affect the volume balances. 
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PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-004 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMIENTAE, REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 004: 

Please provide the following information: 

a. 

b. 

Response: 

a. 

b. 

The response to PSC-2-21, page 10 shows a calculated October inventory 
valuation rate of $7.4042 per MCF. Please provide a worksheet showing 
how this rate was derived based on the information shown on page 9. 
Provide similar worksheets showing the derivations of the October 
inventory valuation rates of $3.6996 for 2004 (based on the information 
shown on page 1); $6.6455 for 2005 (based on the information shown on 
page 3); $6.6624 for 2006 (based on the information shown on page 5); and 
$6.4523 for 2007 (based on the information shown on page 7). 

As shown below, the October inventory valuation rate of $7.4042 per Mcf 
shown on PSC-2-21 Attachment 1, Page 10 is derived by dividing the 
October dollar balance of $81,472,934 on Page 9, Line 32 by the October 
volume balance of 11,003,684 Mcf on Page 9, Line 3 1. 

PSC 2-21 
Att. 1 October October Average 

Page Ref. Volume Balance Rate- 
Mcf $/Mcf 

(3=2/1) 

2008 9 11,003,684 $81,472,934 $7.4042 

Please refer to the worksheet below for the derivation of the October 
inventory valuation rates for 2004 through 2007. 

PSC 2-21 

Page Ref. Volume Balance Rate 
Mcf $ $IMcf 
(1) (2) (3=2/1) 

Att. 1 October October Average 

2004 I 5,843,193 $21,617,556 $3.6996 
2005 3 10,873,027 $72,256,347 $6.6455 
2006 5 10,682,748 $71,172,948 $6.6624 
2007 7 10,643,238 $68,673,483 $6.4523 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-005 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 005: 

With regard to the response to AG-1-19, please provide, for each of the years 2004 
through 2008, the following information: 

a. The accrued annual property taxes at expected protested outcome levels. 
b. The actual annual property taxes negotiated between the Company and the 

Commonwealth of Kentucky. 
c. The resulting property tax credits or additional property tax bills resulting 

fi-om the settlement of the protests. 

Response: 

a. Attachment A hereto, Line 1, details the initial accrued annual property 
tax at expected outcome levels. This initial estimate incorporates the 
unknown variables for total assessed value, the multi-jurisdictional 
effective tax rate, and the allocation of the assessed value between real and 
personal property which are taxed at different rates. 

b. Columbia does not negotiate annual property taxes with The 
Commonwealth of Kentucky (KY) .  Columbia does negotiate the statewide 
assessed value with KY and, in some cases, the manner in which this 
value is allocated between real and personal property. Line 3 on 
Attachment A discloses what Columbia anticipates the final property taxes 
will be as the result of negotiating the assessed value with KY. 

c. Line 4 on Attachment A reflects the amount of taxes paid by Columbia 
based on their initial protested assessed valuation. Line 5 on the same 
exhibit reflects the amounts paid to date for the additional property tax 
bills resulting from the settlement of the protests. Columbia has no control 
over the timing of the tax bills issued by the counties. As such, Line 6 on 
Attachment A reflects the estimated remaining additional tax bills 
resulting from the settlement of the protests. Line 7 on Attachment A 
reflects the total expected property tax payments at the conclusion of all 
billings by the counties. 
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PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-006 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR PNFOPiSllATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 006: 

The AG has calculated the following income tax amounts associated with the Company’s 
proposed taxable income including the requested rate increase: 

- Income before income taxes $23,410,128 
- Pro forma interest (4,778,115) 
- Flow through adjustments -- 46.320 
- State taxable income 18,678,333 

- State excess tax amortization 
- State income tax 
- Federal taxable income 17,559,133 
- Federal income tax @ 35% 6,145,697 
- Fed excess tax amortization 
- TTC amortization -- (86.688) 
- Federal income tax 6.009.564 

- State income tax @ 5.99 197% - 1,119,200 

(49,445) 

1,119,20O 

1.1 18.1 8 1 
(1.01 9’) 

Please reconcile this AG-calculated FIT number of $6,009,564 to the corresponding 
Company-calculated FIT number of $5,940,983 on Schedule C-1. 

Response: 

The difference between the AG-calculated FIT number of $6,009,564 and the 
corresponding Company-calculated FIT number of $5,940,983 on Schedule C- 1 is 
$68,58 1. This difference is a result of the Federal taxable income on Schedule E- 1.1 , Line 
9 of $6,858,125 being calculated at a Federal income tax rate of 34% instead of 35% 
($6,858,125 X .01=$68,581). On Schedule E-1.1, the first $10,000,000 ofFederal taxable 
income is calculated at the 34% tax rate. Once taxable income is over $18,333,333 the tax 
rate is 35% for all taxable income. 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-007 

Respondent(s): Panpilas Fischer 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, ZNC. 
R3ESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFOIUMATION OF TIFE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 007: 

With regard to the ADIT information shown on Schedule B-6, please explain the nature 
and purpose of the two ADIT balances in sub-accounts 2951 and 2953, RRA '93 1% 
Offset and RRA '93 Rate Base Increment. 

Response: 

The ADIT balances in sub-accounts 2951 and 2953 represent a write-up of the federal 
income tax rate from 34% to 35%. For regulatory purposes current and deferred taxes are 
reflected at 34%, however, the Company must provide deferred taxes at the statutory rate 
for GAAP purposes since the Company's income is included in the consolidated return of 
NiSource Inc, and taxed at the statutory federal income tax rate of 35%. Sub-account 
2951 records the write-up of the tax rate on flow through depreciation and sub-account 
2953 records the write-up of the tax rate on deferred depreciation, CIAC, Customer 
Advances, Loss on ACRS and Property Removal Costs. Since we are recovering in rates 
a federal income tax rate of 35% in the Gross Revenue Conversion Factor, the ADIT on 
the incremental increase of 1 % is included as a reduction to rate base. 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-008 

Respondentts): Mark Balmert 

COLUN613XA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR LNFORMATION OF TEE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 008: 

The response to AG-l-24(a) shows that the proposed adjusted test year revenues include 
Account 495 - Other Gas revenues of $343,888. Please provide the actual Account 495 - 
Other revenues for each year from 2004 through 2008, as was requested in AG-1-24@). 

Response: 

Account 495 
Year Other Revenue 

2004 147,806 
2005 496,329 
2006 465,778 
2007 427,733 
2008 343,888 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-009 

Respondent(s): Mark Ralmert 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR KNFORMATION OF TEW 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 009: 

The response to AG-l-24(d) shows that the proposed adjusted test year revenues include 
Account 483 - Sales for Resale revenues of $21 1,101. Please provide the actual Account 
483 - Sales for Resale revenues for each year fiorn 2004 through 2008. 

Response: 

Account 483 
Year - Sales for Resale 

2004 186,736 
2005 209,009 
2006 258,844 
2007 161,925 
2008 243,259 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-010 

Respondent(s): Mark Balmert 

COLUNIBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMLATION OF THE 

ATTORNEYGENERAL 

Data R.equest 01 0: 

With regard to the response to PSC-2-43, explain why, if the PSC were to reject the 
Company’s proposed late payment fee proposal, this would result in forfeited discount 
revenues of $167,537 rather than the actual test year forfeited discount revenues of 
$192,713. 

Response: 

Actual test year forfeited discount revenues of $192,713 reflect the assessment of late 
payment penalties on revenues during the test year. $167,537 is forfeited discount 
revenues reflect the assessment of late payment penalties on pro-forma revenue at current 
rates. 

The difference is primarily caused by weather normalizing volumes and using the current 
gas cost recovery rate in determining pro-foma revenue. 

However, in analyzing the response to PSC-2-43 Columbia discovered that there were 
cell reference errors on lines 32 through 44 of Attachment MPB-6 Sheet 4 of 4 that was 
attached to the response. Correcting the cell reference errors produces farfeited discount 
revenues of $171,980 instead of $167,537. 

Attached is a corrected Attachment MPB-6 Sheet 4 of 4 in response to PSC-2-43. 



Line 
- No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 GIC 
5 GSO 
6 GSO 
7 Ius 
8 GTO 
9 GTO 

10 DS 
11 DS 
12 GDS 
13 GDS 
14 DS3 
15 FXl 
16 FX2 
17 FX4 
18 FX5 
19 FX6 
20 FX7 
21 FX8 
22 SAS 
23 SC2 
24 SC3 
25 Total 

26 

27 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 Total 

45 

46 

Columbia Gas of Kentucky, Inc. 
Schedule of Additional Revenues by Rate Schedule Based on Revenue Requirement 

For the 12 Months Ended December 31,2008 

Reference Detail 
($) 

Change in Forfeited Discounts Revenue 

Test Year Forfeited Discounts (Account 487) 

Test Year Revenue Subject to Late Payment Penalties: 

LG&E Commercial 
General Service - Commercial 
General Service - Industrial 
Intrastate Utility Service - Wholesale 
GTS Choice - Commercial 
GTS Choice - Industrial 
GTS Delivery Service - Commercial 
GTS Delivery Service - Industrial 
GTS Grandfathered Delivery Service - Commercial 
GTS Grandfathered Delivery Service - Industrial 
GTS Main Line Service - Industrial 
GTS Flex Rate - Commercial 
GTS Flex Rate .. Industrial 
GTS Flex Rate - Industrial 
GTS Flex Rate - Industrial 
GTS Flex Rate - Industrial 
GTS Flex Rate - Industrial 
GTS Flex Rate - Industrial 
GTS Special Agency Service 
GTS Special Rate - Industrial 
GTS Special Rate - Industrial 

Ration of Late Payment Penalties to Total Revenue 

Proposed Revenue Subject to Late Payment Penalties: 

GSWGTR Residential 
GSOIGTOIGDS 
DSlSAS 
IUS 
GlC 
GlR 
DS3 
FXl 
FX2 
Fx4 
FX5 
FX6 
FX7 
FX8 
SC2 
sc3 

Proposed Forfeited Discounts (Account 487) 

Proposed Adjustment to Account 487 Revenue 

Schedule M-2. I 

Attachment AG Set 2 No 10 
Attachment MPB-6 

Sheet 4 of 4 

Amount 
($) 

192,713.00 

Schedule M-2.1 76,888.46 
Schedule M-2.1 59,683,440.58 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2" 1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2 1 
Schedule M-2 1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 
Schedule M-2.1 

Line 2 I Line 25 

MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page I 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 
MPB-6 Page 1 

Line 26 x Line 45 

Line 46 - Line 2 

2,355,841.53 
254,639.38 

3,595,137.38 
64,589.67 

1,020,173.08 
3,43 5,275.12 

434,838.25 
204,801.06 
22,709.43 

136,239.48 
8,079.95 

24,25 I .  89 
492,547.14 

32,771.1 6 
197,160.49 
20,647.13 
31,680.71 

157,598.52 
719,002.12 

72,968,324.53 

0.00264 1050 

0 
58,526,186 
4,520,176 

22 1,402 
78,443 

0 
22,709 
45,564 

7,999 
24,247 

492,547 
32,771 

197,160 
23,173 

163,829 
761,882 

65,118,088 

171.980 

(20,733) 





PSC CaseNo. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-01 1 

Respondent(s): Mark Balrnert 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KTNI’UCKY, PIC. 
RESPQNSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFQRMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 0 1 1 : 

On page 29, lines 7 through 10, Mr. Balmert states: “Columbia believes the 5% penalty currently 
assessed to the Comercial and Industrial customer classes has served as an incentive for 
customers to pay their bills by the due date. A similar incentive applicable to residential 
customers will help reduce the uncollectible expense attributable to the Residential class.” 
[emphasis supplied]. 

In its response to AG-1-32, the Company agrees with the AG that its proposed uncollectible ratio 
of 1.410552% for the Residential customers is the actual 2008 ratio that does not reflect any 
impact of the proposed 5% Residential Late Payment Fee proposed by the Company in this case. 
In this sarne data response the Company now claims that the implementation of the Residential 
Late Payment Fee will result in a slight increase in the uncollectible ratio. 

Please provide a detailed explanation for these inconsistent positions. 

Response: 

The statement in my testimony that “A similar incentive applicable to residential customers will 
help reduce the uncollectible expense attributable to the Residential class” is premised upon the 
assumption that if Columbia assessed a late payment fee (as most every company does for late 
payment or no payment) its customers would have a greater incentive to make more of a 
payment toward their unpaid balance for gas service, Even if the account ultimately gets shut-off, 
the theory is the customer may be making greater payments than he otherwise would have if 
Columbia did not have a late payment fee and therefore there would be a reduction in 
uncollectible accounts. 

Mr. Racher was simply pointing out in response to AG-1-32 that if late payment fees are charged 
to accounts, customer balances owed CKY would increase. To the extent the customers do not 
pay those late fees included in their balance owed CKY, uncollectible accounts would actually 
be greater when the account is deemed to be uncollectible. 

Both statements are true based on the assumptions underlying them. 

1 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-012 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RJ3SPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL R.EQUESTS FOR INFQRMATIQN OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 012: 

With regard to the response to AG-1-35(c), please provide the following clarifying 
information: 

a. The top part of the response indicates that the actual 2008 Uncollectible 
Account 904 accrual of $1,910,000 consists of $1,371,336 for General 
Service uncollectible account expenses and $538,664 of EAP related 
uncollectible expenses. Please confirm this. If this is not correct, provide the 
correct answer. 

b. The bottom part of the response indicates that the actual 2008 uncollectible 
account 904 expenses of $2,45 1,089 consist of the same $1,9 10,000 (wbch, 
as indicated in part (a) above, includes $538,664 of EAP related 
uncollectible expenses), plus another $53 8,664 for EAP related uncollectible 
expense, plus $2,423 of other miscellaneous uncollectible expenses. Please 
explain the double-counted $538,664 expense for the EAP related 
uncollectible expenses in order to reconcile the $1,9 10,000 and $2,45 1,089 
uncollectible expense amounts. 

Response: 

a. The top part of the response shows $1,371,336 of IJncollectible Account 904 
accrual as filed on Schedule D-2.1 Sheet 5 Line 6, which was incorrect (please see 
response t,o AG-1-60 paragraph 3). The correct amount on Schedule D-2.1 Sheet 5 
Line 6 should be $1,910,000 (please see response to PSC 3-040). 

b. The bottom part of the response shows the correct actual Account 904 mount of 
$2,451,089 and the components of this amount. Thus, the $538,664 of EAP 
related uncollectible expenses is not included as part of the $1,9 10,000. 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-0 13 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTIJCKU, INC. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMXNTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORNATION OF THE 

Data Request 0 13 : 

Please reconcile the annual uncollectible accrual amounts of $1,194,997 (2004); $984,998 
(2005); $1,131,001 (2006); and $470,002 (2007) shown in column (d) in the response to AG-1- 
34(a) to the corresponding annual uncollectible accrual amounts of $1,98 1,7 12 (2004); 
$1,499,299 (2009; $1,594,285 (2006); and $1 , 18 1,046 (2007) shown in the response to AG-1- 
33. Explain in detail what malces up the differences in the uncollectible expense amounts for 
each year. 

Response: 

The accrual amounts in response to AG- 1 -34 shown in column (1) below represent accruals only 
for residential DIS billed accounts and exclude the Energy Assistance Program (EAP) expense in 
Account 904 as well as the GMB billing system accruals. Total Account 904 expenses in 
response to AG-1-33 shown in column (6) below are the sum of these amounts. 

Accrual from 

-- Date AG 1-034 Id) 

( 7 )  

12/31/2004 1,194,997 

12/3 1 /ZOO5 984,998 

12/31/2006 1,131,001 

12/31/2007 470,002 

EAP in 
- 904 

(2) 

779,469 

515,802 

431,835 

576,480 

GMB billing 

Uncollectible in 
system Accrual 

- 904 Adiustmenf 

(3) (4) 

14,897 (7,650) 

(1.504) 0 

31.448 0 

194,564 0 

Financial 
Statement Total Account 904 from 

Roundinq AG 1-033 

(5) (6) = (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) + (5) 

( 7 )  1,981,712 

3 1,499,299 

1 1,594,285 

0 1,181,046 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-014 

R.espondent(s): Mark Balmert 

CQLUMBIA GAS OF KENTIJCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO STJPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR TNFBRMATPON OF TEE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 014: 

With regard to the response to AG-1-37, please provide the following additional 
clarifying information: 

a. In its response to AG-1-37, the Company agrees that the total adjusted 
uncollectible expenses included in the adjusted test year O&M expenses 
amounts to $2,419,089 and this expense of $2,419,089 includes the 
uncollectible expenses associated with the commodity cost of gas. Does this 
mean that the Company is proposing base rate recovery for t h~s  expense 
level of $2,419,089 on top of proposing surcharge recovery for the 
uncollectible expenses associated with the commodity cost of gas? Please 
explain this in detail and explain why this approach wouldn’t result in a 
double-recovery of the uncollectible expenses associated with the 
commodity cost of gas. 

b. On page 23, lines 11-16 of his testimony, Mr. Balmert states that a total 
amount of $1,063,315 (the sum of $657,997, $403,473, and 1,845) has been 
removed &om the revenue requirement to determine base rates. Does this 
mean that the adjusted test year O&M expenses of $2,419,089 referenced in 
part (a) above was reduced by $1,063,315 so that only $1,355,774 will be 
recovered through base rates and the remaining $1,063,315 will be 
recovered fiom the Gas Cost Uncollectible Surcharge? If this is the case, 
explain in detail where in the filing schedules the Company has reduced the 
adjusted test year total uncollectible expenses of $2,419,089 by $1,063,3 15. 

c. In AG-1-37@), the Company was asked what portion of the adjusted test 
year uncollectible expense amount of $2,4 19,089 represents uncollectible 
expenses associated with the commodity cost of gas. The response of the 
Company was that it does not know because it “does not currently 
differentiate the uncollectible commodity gas cost revenue from other 
revenues on its boolts.” Yet, on MPB-5, sheet 4, Mr. Balmert quantified that 
during the 2008 test year, the uncollectible expenses associated with the 
commodity cost of gas arnount.ed to $1,229,890. hi this regard, provide the 
following: 

1) Explain these discrepant answers. 
2) Explain whether this means that of the ailjusted test year 

uncollectible expenses of $2,419,089, an amount of $1,229,890 
represents uncollectible expenses associated with the commodity 
cost of gas. If not, explain the correct answer. 

1 
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AG DR Set 2-014 

Respondent(s): Mark Balmert 

Response: 

Unadjusted per books uncollectible account expense for the test year 12 months ending 
December 3 1,2008 is $2,45 1,089 (see Schedule C-2.1, Sheet 2, Line 60). Included in t h ~ s  
amount is $1,229,890 of uncollectible expense resulting from billing the EGC 
Commodity rates during the test year (see MPB-5, sheet 4 of Mr. Balmert’s testimony 
showing the calculated monthly detail). 

Unadjusted per books uncollectible account expense was adjusted by ($3 1,301) (see 
Schedule D-2.1, Sheet 5, Line 12) resulting in an adjusted uncollectible expense for the 
test year at current rates of $2,419,788 ($2,451,089 - $31,301). 

Adjusted per books uncollectible account expense at current rates was adjusted as follows 
resulting in adjusted test year uncollectible expense at proposed rates: 

Unadjusted per Books uncollectible 
expense 

Annualization Adjustment 

Adjusted per books uncollectible expense 
at current rates 

Revenue Increase Requested 

Uncollectible Expense Ratio 

Increased uncollectible expense 

Adjusted per books uncollectible expense 
at proposed rates 

Reference Detail Amount 
Schedule C-2.1, $2,45 1,089 
Sheet 2, Line 60 

Schedule D-2.1, 1569.965) 
Sheet 5, Line 30 
(corrected - see 
PSC 3-40) 

Tab 39 CCOS $1,881,124 
studies page 18, 
Line 5 (corrected 
for PSC 3-40) 

Schedule C- 1, 
Sheet 1, Line 1 
(note this amount 
will change as a 
result of PSC 3- 
40) 

Schedule H- 1, 1.41 0552% 
Line 2 

Included in 
Schedule C-1, 
Line 4, Column 2 

Included in 
Schedule C- 1, 
Line 4, Column 3 
(adjusted for PSC 
3 -40) 

$ 11,565,73 1 

$163, I41 

$2,044,265 

2 
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Respondent(s): Mark Balmert 

Included in these amounts of $2,419,788 (at current rates) and $2,044,265 (at proposed 
rates) above is $1,063,3 1 5 of uncollectible expense resulting from using the most current 
(March 2009) EGC Commodity rate for the test year (see MPB-6, sheets 1 through 3 of 
MY. Balmert’s testimony showing the calculated detail by rate schedule). 

With this as a basis, the responses to request no. 14, sections a, b, and c are as follows: 

a. Columbia is not proposing base rate recovery of the expense level of $2,419,089 
in addition to proposing surcharge recovery for the uncollectible expenses 
associated with the comodi ty  cost of gas. 

Columbia is proposing to recover $1,063,3 I 5 of the $2,044,265 uncollectible 
expense at proposed rates through the proposed Gas Cost Uncollectible Charge as 
shown in Attachment MPB-6 of Mr. Balmert’s testimony. The remaining 
$980,950 of uncollectible accounts expense is proposed to be recovered through 
the proposed base rates. 

The total amount of uncollectible expense included in the cost of service is 
$2,044,265. The total revenue required to achieve the requested return on rate 
base of 9.00% is $176,126,437 (see Schedule C-1). Of $176,126,437 in proposed 
revenue, the $1,063,3 15 of uncollectible accounts expense to be recovered 
through the proposed Gas Cost IJncollectible Charge was excluded fi-om the 
determination af proposed base rates (see MPB-6, page 2, line 4 of $657,997, 
page 2, line 14 of $403,473, and page 3, line 25 of $1,845). By excluding the 
$1,063,3 15 when desi,sning base rates, Columbia ensures that only the remaining 
$980,950 of uncollectible accounts expense is recovered through the base rates 
thus avoiding double-recovery. 

b. The resulting amount of the calculation above of $1,355,774 does not reflect the 
subtraction of the annualized uncollectible accounts expense at the March EGC 
rate of $1,063,315 from the uncollectible accounts expense at proposed rates of 
$2,044,265. As noted above, $980,950 is the resulting amount to be recovered 
through base rates. 

There is not an adjustment to the cost of service to eliminate the $1,063,315 
uncollectible accounts expense to be recovered through the Gas Cost 
Uncollectible Charge for the same reason there are not adjustments to eliminate 
gas cost expense or Energy Assistance Plan (EAP) expense. These are expenses 
whch have offsetting revenues in the cost of service. When rates are designed, 
the revenues that offset these expenses are excluded fi-om the determination of 
base rate recovery thus eliminating the need to make an adjustment to the cost of 
service. 

c. 1) Columbia does not currently track uncollectible accounts expense on revenues 
produced by billing the EGC commodity rate on its books. Attachment MPB-5 

3 
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Respondent(s): Mark Balrnert 

was created to illustrate Columbia’s ability to recover uncollectible accounts 
expense on revenues produced by billing the EGC commodity rate through the 
current method of recovering these expenses through the base rates. 

2) Of the unadjusted per books test year uncollectible expenses of $2,451,089, an 
amount of $1,229,890 represents the unadjusted uncollectible expenses associated 
with the cornmodity cost of gas that was calculated on MPB-5, page 4. 

The difference between the unadjusted $1,229,890 uncollectible expense 
associated with the commodity cost of gas and tbe $1,063,315 uncollectible 
accounts expense to be recovered through the Gas Cost Uncollectible Charge is 
that the $1,229,890 was calculated on a month by month basis using the EGC 
commodity rates in effect during the test year and an effective monthly 
uncollectible ratio where the $1,063,3 15 was annualized using the most recent 
EGC commodity gas rate (March 2009) and the uncollectible ratio on Schedule 
H-1. 
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AG DR Set 2-01 5 

Respondent(s): Mark Balmert 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 0 1 5 : 

At the bottom of page 24 of his testimony, Mr. Balmert states that “Columbia will 
continue to be at risk that the fixed uncollectible percentage determined by Columbia 
witness Racher in Schedule 13-21 Sheet 5 may under recover actual uncollectible 
expense.” What are the pro forma adjusted fixed uncollectible expenses shown on 
Schedule D-2.1, Sheet 5 that remain at risk for under recovery? Please show the dollar 
amount and the supporting calculations for this fixed uncollectible expense amount. 

Response: 

On page 23, lines 19 through 22 and page 24, lines 1 through 2 of my testimony I state 
“The uncollectible surcharge which Columbia will refer to as the Gas Cost Uncollectible 
Charge will be calculated quarterly (March, June, September, December) by multiplying 
the commodity EGC recovery rate in Columbia’s quarterly Gas Cost Adjustment 
(“GCA”) filing by the uncollectible percentage of 1.410552% supported by witness 
Racher on Schedule D-2.1 Sheet 5, Line 4 in t h ~ s  case. The revised uncollectible 
surcharge rate will be filed at the same time Columbia files its quarterly adjustments to its 
GC A rates”. 

At the bottom of page 24 when I state “Columbia will continue to be at risk that the fixed 
uncollectible percentage determined by Colurnbia witness Racher in Schedule D-2.1 
Sheet 5 may under recover actual uncollectible expense.” I am only referring to the 
1.41 0552%. To the extent Columbia experiences a higher percentage of uncollectible 
revenue than the 1.41 0552% fixed (established) in this case, Columbia will be at risk for 
under-recovery of uncollectible accounts expense as a result of billing customers the 
commodity cost of gas through the proposed Gas Cost Uncollectible Surcharge until the 
next rate case in which a new accrual rate will be established because the 1.410552% 
used in the calculation of the Gas Cost Uncollectible Surcharge does not change until the 
next rate case. 
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Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KE'MTUCKTY, LNC. 
RESPONSE TO STJPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMCATION OF TEE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 01 6: 

In the same format and detail as per the response to AG-1-41, please provide the actual 
number of employees at the end of June 2009. 

Response: 

The actual number of employees at the end of June 2009 in the same format as per AG I- 
041 is shown below. 

Union 
Non- 

Month-Y ear Clerical Exempt Exempt Total 

06-09 18 21 91 130 

It should be noted that the exempt employee level has declined by 2 since the end of the 
test year because two employees were transferred fiom CICY to NCSC after the test year. 
Their time is still spent on CKY matters. The number of union employees has dropped by 
one which represents a vacancy which is in the posting and bidding process. 
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Respondent(s): James Racher 

C0LUNpBI.A GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SIJPPLEMENTAL, REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 01 7: 

Are the number of exempt employees at 9/1/09 and the number of Union employees at 
12/1/09 known and certain at this time? 

Response: 

While the number of exempt employees at 9/1/09 and the number of Union employees at 
12/1/09 can not be known and certain at this time (this response was prepared in July, 
2009) Columbia believes current workforce/workload planning projections indicate that 
exempt stafing level and union staffing level (when the vacancy noted below is factor in) 
are correct and we have no expectation of a need to be at any other staffing levels on 
9/1/09 or 12/1/09. 

As noted in the response to AG DR Set 2-016, the exempt employee level has declined 
by 2 since the end of the test year. These two employees were transferred -Erorn CK.Y to 
NCSC after the test year. Their time is still spent on CKY matters. The number of union 
employees has dropped by one which represents a vacancy which is in the posting and 
bidding process. 
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R espondent(s): Jarnes Racher 

COLUMRIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUFPLEMENTAL Rl2QUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 0 1 8: 

With regard to the historic incentive compensation expenses shown in the response to 
AG- 1 -45(c), please provide the following information: 

a. Reconcile the expenses listed for 2004 through 2006 to the incentive 
compensation expenses for the corresponding years in the response to AG- 
1-39 in the prior rate case. 

b. Reconcile the test year CTP expense of $410,219 to the test year CTP 
expense of $424,603 on Schedule D-2.3. 

c. Explain the negative expense in the year 2005. 

Response: 

a. Columbia responded to AG-1-39 part c in the last rate case by providing 
total CP Compensation booked by the Company including the portion that 
was capitalized. Columbia responded to AG-1-45 part c in the current case 
by providing the CTP compensation booked to expense as requested. 

b. The total incentive compensation of $424,603 on Schedule D-2.3 is made up 
of CIP expense of $410,219 and SIP (Sales Incentive Plan) expense of 
$14,384. 

c. The negative expense in year 2005 represents an adjustment ,booked in 
January 2005 to the year 2004 CIP accrual. 
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AG DR Set 2-019 

Respondent(sj: June M. Konold 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO STJPPLEMENTAL REQUEST§ FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 019: 

Re. response to AG-l-SO(dj: If the Company’s proposed pension and OPEB (O&M 
expenses) of $1,743,113 were to be accepted by the PSC in this case, for purposes of the 
proposed Rider POM, would the Conipany - starting at the rate effective date of this case 
- be deferring the difference (on a monthly basis) between this allowed expense level of 
$1,743,113 and the actual expense level to be incurred starting with the rate effective 
date? 

Response: 

Columbia, for purposes of the proposed Rider POM, would defer the difference (on a 
monthly basis) between the allowed expense level of $1,743,113 and the actual expenses 
to be incurred starting with the rate effective date. In addition, Columbia would defer the 
difference between the allowance for OPEB and Pensian expense included in rates 
between January 2,2009 and the rate effective date and the actual expenses incurred for 
that same time period. 
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AG DR Set 2-020 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COILpJNL3EbM GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR PNFORMATION OF TEE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 020: 

With regard to the response to AG- 1-54, please provide the following information: 

a. Explain why the amortization of the one-time IBM costs is not included in 
the pro forma test year NCSC costs of $9,148,390. 

b. If this amortization cost is reflected as a test year expense elsewhere in the 
filing schedules, indicate the relevant filing schedule and the account 
number in which this expense is included. In addition, provide the annual 
expense amount included in the adjusted test year, the amortization starting 
date and the amortization ending date. 

c. Explain why the amortization of the one-time severance costs is not 
included in the pro forma test year NCSC costs of $9,148,390. 

d. If this amortization cost is reflected as a test year expense elsewhere in the 
filing schedules, indicate the relevant filing schedule and the account 
number in whch this expense is included. In addition, provide the annual 
expense amount included in the adjusted test year, the amortization starting 
date and the amortization ending date. 

e. If these two amortization expenses are not anywhere reflected as expenses in 
this case, please confirm t h ~ s  and explain why the Company is no longer 
boolcing these amortization expenses. 

Response: 

The amortization of the one-time JBM, Call Center, and severance costs related to the 
IBM agreement is not included in the pro forma test year NCSC costs of $9,148,390. 
Columbia Gas of Kentucky was authorized in Case No. 2007-0008 to record the IBM, 
Call Center, and severance costs related to the TBM agreement to a regulatory asset 
(Account 182) and amortize over the recovery period to Account 923. The annual LBM 
and Call Center amortization expenses included in the adjusted test year are $288,5 1 1 and 
101,597, respectively, and are part of the amount on Schedule C-2.1 line 85. These costs 
are amortized over an eight year period beginning September, 2007 and ending August, 
2015. The annual severance amortization expense included in the adjusted test year is 
$26,449 and is part of the amount on Schedule C-2.1 line 85. The severance costs are 
amortized over a b e e  year period beginning September, 2007 and ending August, 201 0. 
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AG DR Set 2-021 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUNHxbLA GAS OF KENTUCKY, l[NC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 02 1 : 

Re. response to AG-1-55: Are the expenses referenced in AG-1-55 reflected elsewhere in 
the adjusted test year expenses? If so, indicate on which filing schedules and in which 
account numbers they are included. Tn addition, provide the expense mounts included in 
the adjusted test year. If they are not anywhere reflected in the expenses in this case, 
please confirm this and explain why the Company is no longer booking these expenses. 

Response: 

The expenses referenced in AG-1-55 for costs associated with the $38,033 loss on 
mainframe; the $95,309 loss on the sale of the Marble Cliff building; and the $22,236 
Marble Cliff depreciation related to Columbia’s prior rate case are not included in the 
current rate filing. These costs are typically one time in nature and thus would not repeat 
in future years. However, the loss on the sale of the Marble Cliff, which is related to the 
reduction in fair value of that facility as it is an asset held for sale, did have an additional 
write-down during the test year. Given the current economy and reduction in real estate 
values, an additional reduction in the fair value of the Marble Cliff facility (as required by 
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles) was billed to Columbia Gas of Kentucky 
during the test year in the amount of $126,880. This amount was removed fi-om test year 
expenses, in Line 4 of Schedule D-2.8, Sheet 2. 
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AG DR Set 2-022 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS QF KENTUCKY, 3ENC 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 022: 

In its response to AG- 1 -59(d), the Company states that 73%, or $ 182,604 of its total 
NCSC business promotion expenses charged to CGK “was directly billed to CGK.” 
Please provide detailed docurnentation showing the business promotion activities 
performed by AGSC specifically for CGK for which CGK was charged $182,604. In 
addition, thrs documentation should show and explain why the business promotion 
activities were specifically charged to CGK, and why the ratepayers of CGK would 
derive specific benefits fkom these business promotion activities. 

Response: 

The direct billed portion of $182,604 of total NCSC business promotion expenses 
charged to Columbia Gas of Kentucky is comprised of the following: employee labor, 
benefits and related payroll taxes of $177,917 and employee expenses of $4,687. Time 
spent by NCSC employees worlcing directly for Columbia Gas of Kentucky is 
appropriately direct billed by the employee to that specific company. As noted in the 
response to AG-1-59, NCSC employees in thils department billing Columbia Gas of 
Kentucky provide cost analysis and information to customers regarding products and 
services. In addition, these employees spent a great deal of time educating consumers on 
energy efficiency and conservation, as well as natural gas safety whch allows 
consumershate payers to make educated choices regarding energy efficiency and 
conservation. Further, these activities benefit the ratepayers of Columbia Gas of 
Kentucky by synergizing the number of resources necessary to process customer 
additions, business development strategies, and cost analysis related to products and 
services. 
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Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLIJMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, TNC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR ZNFOYWIATIOW QF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 023: 

Schedule D-2.8, Sheet 2 of 6, line 3 shows that the Company has added $83,392 for the 
one-time WMS item whereas the response to AG-1-63(a) states that this WMS cost 
should be exchded fi-om test year costs. Please explain this apparent discrepancy. In 
addition, please confirm that if the WMS should have been removed fi-om rather than 
added to the test year costs, the total cost removal amount on Schedule D-2.8, Sheet 2 
should be ($479,262) rather than ($3 12,478). 

Response: 

The one-time WMS item of $83,392 was a credit that occurred as a result of a 
reclassification of a prior year sokware charge during the test year. Since this credit is 
one-time in nature, it is added back to test year costs in Schedule D-2.8, Sheet 2. The 
response to AG-1-63(a) should have read that the credit is one-time in nature and is 
therefore added back to test year costs. The total cost removal amount on Schedule D-2.8, 
Sheet 2 should be ($3 12,478) as indicated in the original filing. 
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Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, nUC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATTON OF TEE 

ATTQSPU\JIEYGENERtaL 

Data R.equest 024: 

For each amortization expense associated with a deferred cost that is included in the 
adjusted test year, please provide: (1) description of the deferred cost; (2) unamortized 
deferred cost balance as of 12/31/08; (3) the amortization period used to amortize the 
cost; (4) starting date for amortization; ( 5 )  amortization expiration date; and (6) 
amortization expense included in the adjusted test year. 

Response: 

Please see the AG DR Set 2-024 Attachment 1 for the requested information. 
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AG DR Set 2-025 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KEN"UCKY, INC. 
REISPQNSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATHON OF THE 

ATTOFWEYGENERAL 

Data Request 025: 

Please provide a detailed breakout and description of all items making up the test year 
amortization charges of $416,558 included in Account 923, as shown in the response to 
AG-1-257. 

Response: 

The test year amortization charges of $416,558 included in Account 923 as shown in the 
response to AG 1-257 are made up of the .following: 

One-time TBM costs $288,511 
Call Center transition costs $101,597 
IBlvl related severance costs $ 26,449 
Rounding $ 1 

Total $41 6,558 
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AG DR Set 2-026 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUNIBPA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE: 

ATTORNEYGENEW 

Data R.equest 026: 

Please provide a description and dollar breakout of the 10 due items malung up the total 
amount of $2,035 in the response to AG-1-75. 

Response: 

Please see the listing below for the items making up the total of $2,035. 

Rotary Club of Lexington Annual Dues 
Common Ground Alliance Membership 
International Right of Way Association 
Fayette County Bar Association 
American Bar Associatioil 
D.C. Bar Association 
Kentucky Bar Association 
Public Relations Society of America Membership 
lRWA Membership 
Kentucky Association for Economic Development 

Amount 
$ 

465 
172 

9 
130 
414 
121 
-290 
275 

9 
- 150 

Total 2,035 
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Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLUNLBIA GAS OF KIENTUCIKIJ, mc. 
WESPQNSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 027: 

With regard to the response to AG- 1-74, please provide the following information: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Response: 

a. 

b. 

Explain the nature and purpose of the “marketing” expenses totaling $15,362 in 
account 908. 
Explain the nature and purpose of the “marketing” expenses totaling $164,969 in 
account 9 1 0. 
Provide the reasons why the total test year account 910 expenses of $502,292 are 
so much higher than the account 910 expenses in 2007 ($24,199), 2006 ($46) and 
2005 ($1,292). In addition, explain whether the test year expenses of $502,292 
include non-recurring charges that cannot reasonably be expected to continue in the 
near term future. 
Nature and purpose of the advertising expenses of $3,938 in account 921 and 
explain why this advertising expense has not been removed for raternaking 
purposes as the Company has done for other advertising expenses. 

Prior to January I ,  2008 these NiSource Corporate Services (NCSC) marketing 
expenses were booked to Account 923 Outside Services. The change in account 
classification is a result of FERC Order 684, which required charges billed by 
NCSC to be recorded to the sarne FERC accounts on the affiliate books as booked 
by NCSC. These marketing expenses charged to Columbia Gas of Kentucky by 
NCSC are comprised of employee labor, various clearing costs and employee 
expenses. Time spent by these NCSC employees when working directly for 
Columbia Gas of Kentucky is billed by the employee to CKY. NCSC employees 
in this area billing Columbia Gas of Kentucky provide cost analysis and 
information to customers regarding products and services. In addition, these 
employees spent a great deal of time educating consumers on energy efficiency 
and conservation, as well as natural gas safety whch allows consumersh-ate 
payers to make educated choices regarding energy efficiency and conservation. 
Further, these activities benefit the ratepayers of Columbia Gas of Kentucky by 
synergizing the number of resources necessary to process customer additions, 
business development strategies, and cost analysis related to products and 
services. 

See response to Item a. 
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Respondent(s): James Racher 

c. The table below demonstrates the accounting changes that have taken place since 
2007. These changes include marketing expenses, and NCSC expenses that were 
formerly booked to Account 923 Outside Services as noted in part a. above. These 
expenses are expected to recur. 

Table AG Set 2 No. 027 

Amount 
Description $ Exrdanati on 
Expenses booked to Account 9 10 502,291 Test Year Expenses - 12/31/08 
Accrued Management Services (42,5 10) Formerly booked to Account 923 Outside Services 
Management Services (294,794) Formerly booked to Account 923 Outside Services 
Marketing Expenses - (1 64,969) Formerly booked to Account 923 Outside Services 
Total 18 

d. The Account 921 advertising amount of $3,938 shown in the response to AG 1- 
074 on Attachment A reflects the total mount for 2008. $3,788 of the total 
amount has been removed for raternalcing purposes on Schedule D-2.13 as shown 
on Attachment B of AG 1-072. The remaining $1SO expense included is for a 
“Call Before You Dig” logo. 

2 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-028 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

COLTJMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SXJFPLEMENTAL RJ3QUES'P'S FOR INFQ)IEW4[ATION OF TEE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 028: 

With regard to the response to AG-1-85, please provide the following information: 

a. Reconcile the test year AGA dues of $38,696 to the $9,674 of AGA dues the 
Company is claiming for the test year in the response to AG-1-83(a). 

b. Provide the nature and purpose of the NARTJC Conference Sponsorshp expenses of 
$833 and explain why these expenses should be recognized for ratemaking 
purposes. 

c. Provide the nature and purpose of the Advantica Membershp Dues. 
d. Please confirm that the AGA 2007 Budget has the following functional breakout: 

- Advertising 1.39% 
- Public Affairs 23.29% 
- Corporate Affairs 8.44% 
- General & Administrative 18.77% 
- General Counsel 4.09% 
- Industry Finance & Administration Programs 5.16% 
- Operations & Engineering Management 24.11% 
- Policy, Planning & Regulatory Affairs 14.76% 

Response: 

a. The AGA dues amount of $9,674 shown in the response to AG 1-083(a) 
erroneously reflects quarterly dues. Multiplying this amount by 4 equals the annual 
dues of $38,696 shown on AG 1-85. 

b. The NARUC Conference Sponsorship amount of $833 reflects Columbia's portion 
of costs for sponsoring an annual AGA event at the NARUC Annual Convention. 
Columbia believes helping to facilitate the ability for utility commissioners and 
utility personnel to meet and discuss industry issues such as conservation, 
efficiency, pricing, safety, infrastructure investment, and other items is a benefit to 
customers and should be recognized for ratemaking. 

c. This cost reflects an annual license fee. Advantica supplies the system modeling 
software that engineering uses to analyze existing distribution system capacity 
performance and design replacement systems. This software is used in designing 
and laying out the new replacement distribution systems for the AMRP. 



d. 

PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-028 

Respondent(s): James Racher 

Based on information reviewed, this appears to be correct. As noted in the response 
to AG 1-83, the AGA annual report of expenditures is no longer available after 
2007. Furthermore, the AGA provides a bundled service. As a member of the AGA, 
a utility does not have the ability to pick and choose services. The AGA provides 
Columbia with updates on current regulatory issues such as: purchase gas 
adjustments, weather normalizations, low income assistance programs, and others. 
The AGA develops studies and research projects on matters pertaining to rate of 
return, rate base, rate design, revenue requirements, rate administration, rate case 
presentations, the impact of rates on load growth and financial results, and the 
analysis of trends in innovative rate structures. The AGA also covers costs 
associated with providing the utilities opportunities to participate in audio 
conferences with other utilities. The AGA provides information about many 
pertinent items such as: distribution pipeline safety requirements and system 
compliance, environmental matters, natural gas prices and supply. 

Columbia believes the AGA provides many usehl services and much information, 
including that noted above, that ultimately is beneficial to Columbia’s customers. 
Columbia and its customers benefit fiom the many t h g s  that AGA provides that 
keep members current on a multitude of industry issues, from environmental 
matters, to pipeline safety issues, to supply availability. For any one company to 
stay abreast of so many far-ran,ging topics would be difficult and costly; for AGA to 
provide members such information and service is extremely cost-effective and 
efficient. 

2 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-029 

Respondent(s): John Spanos 

COLTJMIBLA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPQNSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR INFOTPNATXON OF THE 

ATTORNEYGENERAL 

Data Request 029: 

Please refer to the response to AG Data Request 9 1. 

a. The attached tour notes show several references to “’staff..” Please explain all 
references to “staff” 

b. The notes appear to have been taken by three different people. Please identify 
each person that took notes and their position. 

Response: 

a) The references to “staff’ relate to the Columbia Gas of Kentucky personnel in 
attendance during ow meetings, October 2008. Each reference relates to questions 
of service life expectations for asset classes. 

b) The notes were taken by two individuals from Gannett Fleming, Inc.; Ivh. John 
Spanos, Vice President, and Mr. Fred Johnston, Analyst. 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-030 

Respoiident(s): Lon Patton 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR ISFORMATION OF TEE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 030: 

Please refer to the response to AG Data Request 94. Page 2 of the August 12, 2005 Field 
Review Report states that “minor differences were noted between the depreciation rates 
in Power Plant and the depreciation study rates for CPA.” Please explain this comment 
and demonstrate how it relates to Mr. Spanos’ studies. 

Response: 

The comel i t  that “‘minor differences were noted between the depreciation rates in Power 
Plant and the depreciation study rates for CPA.” referred to the fact that depreciation 
rates withn the Power Plant system were different from the latest CPA depreciation 
study rates by fractions of a percentage. The impact on the depreciation expense was 
extremely small. No such findings were made related to CKY. The comment has no 
relation ship to MK. Spano’s studies. 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-031 

Respondent(s): Robert I(riner 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTTJCKU, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQI?ESTS FOR IU\TFOFUUTTON OF THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Data Request 03 1 : 

Please refer to the response to AG Data Request 96. Please limit the response to the 
Kentucky CFO’s office. 

Response: 

There was no internal correspondence with the Kentucky CFO office relating to 
depreciation rates, retirement unit costs and/or the depreciation study during the period 
2005-2009. Internal correspondence for the same time period with the Kentucky 
Controller’s office is included in the response to AG DR Set 2-032. 





PSC Case No. 2009-00141 
AG DR Set 2-032 

Respondent(s): Robert Kriner 

COLUMBIA GAS OF KENTUCKY, INC. 
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL REQUESTS FOR II\TFO12MATION OF THE 

ATTQKNEYGEMERAL 

Data Request 032: 

Please refer to the respoiise to AG Data Request 97. Please limit the question to include 
only Mr. Spanos and/or Gannett Fleming. 

Response: 

The attachment labeled AG DR Set 2-32 Attachment A contains all correspondence with 
MI. Spanos and /or Gannet Fleming relating to the Company’s retirement unit costs, 
depreciation rates and/or the depreciation study for the period 2005-2009. 



AG DR Set z - a32 
Attachment A 
Page 1 of 76 

"Spanos, John J." 
cjspanos@GFNET.cornr 
10/0612006 01 :25 PM 

To Kevin Sollie/NCSlEnterprise@NiSource, Lon 
Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Robert 
Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

cc 

bcc 
Subject Depreciation assignment estimates 

Bob & others: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these depreciation assignment estimates for some of your 
companies. Based on the discussion we have had and the knowledge I have of your property records, 
here is the estimate of cost for each assignment. 

Nisource - Columbia of Kentucky - $25,000 

Also attached is the first data requirements list for Nisource - Columbia of Kentucky 

John 

Scanned by BM Email Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. For more 
information please visit http ://m .as .ibm. corn 

data requirements 6st as of 2005.doc 



AG DR Set 2 - 032 
Attachment A 
Page 2 of 76 

Robert KrinerINCSIEnterprise To "Spanos, John J." <jspanos@GFNET.corn> 
10/12/2006 02:40 PM cc Kevin Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@nisource, Lon 

PattonlNCSEnterprise@nisource 
bcc Robert Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

Subject Re: Depreciation assignment estimates@ 

Hi John, some additional information that you might need. Regarding the pipeline replacement in CKY, 
David Roy should be your contact (614-460-6306). As a follow-up to the note 1 sent earlier today, do the 
amounts below include the depreciation study, testimony, and testifying'? If not, what are the additional 
costs, in particular for CKY. Also, the target date for the first draft of testimony is December 8. Please let 
me know if that date is acceptable. Thanks for your help. 

Robert G. Kriner 
Controller - Energy Distribution 
NiSource Corporate Services 
200 Civic Center Drive 
Columbus, Ohio, 432'15 
Work 614-460-5900 
Cell 614-204-2590 

"Spanos, John J." cjspanos@GFNET.corn> 

"Spanos, John J." To: Kevin SollielNCSIEnterprise~NiSource, Lon 
cjspanos@GFNET.com PattonlNCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Robert 

Kriner/NCSIEnterprise@NiSource 10/06/2006 01 2 5  PM cc: 
Subject: Depreciation assignment estimates 

Bob & others: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these depreciation assignment estimates for some of your 
companies. Based on the discussion we have had and the knowledge I have of your property records, 
here is the estimate of cost for each assignment. 

Nisource - Columbia of Kentucky- $25,000 

-- 

Also attached is the first data requirements list for Nisource - Columbia of Kentucky 

John 

Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. Far more 
infomation please visit http://www.ers.ibm.corn 

mailto:cjspanos@GFNET.com
http://www.ers.ibm.corn
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data requirements list as of 2O05.d 
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"Spanos, John J." To Robert Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 
cjspanos@GFNET.com> 

10/13/2006 07~30 AM Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 
cc Kevin Soliie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon 

bcc 
Subject RE: Depreciation assignment estimates 

The cost estimates include depreciation study and writing direct 
testimony, however, it does not include responding to data requests, 
writing rebuttal testimony or testifying. 

These cost are extremely difficult to estimate. I f  you need something 
€or a budget I would say $10,000 for each case but the range of costs 
for other client studies that we have done is $2,000 to $20,000. 

--- -- Original Message----- 
From: rkriner@nisource.com [mailto:rkriner@nisource,coml 
Sent: Thursday, October 12, 2006 2:41 PM 
To: Spanos, John J. 
Cc: ksollie@nisource.com; I.patton@nisource.com 
Subj  ect : Re : Depreciation assignment estimates 

Hi John, some additional information chat you might need. Regarding 
the 
pipeline replacement in CKY, David Roy should be your contact 
(614-460-6306). As a follow-up to the note I sent earlier today, do the 
amounts below include the depreciation study, testimony, and testifying? 
If not, what are the additional costs, in particular €or CKY. A l s o ,  the 
target date for  the first draft of testimony is December 8. Please let 
me 
know i f  that date is acceptable. Thanks for your help. 

Robert G. Kriner 
Controller - Energy Distribution 
NiSource Corporate Services 
200 Civic Center Drive 
Columbus, Ohio, 43215 
Work 614-460-5900 
Cell. 614-204-2590 

"Spanos , John J. '' 
< j  spanos@GFNET. corn To : Kevin 

> Robert 
Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, 

Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

cc : 

10/06/2006 01:25 Subject : Depreciation 

PM 
as si gnment est ima t es 

mailto:rkriner@nisource.com
mailto:rkriner@nisource,coml
mailto:I.patton@nisource.com
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Bob ti others: 

Thank you far  the opportunity to submit these depreciation assignment 
estimates for some af your companies. Based on the discussion we have 
had 
and the knowledge I have of yoiix property records, here is the estimate 
O f  
cost f o r  each assignment. 

Nisource ? Columbia of Kentucky - $25,000 

Also attached is the first data requirements list f o r  Nisource ? 
Columbia 
o f  Kentucky 

John 

Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by 
MessageLabs. 
For more information please visit http://www.ers.ibm.com 

___-.---- 

(See attached file: data requirements list as of 2005.doc) 

Scanned by 7BM Email Security Management Services powered by 
MessageLabs. For more information please visit. http://www.ers.ibm.com 

Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powererby MessageLahs. For 
more information please visit http://www.ers.ihm.com 
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To vu---=----- - Kevin SollielNCSIEnterprise 
<-T*L*-- * . .  
_. --- 

10/13/2006 0222 PM 
cc 

bcc 
Subject 

"Spanos, John J." cjspanos@GFNET.corn>, 
jsauI@gfnet.com 
Lon PattonlNCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Robert 
Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, howardan@us.ibm.com, 
rick.king@us.ibrn.com 

CKY Depreciation Study - data requirements follow up @I 

You should now have all data requirements from your list that we can produce, either electronically or via 
UPS shipped today. We also provided data broken down by pipe type classes for Mains and Services in 
separate files. Please let us know if you will need anything else to complete the study. 

Thanks, 

Kevin 

Kevin Sallie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

"Spanos, John J." <jspanos@GFNET.com> 

"Spanos, John J." To: Kevin SollielNCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon 
<jspanos@GFNET.corn> Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Robert 

Kriner/NCSIEnterprise@NiSource 10106/2006 01 :25 PM cc: 
Subject: Depreciation assignment estimates 

Bob & others: 

Thank yau for the opportunity to submit these  depreciation assignment estimates for s o m e  of your 
companies. Based on the discussion we have had and the knowledge I have of your property records, 
here  is the estimate of cost for each  assignment. 

Nisource - Columbia of Kentucky - $25,000 

Also attached is the first data requirements list for Nisource - Columbia of Kentucky 

John 

-- 
Scanned by IBM Ernail Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. For more 
information please visit htt2, ://m.ers.ibm.com 
- 

mailto:jsauI@gfnet.com
mailto:howardan@us.ibm.com
mailto:rick.king@us.ibrn.com
http://m.ers.ibm.com
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data requirements list as of 2005~ 
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Robert KrinerlNCSlEnterpnse TO jspanos@cfnet.com 

11/16/2006 1 121 AM 
cc 

bcc 

Subject CKY depreciation study 

Hi John, 

Hope things are going well. Just wondering about your progress on the CKY depreciation study and 
testimony. Do you still anticipate having the study completed by Dec 1 and the first draft of testimony 
available by Dec 7? Thanks 

Robert G. Kriner 
Controller - Energy Distribution 
NiSource Corporate Services 
200 Civic Center Drive 
Columbus, Ohio, 43215 
Work 614-460-5900 
Cell 614-204-2590 

mailto:jspanos@cfnet.com
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. -  - - -  *Kevin Sollie/NCS/Enterprise To "Spanos, John J." <}spanos@GFNET.corn> 
- --.- 

11/21/2006 03:48 PM cc Lon Patton/NCSIEnterprise@NiSource, 
<howardan@us.ibm.com, "Saul, John E." 
.=jsaul@GFNET,carn> 

bcc 

Subject RE: Depreciation assignment estimate& 

The reserve ledgers for 2002 & 2003 were sent hard copy with requirements for #2, 3, &4, Let m e  know if 
this audit summary helps. 

CKY V - Dec 02.xk CKY V - Dsc 03.xk 

Kevin Sollie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

"Spanos, John J." cjspanos@GFNET.cam> 

"Spanos, John J." 
cjspanos@GFNET.com> cc: Robert Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon 
11/21/2006 0327 PM 

To: Kevin Soliie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, chowardan@us.ibm.com>, "Saul, 
John E." cjsaul@GFNET.com> 

Subject: RE: Depreciation assignment estimates 

Okay w e  w i l l  move along by v in tag ing  those  assets based on a curve.  Do  
you by any chance have a summarized r e s e r v e  statement for 2002 and 2003? 
The information w e  haTe on t h e  c o s t  o f  removal and salvage i s  not  
looking accurate. 

-.I--.- Orig ina l  Mess age------ 
From: ksol l ie@nisource.com [mailtn:ksollie@n~source.com] 
Sent.: Tuesday, November 21,  2006 3:12 PM 
To: Spanos, John J. 
C c :  rkriner@nFsource.com; Ipatton@nisource.cam; howardan@us.ibm.com; 
Saul ,  John E. 
Subject :  RE: Depreciation assignment es t imates  

John, 

1 know. I t s  a very valid concern.  Unfortunately a v a r i e t y  of t.hings 
cont r ibu ted  t o  t h e  f a c t  we do  n o t  have t h i s  t o  pass  t o  you, e i t h e r  
e l e c t r o n i c a l l y  01 i n  hard copy, including new systems and change o f  
s t a f f  . 
This one year  on CKY and CKY only,  f e l l  through t h e  c racks .  We d i d  send 
t h e  re t i rement  da ta  by  account but cannot provide t h e  v i n t a g e s  
a s s o c i a t e d .  
I apologize f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  work t h i s  i s  cansing. 

Kevin S o l l i e  
1BM Business Consultring Serv ices  
Fixed A s s e t  Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614 } 4 60-5913 

mailto:howardan@us.ibm.com
mailto:ksollie@nisource.com
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"Spanos, John J .  l' 

< j  spanos@GFNET. com To : Kevin 

> cc : Robert 
Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

Kriner/NCS /Enterprise@NiSour ce, Lon Patton/NCS /Enterprise@NiSonrce , 

"Saul, John E. 'I <j saul@GFNET . corn, 
Deprecia t i  on a s  signmen t est h a t e s  

<howardan@us.ibm.com, 

11/21/2006 01:16 Subject: RE: 

Kevin: 

1: am a l i t t l e  concerned with t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we do not  have any aged da ta  
for  2002. This causes a hole  i n  t h e  d a t a  t h a t  skews  r e s u l t s .  I know 
t h a t  you switched systems but  do you have anything hard copy t h a t  w e  can 
input?  

John 

----__ O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: ksol l ie@ni . source .  corn [mail to:  kso l l ie@nisource .  com] 
Sent:  Tuesday, November 21, 2006 10:47 AM 
T o :  Spanos, John J .  
C c :  r k r i n e r @ n i s o u r c e .  corn; Ipa t ton@nisource .  corn; howardan@us. i h r n .  corn; 
Saul, John E. 
Subject :  RE: Depreciation assignment es t imates  

John, 

Thanks f o r  t h e  update. L e t  us know i f  w e  can help any f u r t h e r  with t h e  
Mains account i s sues .  A l s o ,  can you p lease  corifirm t h a t  you be l ieve  

be a b l e  t o  m e e t  t h e  deadl ine  of December 8 t h  f o r  both t h e  s tudy  d r a f t  
and 
t h e  testimony? Thanks. 

you ' 11 

Kevin S o l l i e  
IBM Business Consulting Serv ices  
Fixed A s s e t  Manager - Nisource EDE 
( 6 3 4 )  460-5913 

mailto:howardan@us.ibm.com
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"Spanos, John J. I' 

< j  spanos@GFNET. corn To : 

> cc : 
Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@HiSource 

Kevin 

Subject: RE: 
Depreciation assignment estimates 

11/21/2006 09:41. 

AM 

Kevin : 

I will make a determination as soon as the data is completed as to 
whether a field visit is necessary. If there is no significant changes 
to the life results than a field visit is not needed. However, we w i l l  
still need to have discussions with management which can be completed 
either in person or by phone. I would like to plan 12/5 and 12/6 as the 
potential first days that this could happen. I know we are having some 
data issues with the mains accounts. 

John 

_.---_ Original Message----- 
From: ksollie@nisource. cam [mailto: ksollie@nisource. com] 
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2006 2:42 PM 
To: Spanos, John 3 .  
Subject : RE: Depreciarion assignment estimates 

John, 

Please let me know when you plan on taking your field audit t o  
Lexingt.on . 
I can help make the arrangements. Thanks. 

Kevin Sollie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager -. Nisouxce EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

-.--I- Forwarded by Kevin Snllie/NCS/Enterprise on 11/20/2006 02 :40  PM 
_----- 

"Spanos, John J. I' 

<j  spanos@GFNET . corn To : Robert 

> c:c : Kevin 
Kriner/NCS/Enterpxise@NiSource 

S o l l i e / N C S / E n t e r p r i s e @ ~ i S o ~ r c e ,  Lon Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 
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Subject :  RE: 
Depreciation assignment es t imates  

10/1.3/2006 07 : 30 

AM 

The cos t  es t imates  inc lude  deprec ia t ion  s tudy and w r i t i n g  d i r e c t  
testimony, however, it does not inc lude  responding t o  da ta  r e q u e s t s ,  
w r i t i n g  r e b u t t a l  testimony or t e s t i f y i n g .  

These c o s t  a r e  extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  es t imate .  If you need something 
f o r  a budget I would say $10 ,000  f o r  each case h u t  t h e  range of c o s t s  
€or other  c l i e n t  s t u d i e s  t h a t  w e  have done i s  $ 2 , 0 0 0  t o  $20,000. 

----- Orig ina l  Message----- 
From: rkr iner@nisource.com [mailto:rkriner@nisource.com] 
Sent:  Thursday, October 1 2 ,  2006 2:4l PM 
To:  Spanos, John J. 
Cc: ksollFe@nisource.com; lpatton@nisource.com 
Subjec t :  Re: Depreciation assignment es t imates  

H i  John, some a d d i t i o n a l  information t h a t  you might need. Regarding 
t h e  
p i p e l i n e  replacement i n  CKY, David Roy should be your contac t  
(614-460-6306). As  a follow-up t o  t h e  note  I s e n t  e a r l i e r  today,  do t h e  
amounts below inc lude  t h e  deprec ia t ion  s tudy,  testimony, and t e s t i f y i n g ?  
If not., what a r e  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  costs, i n  p a r t i c u l a r  f o x  CKY. A l s o ,  t h e  
t a r g e t  d a t e  for the f i r s t  d r a f t  of  testimony i s  December 8 .  P lease  l e t  
me 
know i f  t h a t  d a t e  i s  acceptab le .  Thanks f o r  your he lp .  

Robert G .  Kriner 
Control lex -. FLnergy Dis t r ibu t ion  
NiSource Corporate Services  
200 C i v i c  Center Drive 
Coltimhus, Ohio, 43215 
Work 614-460-5900 
Cell 6 1 4  -2 04 -25 90 

“Spanos , John J. ’’ 

< j  spanos@GFNET . com To  : Kevin 

> Robert 
Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lnsl Pat ton/NCS/Enterpr ise@NiSource,  

Kr iner /NCS/Enterpr i se@NiSource  

mailto:rkriner@nisource.com
mailto:rkriner@nisource.com
mailto:lpatton@nisource.com
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10/06/2006 01:25 

Plv! 
assignment estimates 

CC : 

Subject: Depreciation 

Bob & others: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these depreciation assignment 
estimates for some of y o u r  companies. Based on the discussion we have 
had 
and the Imowledge I have of your property records, here is the estimate 
of 
cost for  each assignment. 

Nisource ? Columbia of Kentucky - $25,000 

Nisource ? Columbia of Pennsylvania - $20,000 for service life study and 
a 
reduced cost for the ADR to $5,000 

N i s o u r c e  ? Columbia of Ohio - $25,000 which will include the preliminary 
work done t h i s  year. 

A l s o  attached i s  the first data requirements list for Nisouxce ? 
Columbia 
of Kentucky 

John 

Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by 
MessageLabs. 
For more information please visit http://www.ers.ibm.com 

(See attached file: data requirements list as of 2005.doc) 

-- 
Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by 
MessageLabs. For more information please visit http://www.ers.ibm.com 
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Robert KrinerlNCSIEnterprise TO Kevin Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 
11/21/2006 01:05 PM cc 

bcc 
Subject RE: Depreciation assignment estimates@ 

I will let you make the arrangements. 
Kevin Sollie 

To: Robert KrinerlNCSIEnterprise@NiSource 
cc: Lon Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

Subject: RE: Depreciation assignment estimate&$ 

-.a=------- - 
--=--- Kevin Sollie 

1121’2006 ’’ :33 AM 

He would need to talk to Mike Webb and his support staff. Let me know if you want me to make any 
arrangements. 

Kevin Sollie 
ISM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource €DE 
(614) 460-5913 

Robert Kriner 

Robert Kriner To: Kevin Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 
- I - I / ~ I ~ ~ o o ~  10:5o AM CC: 

Subject: RE: Depreciation assignment estimates@ 

What management personnel will John need to talk to? 
Kevin Sollie 

- - -  - Kevin Sollie To: “Spanos, John J.” cjspanos@GFNET.com> .&.=+...---- ------ -_ 
cc: Robert Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon 

Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, howardan@us.ibm.com, 
jsaul@gfnet .corn 

11/21/2006 10:47 AM 

. . .. -. -. Subject: RE: Depreciation assignment estimates@ 

John, 

Thanks for the update. Let us know if we can help any further with the Mains account issues. Also, can 
you please confirm that you believe you’ll be able to meet the deadline of December 8th for both the study 
draft and €he testimony? Thanks. 

Kevin Sollie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

“Spanos, John J.“ <jspanos@GFNET.com> 

“Spanos, John J.” To: Kevin Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 
<jspanos@GFNET.com> cc: 

mailto:howardan@us.ibm.com
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1 1/21/2006 09~41 AM Subject: RE: Depreciaflon assignment estimates 

Kevin : 

I will make a determination as soon as the data is completed as to 
whether a field visit is necessary. If there is no significant changes 
to the life results than a field visit. is not needed. However, we will 
s t i l l  need to have discussions with management which can be completed 
either in person or by phone. I: would like to plan L2/5 and 12/6 as the 
potential first days that this could happen. I know we are having some 
data issues with the mains accounts. 

John 

----- Original Message----- 
Prom: ksollie@nisource. com rmai1t.o: ksollie@nisource. ~ o m ]  
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2006 2:42 PM 
To: Spanos, John J. 
Subject: RE: Depreciation assignment estimates 

John, 

Please let me know when you plan on taking your field audit to 
Lexington. 
I can help make the arrangements. Thanks. 

Kevin So1I.i.e 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

I---- Foxwarded by Kevin Sollie/NCS/Enterprise on 11/20/2006 02:40 PM ----- 

"Spanos, John J." 

<j spanos@GFNET . com 
> cc : Kevin 

To : Robert 
Kriner /NCS/Ente~r i se@2\7iSource  

Sollie/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

Depreciation assignment estimates 
Subject: RE: 

10/13/2006 0 7 : 3 0  

AM 

The cost estimates include depreciation study and writing direct 
testimony, however, it does not include responding to data requests, 
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writing rebuttal testimony or testifying. 

These cost are extremely difficult to estimate. I f  you need something 
for a budget I would say $lO,OOO for each case but the range of costs 
for other client studies that we have done is $2,000 to $20,000. 

----- Or igina 1 Mes sag 
From: skxiner@nisource. corn [mailto : rkriner@nisource. ~om] 
Sent: Thursday, October 12, 2006 2:41 PM 
To: Spanos, John J. 
Cc: ksollie@nisource. com; lpatton@nisource. corn 
Subject: Re: Depreciation assignment estimates 

-1- 

Hi John, some additional information that you might need. Regarding 
the 
pipeline replacement in CKY, David Roy should he your  contact 
(614-460-6306). As a follow-up to the note I sent earlier today, do the 
amounts below include the depreciation study, t.estimony, and testifying? 
If not, what are the additional costs, in particular for CKY. Also, the 
target date for the first drafk of testimony is December 8. Please let 
me 
know if that. date i s  acceptable. Thanks f o r  your help. 

Robert G. Kriner 
Controller - Energy Distribution 
NiSource Corporate Services 
200 Civic Center Drive 
Columbus, Ohio, 43215 
Work 614-460-5900 
Cell 614-204-2590 

"Spanos, John J. 'I 

< j  spanos@GFNET. corn To : Kevin 

> Robert 
Solllie/NCS /Enterpis e@NiSource , Lon Patt on/NCS /Ent erprise @NiSource , 
Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

CC : 

10/06/2006 01:25 Subject: Depreciation 

PM 
assignment estimates 

Bob & others: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these depreciation assignment 
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es t ima tes  f o r  some of your companies. Based on t h e  discussion w e  have 
had 
and the  knowledge I have of your p rope r ty  records ,  here i s  t h e  es t imate  
Qf 
c o s t  for each assignment. 

Nisource ? Co1.umbi.a of Kentucky - $25,000 

-- 

A l s o  a t t ached  is  t h e  f i r s t  da ta  requirements l i s t  f o r  Nisource ? 
Columbia 
of Kentucky 

John 

Scanned by IBM Email Secur i ty  Management Serv ices  powered b y  
MessageLabs. 
For m a r e  information p l ease  v is i t .  http://www.ers.ibm.com 

(See a t t ached  f i l e :  d a t a  requirements list as  of 2005.doc) 

-- 
Scanned by IBM Email Secur i ty  Management Serv ices  powered by 
MessageLabs. For more information please visit http://www.ers.ibm.com 

Scanned by IBM Email Secur i ty  Management Serv ices  powgred by 
MessageLahs. 
For more information p l ease  v i s i t  http://www.ers.ibm.com 

http://www.ers.ibm.com
http://www.ers.ibm.com
http://www.ers.ibm.com
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.Kevin SolIielNCSIEnterprise To "Saul, John E." <jsaul@GFNET.com> % - -  
- -  - -  

~ 12/05/2006 1228 PM cc Lon Patton/NCSlEnterprise@NiSoutce 
bCC 

.Kevin SolIielNCSIEnterprise To "Saul, John E." <jsaul@GFNET.com> % - -  
- -  - -  

~ 12/05/2006 1228 PM cc Lon Patton/NCSlEnterprise@NiSoutce 
bCC 

Subject RE: CDC Pipe Footage ReportB 

Here are the breakdowns. A little hard ta read. Call me with any questions. Thanks. 

Property units for plpe.pi Property units for services.l; 

Kevin Sollie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

"Saul, John E." <jsaul@GFN€T'.com> 

"Saul, John E." 

12/05/2006 1 1  :33 AM 

To: Kevin Sollie/NCSlEnterprise@NiSource 
cjsaul@GFNET.corn> cc: 

Subject: R E  CDC Pipe Faotage Report 

Thanks Kevin. 

Do you have a cross re ference  of the  " ldg desc r ip t ion"  ( i e .  4643xx) to 
t h e  p ipe  type fo r  a l l  t h e  codes/groups of codes? 

--_ -x Orig ina l  Message----- 
From: kso l l i e@nisource .  corn [mail to:  kso l l i . e@nisource .  corn] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2006 11 :26  AM 
To: Spanos, John J. 
C c :  Sau l ,  John E .  ; lpat- ton@nisource.  corn; rhunter@nisource .  corn 
Subjec t :  CDC Pipe Footage Report 

John, 

Here .is t h e  requested p ipe  footage r e p o r t  f o r  2005 f o r  CKY. We went 
ahead and included t h e  o ther  CDC companies s ince  you w i l l  be needing COH 
& CPA soon. Thanks. 

There is a l s o  a r epor t  of footage b y  decade t h a t  may he h e l p f u l .  

(See a t tached  f i l e :  2005 Pipe r e p o r t . x l s )  

Kevin S o l l i e  
IBM Business Consulting Services  
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 4 60-5913 
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PIPE, LINE 
PROPER7.Y UNITS 

Number 

4600XX & 
Dn - Treated 4610XX C Z *  
on - Untreated 

e d  - Plain End WeLd (PEW) 

TreaLed - Screw 4640xX Cis* 
4641Xx.c;S: .~ 
4642XX C - 5  

Untreated - Screw 4643xy; S.$ untreated - P l a i n  .End Coupled (PEC) 
Unt rea ted  - P h i n ' E n d  Weld (PEW) 
with P l a s t i c  Inserts 

' i  

ee StandardTTable of  N o m h a ' L  Pipe Sizes for l as t  t w o  
igits. 
ize of PLastric Inser t . )  . 

(For Steel ,  with Plastic Inser t s ,  use nominal 

u -  nUmkEi% 6'hOUld not be used since ve not; b v e  - - 

b 
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- - -  
i_ - -  - - . -..=..* 
" _  .Kevin SoliielNCSlEnterprise To "Spanos, John J." <jspanos@GFNET.com> 

" 12/0812006 04:03 PM cc Robert Kriner/NCSIEnterprise@NiSource, Lon . I  

Patton/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, hampton@us.ibm.com, 
Ann Howard/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource 

bcc 
Subject Re: CKY Study draft reportm 

Thanks, John. Will review for accuracy and reasonableness and get back with you by end of day Monday 
Dec 4 1. Keep us posted on the testimony due next Friday Dec 15. 

Kevin Sollie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager - Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-5913 

"Spanos, John J." cjspanos@GFNET.com> 

Kevin: 

i am sending you our depreciation report for review. I have not described in the text of the report what is 
going in for mains and services since there are many possible changes to the calculation after everyone 
reviews the document and the results. 

The report will be sent in three parts but two emails 

John 

Scanned by LBM Email Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. For r n m y  
information please visit http://wwv\l.ers.ibm.com 

mailto:hampton@us.ibm.com
http://wwv\l.ers.ibm.com
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__I--- 

--. Kevin SoIiie/NCS/Enterprise To jspanos@gfnet.com FZ-7: 
- 12/11/2006 02:38 PM cc Robert Kriner/NCS/Enterprise@NiSource, Lon - 

Patton/NCSlEnterprise@NiSource, 
champton@us.ibm.com>, Ann 

bcc 
Subject CKY Depreciation Study - Draft Follow Up Questions 

John, 

I have summarized the the rate effect of your study below, as it pertains to our rate base annual recovery 
estimates as of September 30, 2006. 

Comparing this study to the last study completed as of December 31 , 2001, very little has changed. Net 
salvage percents and survivor curves are very much the same as  is in current depreciation rates. The 
largest effect on rates would be the Equal Life Group procedure consideration which increase rates across 
all depreciation groups. 

Questions: 

1. With the proposed rates, the  change in annual depreciation expense would be an estimate of $2 
million (please see attached worksheet). Of that increase, $1.6 million can be attributed to the rate 
increases in Mains and Services, both 42% rate increases and approximately $800,000 annual 
increase apiece. 
e From this data and comparing to the prior study information, 28% and 30% of the 42% increases 

for Mains & Services, respectively, is the result of using the Equal Life Group procedure rather 
than the Average Life Group procedure that was mandated in the current rates. How do you plan 
on supporting this procedure in your testimony knowing that it has not been accepted in the past? 
With no difference or special weighting to Bare Steel and Cast iron pipe types for negative net 
salvage (future cost or removal), does splitting out the rates between pipe types serve any benefit 
from €he Company's perspective, in your opinion? My calculations for annual increases show as 
follows: 
a. Mains: Split out: $802,474; No Split: $796,238 
b. Services: Split out: $796,595; No Split: $802,i77 

2. What is the basis for the negative net salvage percentages for MBR Equipment (Accounts 378) and 
for Meter Installations (Account 382)? 
o 

o 

Account 378: In the earler study, the 5-Year moving average was +9% but you rounded u p  to -5%. 
In this study the 5-Year average is -12% but you rounded down to -1 0% 
Account 382: In the earler study, the 5-Year moving average was -1% but you rounded up to -5%. 
In this study the 5-Year average is -13% but you rounded down to -10% 

CKY Rate Case - 9-06 GF Rates 

Thanks for your quick turnaround on the study. It is very much appreciated.. 

Kevin Sollie 
IBM Business Consulting Services 
Fixed Asset Manager- Nisource EDE 
(614) 460-6913 

mailto:jspanos@gfnet.com
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