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	STAFF'S TWelth SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO
	PEOPLES GAS SYSTEM (Nos. 139 - 161)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	139. Please refer to witness Hillary’s rebuttal testimony, page 8, line 4 – 15, witness Wall’s rebuttal testimony, page 7, lines 5-13, and PGS’s Response to Staff’s 7th Request for POD, No. 15, BSP 16765 – 16766. For all each of the new projects, plea...
	a. Explain why each project was not considered sufficiently priority to be included in its original budget submitted for this proceeding.
	b. Identify when each project was initiated and added to the current budget.
	c. Provide a description of the project and why it is needed, expanding upon the project charters. As part of your response for growth projects, include an estimate of new customers added and the buildout period, if applicable.

	140. Please refer to witness Hillary’s rebuttal testimony, page 8, line 4 – 15, witness Wall’s rebuttal testimony, page 7, lines 5-13, and PGS’s Response to Staff’s 7th Request for POD, No. 15, BSP 16765 – 16766.  Explain how the replacement of projec...
	141. Please refer to witness Wall’s rebuttal testimony, page 6, line 23 through page 7, line 13 and PGS’s Response to Staff’s 7th Request for POD, No. 15, BSP 16765 – 16766.
	a. In reference to projects PRE-06481, CRR-13316, NCP-12428, expand on the explanation given.
	b. In reference to projects NEW-14683 (Main-FGT to Big Bend Lateral Ph1) and PRE-09300 (Combee Rd & East Gate S to Eaton Pk), provide a description of the project and why it is needed.
	c. In reference to project REL-05340 (Sand Lake Rd SR 482 Replacement), explain why this project, given its construction start date, was not included in PGS’s response to Staff’s 1st Interrogatory 1a and 1b.
	d. In reference to project NEW-12783 (Gate-Panama City Maple Stn Rebuild), explain whether this project is still needed or if it is replaced with new projects. If this original project is still needed, please explain how it is not duplicated by other ...

	142. Please refer to Docket 20200166-GU PGS’s witness Watson’s Rebuttal Testimony, page 65, lines 5 – 6 and PGS’s Response to Staff’s 7th Request for POD, No. 15, BSP 16766. Please detail how each of PGS’s proposed new depreciation accounts (33600 RNG...
	143. Please refer to PGS witness Hillary’s Rebuttal Testimony, page 19, line 9 through page 20, line 21 for the following questions.
	144. Please refer to PGS witness Hillary’s Rebuttal Testimony, page 19, lines 10-18, and page 21, lines 15-18. Is it the Company’s position that, since the Commission approved Moody’s forecast in Order No. PSC-09-0411-FOF-GU, no other alternative econ...
	146. Please refer to PGS witness Hillary’s rebuttal testimony, page 21, lines 18-21, wherein witness Hillary states that, if the Commission elects to rely upon an updated CPI-U based inflation factor, then it should also rely upon an updated customer ...
	a. Please explain why PGS believes it would be appropriate to use a growth rate to project O&M expense that is different from the growth rate the Company relies upon for cost of service (i.e. ratesetting) in this rate case.
	b. Does PGS intend to update its customer forecast in this proceeding?

	147. Please refer to PGS witness Hillary’s rebuttal testimony at Pages 18 and 19, wherein he states that CPI-U has been used for trending historical base rate costs in all prior Commission rate case orders.  Please list all such order numbers.
	148. Please refer to the Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibit of Peoples’ Gas System (PGS or Company) witness Sean P. Hillary, page 8, lines 15-18 for the following request. In discussing PGS’ updated capital expenditure forecasts, the witness writes: “[f]o...
	a. For clarity, is the above quoted language meant to imply that the “$8.4 million and $31.0 million” amounts are in excess of the forecasted 2020 and 2021 amounts included in rate base in the Company’s Minimum Filing Requirements?
	b. Is the Company seeking to add the “$8.4 million and $31.0 million” in capital expenditures to its current revenue requirement request/determination in this docket?
	c. If currently known, what are the main types or broad (if any) categories of plant/investment the “$8.4 million and $31.0 million” amounts are in relation to?
	149. Please refer to the Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibit of PGS witness Hillary, page 8, line 20, through page 9, lines 1-14 for the following request. It is staff’s understanding that PGS witness Hillary takes issue with the methodology employed to fo...
	150. Please refer to the Rebuttal Testimony of Richard F. Wall, page 17, lines 5 through 14. Please provide a detailed breakdown of the $163,200 in expenses related to tools & equipment, uniforms, training and travel, and other incidental expenses rel...
	151. On page 63, lines 21-23, witness D’Acendis explains he continues to believe it is reasonable to consider company-specific risks in determining the Company’s cost of equity.
	a. Did witness D’Acendis conduct any studies or perform any analysis comparing the company specific risks between PGS and his proxy group companies, including the operating company subsidiaries owned by his proxy group companies?
	b. If he did not conduct any studies or perform any analysis, please explain why he did not.

	152. On page 32, line, 17, witness D’Acendis states that he does not agree with witness Garrett’s 3.90 percent growth rate because it is not based on any measure of company-specific growth, or growth in the utility industry in general.
	a. Did witness D’Acendis conduct any studies or perform any analysis to compare the growth rate of PGS with the growth rate used in his own cost of capital models and methodologies.
	b. If he did not conduct any studies or perform any analysis, please explain why he did not.

	153. On page 79, witness D’Acendis testifies that a 10.75 percent cost of equity will provide PGS with sufficient earnings to enable the company to attract necessary new capital efficiently and at a reasonable cost.
	a. Did witness D’Acendis conduct or perform and studies or analyses to quantify or determine the amount of earnings that are sufficient to enable PGS to attract necessary new capital at a reasonable cost?
	b. Please explain from where PGS will obtain the necessary new capital?
	c. Please explain the meaning of “efficiently” as used in the context of the sentence.
	d. As a division of Tampa Electric Company, does PGS receive its capital from Tampa Electric Company?
	e. Is witness D’Acendis aware that the Florida Public Service Commission allowed midpoint Return on Equity for Tampa Electric Company is 10.25 percent?
	f. Has witness D’Acendis conducted any studies or performed any analysis to compare the business risk or operating risk of Tampa Electric Company to the business risk or operating risk of PGS?

	154. Document No. 4 attached to witness D’Acendis rebuttal testimony shows that he used the current 30-year Treasury Rate at the risk-free rate in his approach to calculate the implied market risk premium. On Document No. 6 attached to witness D’Acend...
	a. Please explain why witness D’Acendis did not use the same risk-free rate to calculate the implied market risk premium in Document No. 4 as he did to calculate the CAPM result in each of his derivations in Document No. 6.
	b. Does witness D’Acendis agree that the CAPM is a forward-looking cost of capital model that should use a forward-looking risk-free rate?
	c. Does witness D’Acendis agree that the theoretical application of the CAPM requires the same risk-free rate be used to calculate the risk premium and the risk free-rate of return? If no, please explain why he does not agree.
	d. Does witness D’Acendis agree that if he used the long-term projected 30-year Treasury Rate of 3.40% as shown in Document No. 6 in his calculation of the implied market risk premium in Document No. 4, page 1 of 14, his results would be 10.38% for th...
	e. Does witness D’Acendis agree that if he used the long-term projected 30-year Treasury Rate of 3.40% as shown in Document No. 6 in his calculation of the implied market risk premium in Document No. 4, page 8 of 14, his results would be 10.43% for th...
	f. Please explain how the CAPM methodology is still an accurate and sound measure of systemic risk and return if two different risk-free rates are used in the traditional CAPM formula: 𝐾𝑒=𝑅𝑓+𝐵,𝑅𝑚−𝑅𝑓.?
	g. Please list any academic text or a study that supports witness D’Acendis practice of using two different risk-free rates in witness D’Acendis CAPM equation as being appropriate and accepted by the financial analyst community?

	155. Document No. 4 attached to witness D’Acendis rebuttal testimony shows that he used a list of companies from the S&P 500 to calculate the market return. In column [6] of Document No.4, witness D’Acendis lists the Estimated Dividend Yield for each ...
	a. Please explain how the constant growth DCF model can be applied if the company does not pay a dividend and the numerator in the DCF model is zero.
	b. Does witness D’Acendis agree with the Constant Growth DCF model assumptions listed in his adopted direct testimony on page 59?
	c. Does witness D’Acendis agree that, in general, the companies listed in Document No. 4 with an Estimated Dividend Yield of “0” have much higher growth estimates than the companies that have a dividend yield? If no, please explain why he does not.
	d. Please explain witness D’Acendis’ understanding of the definition of a growth stock in the financial marketplace?

	156. Document No. 2 attached to witness D’Acendis rebuttal testimony shows that he used a constant growth DCF model to calculate the cost of equity for his proxy group. Document 4 attached to witness D’Acendis rebuttal testimony shows that he used a d...
	a. Please explain the reason witness D’Acendis used a different DCF model methodology to calculate the market return in his Capital Asset Pricing Model than he used to calculate the return for his proxy group of companies.

	157. Referring to  PGS’s witness Hillary’s Rebuttal Testimony, page 6, please identify all the Commission Dockets and/or Orders pertaining to the witness’ statement on lines 14 - 17.
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