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1

Q: Please state your name, occupation, and business address.

2

A:

5 Water Street, Arlington, Massachusetts.

3
4

My name is Jonathan F. Wallach. I am Vice President of Resource Insight, Inc.,

Q: Are you the same Jonathan F. Wallach who filed direct testimony in this
proceeding?

5
6

A:

Yes.

7

Q: On whose behalf are you testifying?

8

A:

I am testifying on behalf of the Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc.
(“CAC”).

9
10

Q: Are you sponsoring any attachments?

11

A:

Yes. I am sponsoring the following attachments:
•

Attachment JFW-1: Industrial Subsidy from Proposed Rate 831
Agreement

14

•

Attachment JFW-2: NIPSCO Response to CAC Data Request 11-1

15

•

Attachment JFW-3: NIPSCO Response to CAC Data Request 12-3

12
13

16

Q: What is the purpose of your responsive testimony?

17

A:

On April 25, 2019, Northern Indiana Public Service Company (“NIPSCO” or

18

“the Company”) filed with the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (“the

19

Commission”) on behalf of a number of parties to this proceeding, including

20

CAC, a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement On Less than All the Issues

21

(“Revenue Requirement Agreement”). The Revenue Requirement Agreement

22

stipulates a total revenue requirement to be recovered through base rates of

23

about $1.48 billion.

24

On May 17, 2019, NIPSCO filed on behalf of itself, the NIPSCO

25

Industrial Group, NLMK Indiana, and United States Steel Corporation

26

(collectively, “Rate 831 Settling Parties”) a Stipulation and Settlement
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1

Agreement on Rate 831 Implementation (“Rate 831 Agreement”). 1 Of the

2

$1.48 billion total revenue requirement stipulated in the Revenue Requirement

3

Agreement, about $149.4 million would be allocated to and recovered from

4

the Rate 831 class under the Rate 831 Agreement.
My testimony explains why the Commission should reject the proposed

5

Rate 831 Agreement as not in the public interest.

6

Q: Please describe the terms of the proposed Rate 831 Agreement as it relates

7

to the allocation of revenues to Rate 831 customers.

8

A:

9

Under the Rate 831 Agreement, revenues would be allocated to the Rate 831

10

class in the same fashion as proposed by NIPSCO in its initial and rebuttal

11

filings. Specifically, revenues would be allocated to the Rate 831 class based

12

on the results of the Company’s allocated cost of service study (“ACOSS”),

13

which allocates demand-related embedded production costs to the Rate 831

14

class on the basis of the sum of Rate 831 customers’ Tier 1 Contract Demands.

15

For the purposes of allocating demand-related embedded production costs in

16

the ACOSS, the Rate 831 Agreement stipulates a total Tier 1 Contract Demand

17

for rate 831 customers of 194.6 megawatts. 2

18

Q: How would demand-related production costs be allocated to large

19

industrial customers under the current industrial service structure?
A:

20

Under the current industrial service structure, demand-related production costs

21

would be allocated to large industrial customers on the basis of the sum of their

22

total demands rather than just their Tier 1 demands.

1

In addition, NIPSCO, the NIPSCO Industrial Group, and United States Steel Corporation
filed testimony in support of the proposed Rate 831 Agreement.
2

Rate 831 Agreement, Section B.1.
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Q: How would other rate classes be affected by the proposed allocation of

1

revenues to the Rate 831 class under the Rate 831 Agreement?

2

A:

3

As shown in Attachment JFW-1, I estimate that the revenue allocation

4

stipulated in the Rate 831 Agreement would shift recovery of about $66 million

5

of annual non-fuel revenue requirements from industrial customers to other

6

customers. In other words, annual industrial revenues under the proposed Rate

7

831 Agreement would be $66 million less (and other rate classes’ revenues

8

more) than would be the case under the current industrial service structure. 3

9

This cost-shift results from the allocation of demand-related production costs

10

in the ACOSS on the basis of Tier 1 Contract Demand (under the proposed

11

Rate 831 Agreement) rather than total demand (under the current industrial

12

service structure), as discussed above. 4
Q: How did you derive your estimate of the $66 million cost-shift provided

13

under the Rate 831 Agreement.

14

A:

15

I calculated the cost-shift under the Rate 831 Agreement in the same way that
I derived the cost-shift associated with the Company’s initial proposal for

16

3

My estimate of the annual cost-shift is based on the results of cost of service studies which
use a 4CP demand allocator to allocate demand-related production costs. If demand-related
production costs were instead allocated using a 12CP allocator, as recommended by OUCC, then
by my estimate the proposed Rate 831 Agreement would shift recovery of about $94 million of
annual non-fuel revenue requirements from industrial customers to other customers.
4

My estimate understates the magnitude of the cost-shift because it captures the change in
the allocation of non-fuel revenue requirements for all industrial customers, not just for the large
customers that would take service under Rate 831. The revenue allocation proposed under the
Rate 831 Agreement would shift costs from just Rate 831 customers and would in fact shift some
of those costs onto Rate 832 and Rate 833 customers. I was not able to isolate the amount shifted
onto Rate 832 and Rate 833 customers with the data provided by NIPSCO, so my estimate is of
the net cost shift from all industrial customers.
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1

industrial service restructuring in my direct testimony. Specifically, in response

2

to a data request, NIPSCO prepared two versions of the ACOSS based on the

3

total revenue requirement stipulated in the Revenue Requirement Agreement. 5

4

One version of the ACOSS reflects the terms of the Rate 831 Agreement,

5

including allocation of demand-related production costs on the basis of Tier 1

6

Contract Demand. The other version assumes a continuation of the current

7

industrial service structure with Rates 732, 733, and 734 and Interruptible

8

Service Rider 775, and allocates demand-related production costs on the basis

9

of total demand. 6 I derived my estimate of the cost-shift as the difference

10

between: (1) the amount of non-fuel revenue requirements allocated to

11

industrial customers in the current-structure version of the ACOSS; and (2) the

12

amount allocated to industrial customers in the Rate 831 Agreement ACOSS. 7

5

NIPSCO Response to CAC Data Request 11-1 (Attachment JFW-2). The confidential
attachments of the ACOSS spreadsheets are included in my workpaper submission.
6

In cross-answering testimony, NIPSCO Industrial Group witness Nicholas Phillips, Jr.
claims that I “inflated” the industrial subsidy in my direct testimony by relying on a previous
version of this “without-restructuring” ACOSS, which he contends understated the value of
interruptible load by allocating demand-related production costs to interruptible load. Verified
Cross-Answering Testimony and Attachments of Nicholas Phillips, Jr. on behalf of the NIPSCO
Industrial Group, Cause No. 45159, 14-15 (March 15, 2019). However, Mr. Phillip’s claim lacks
merit because he overlooks the fact that my estimate of the subsidy in direct testimony (and in
this responsive testimony) explicitly credits industrial customers for the value of their
interruptible load in the form of expected revenues received for their interruptible load under
Rider 775.
7 As noted above, my estimate understates the magnitude of the cost-shift because it takes the

difference in allocated non-fuel revenue requirements for all industrial customers, not just for the
large customers that would take service under Rate 831.
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1

Q:

Is this $66 million annual cost-shift fair and reasonable?

2

A:

No. As I discussed in my direct testimony, allocating demand-related

3

production costs on the basis of Tier 1 Contract Demand would be contrary to

4

basic principles of cost-causation since such costs were incuned to serve, and

5

are therefore reasonably considered to be "caused" by, industrial customers'

6

total demand. Thus, the proposed Rate 831 Agreement would provide a $66

7

million annual subsidy to large industrial customers by allowing these

8

customers to contribute less than their fair share toward recovery of demand-

9

related production costs.

10

Moreover, as I noted in my direct testimony, the proposed allocation in

11

the Rate 83 1 Agreement would effectively shift onto other rate classes the large

12

industrials' entire share of the incremental depreciation expense associated

13

with accelerated depreciation of Schahfer and Michigan City plant costs. With

14

the allocation stipulated in the Rate 83 1 Agreement, large industrial customers

15

would enjoy the future economic benefits from early retirement of the Schahfer

16

and Michigan City coal units without having to pay for the near-term

17

incremental depreciation expense associated with early retirement.

18

Finally, the subsidy provided to industrial customers under the Rate 831

19

Agreement is particularly unfair to other customers since it would come on top

20

of the cost shift from industrial customers to other customers associated with

21

the aggregation of metering for BP and Whiting Energy. The Company

22

estimates that aggregated metering would shift recovery of about

23

annually from industrial customers to other customers under the cunent

24

industrial service structure. 8 In other words, even without any change to the

-

4I million

8

CAC Exhibit 1, Attachment JFW-9 (Attachment A to NIPSCO Response to OUCC Data
Request 5-10).
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-

1

current seivice sttucture, NIPSCO expects that industrial customers will enj oy

2

a

3

the Rate 83 1 customers with an additional subsidy of $66 million.
Q:

4

e

million subsidy. The proposed Rate 83 1 Agreement would further enrich

Does the proposed Rate 831 Agreement offer any tangible benefit to
customers other than Rate 831 customers?

5

A:

6

No. The Rate 83 1 Settling Parties contend that the Rate 83 1 Agreement would

7

benefit other customers by eliminating the risk that the Tier 1 subscription will

8

be less - and therefore that the actual cost-shifting from industt·ial customers

9

to other customers will be more - than estimated by NIPSCO in its initial and

10

rebuttal filing. 9 In those filings, NIPSCO proposed a process for reallocating

11

revenues to the Rate 831 class in the event that the actual Tier 1 subscription

12

differed from the levels estimated by the Company in its filings. Thus, there

13

was a risk with this proposed process that the actual cost-shifting from

14

industt·ial customers to other customers would be greater than anticipated in

15

the Company's initial and rebuttal filings if the actual Tier 1 subscription was

16

less than assumed in those filings.

17

The Rate 83 1 Settling Paities assert that the proposed Rate 83 1

18

Agreement would eliminate any possibility for actual cost-shifting to exceed

19

expected cost-shifting by locking-in the Tier 1 subscription amount to be used

20

for revenue-allocation purposes. However, the fact that the Rate 83 1

21

Agreement would ensure that the harm to other customers would be no worse

22

than an ah eady unreasonable $66 million annual cost-shift is cold comfort

23

indeed.

9

For example, see Verified Settlement Testimony of Nicholas Phillips, J1: on behalf of the

NIPSCO Industrial Group, Cause No. 45159, 3-4 (May 17, 2019).
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Q: What do you conclude with regard to the proposed Rate 831 Agreement?

2

A:

The Rate 831 Agreement would unduly subsidize large industrial customers

3

by shifting recovery of embedded production costs to other rate classes. The

4

proposed Rate 831 Agreement would allocate embedded production costs to

5

large industrial customers on the basis of contract demand rather than total

6

demand, even though such production costs were incurred in the past to serve

7

total demand not contract demand. Consequently, the proposed allocation of

8

revenues to the Rate 831 class would recover from large industrial customers

9

less than their fair share of embedded production costs and instead unfairly and
unreasonably shift recovery of such costs to other rate classes.

10
11

Accordingly, the Commission should reject the proposed Rate 831

12

Agreement, and deny the Company’s request for an Alternative Regulatory

13

Plan, as not in the public interest. Instead, I recommend that the current

14

industrial service structure be retained and that a procedural schedule be

15

established to determine the appropriate revenue allocation and rate designs

16

for all rate classes.

17

Q: Does your recommendation to retain the current industrial service

18

structure differ from your recommendation regarding Rate 831 in your

19

direct testimony?

20

A:

Yes. In my direct testimony, I did not recommend rejection of the Company’s

21

proposal to restructure industrial service. Instead, I recommended that

22

substantially more revenues be allocated to Rate 831 than proposed by

23

NIPSCO in order to mitigate the unjust and unreasonable subsidy to Rate 831

Responsive Testimony of Jonathan Wallach • Cause No. 45159 • June 17, 2019

Page 7

CAC Exhibit 5 (Public)
customers associated with the Company’s restructuring proposal. 10

1
2

Such measures to mitigate the harm from the proposed restructuring are

3

no longer an option because the Rate 831 Agreement constitutes a take-it-or-

4

leave-it offer. According to Section C.4, any modification to the Rate 831

5

revenue allocation stipulated in the Rate 831 Agreement that leads to a

6

reduction in Tier 1 subscription by any Rate 831 customer would be considered

7

by the Rate 831 Settling Parties to be a rejection of all aspects of the proposed

8

Rate 831 service structure. In that event, NIPSCO intends to withdraw its filing

9

for an Alternative Regulatory Plan for Rate 831 and to request a procedural

10

schedule to determine the revenue requirement, revenue allocation, and rate

11

design under the current industrial structure. 11

12

Q: Is there a risk of a loss of industrial load, with its attendant cost-shifting,

13

if the Commission decides to retain the current industrial service

14

structure?
A:

15

Yes. However, neither NIPSCO nor any of the other Rate 831 Settling Parties

16

has provided any evidence that the potential load loss under the current service

17

structure would exceed the certain load loss under the proposed Rate 831

18

structure. In other words, the Rate 831 Settling Parties have failed to show that

19

other customers would be any worse off under the current service structure

20

than under the Rate 831 structure. Instead, the Rate 831 Settling Parties would

21

have the Commission approve a radical change in the industrial service

10

Specifically, I recommended in my direct testimony that Rate 831 revenues be maintained
at test-year levels under current rates (i.e., no increase or decrease). With a 0% increase to Rate
831 revenues, I estimated in my direct testimony that the annual industrial subsidy would have
been reduced by about 40%.
11

See NIPSCO Response to CAC Data Request 12-3 (Attachment JFW-3).
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1

structure based on speculation that the potential margin loss with the current

2

structure could be even greater than the demonstrated $66 million loss under

3

the Rate 831 structure. 12

4

Q: Does this conclude your responsive testimony?

5

A:

Yes.

12

The Commission could also consider options for substantially mitigating the harm to
remaining load from margin loss under the current service structure, such as by imposing exit
fees or transition charges on load leaving the system.
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VERIFICATION
I, Jonathan Wallach, affirm under penalties of perjury that the foregoing representations are true
and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

Jonathan Wallach

June 17.2019
Date

ATTACHMENT JFW-1

Industrial Subsidy

Settlement Revenue Requirement
Fuel Expense
Non-Fuel Revenue Requirement
Interruptible Credit
Net Margin

Proposed Rate 831 Agreement

Settlement Revenue Requirement
Fuel Expense
Non-Fuel Revenue Requirement
Interruptible Credit
Net Margin

Current Industrial Rate Structure

$
$
$
$
$

Rate 831
152,266,583
(44,559,646)
107,706,937
107,706,937
$
$
$
$
$

Rate 732
$ 149,297,358 $
$ (49,691,581) $
$ 99,605,777 $
$ (20,353,990) $
$ 79,251,787 $

Rate 832
12,016,196
(3,957,444)
8,058,752
8,058,752

Rate 733
96,917,972
(39,290,426)
57,627,546
(4,312,396)
53,315,150

Based on Settlement Revenue Requirement

$
$
$
$
$

Rate 833
28,326,252
(10,612,320)
17,713,932
17,713,932

$

$
$
$
$
$

66,010,044

Total
192,609,031
(59,129,411)
133,479,621
133,479,621

Rate 734
Total
$ 141,670,416 $ 387,885,746
$ (56,855,304) $ (145,837,311)
$ 84,815,112 $ 242,048,435
$ (17,892,385) $ (42,558,771)
$ 66,922,727 $ 199,489,664

Industrial Subsidy from Proposed Rate 831 Agreement
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Attachment JFW-2

CauseȱNo.ȱ45159ȱ
NorthernȱIndianaȱPublicȱServiceȱCompanyȱLLC’sȱ
ObjectionsȱandȱResponsesȱtoȱ
CitizensȱActionȱCoalition’sȱDataȱRequestȱSetȱNo.ȱ11ȱ

CACȱRequestȱ11Ȭ001:ȱ
ReferenceȱImplementationȱAgreement,ȱSectionȱB.1.ȱ
a)

Pleaseȱprovideȱanȱelectronicȱspreadsheetȱversionȱ(withȱallȱcellȱformulasȱandȱ
fileȱlinkagesȱintact)ȱofȱtheȱNIPSCOȱcostȱofȱserviceȱstudyȱwhichȱallocatesȱ
$149.438ȱmillionȱtoȱRateȱ831ȱonȱtheȱbasisȱofȱaȱTierȱ1ȱsubscriptionȱofȱ194.556ȱ
megawatts.ȱ

b)

PleaseȱprovideȱanȱupdatedȱresponseȱtoȱCACȱDataȱRequestȱ5Ȭ01(a)ȱbasedȱonȱ
theȱRevenueȱSettlementȱrevenueȱrequirement.ȱ

c)

PleaseȱprovideȱanȱupdatedȱresponseȱtoȱCACȱDataȱRequestȱ5Ȭ01(a)ȱbasedȱonȱ
theȱRevenueȱSettlementȱrevenueȱrequirementȱandȱwithȱaȱgenerationȱ4CPȱ
demandȱallocatorȱbasedȱonȱgrossȱdemandȱinclusiveȱofȱRiderȱ775ȱ
interruptibleȱloadȱforȱRatesȱ731,ȱ732,ȱandȱ733.ȱ

Objections:ȱȱȱ
NIPSCOȱobjectsȱtoȱthisȱRequestȱonȱtheȱgroundsȱandȱtoȱtheȱextentȱthatȱthisȱRequestȱseeksȱ
informationȱthatȱisȱconfidential,ȱproprietaryȱand/orȱtradeȱsecret.ȱȱȱ
Response:ȱ
Subjectȱtoȱandȱwithoutȱwaiverȱofȱtheȱforegoingȱgeneralȱandȱspecificȱobjections,ȱNIPSCOȱ
isȱprovidingȱtheȱfollowingȱresponse:ȱ
ȱ
a) Pleaseȱ seeȱ CACȱ Requestȱ 11Ȭ001ȱ Confidentialȱ Attachmentȱ Aȱ forȱ anȱ electronicȱ
spreadsheetȱ versionȱ (withȱ allȱ cellȱ formulasȱ andȱ fileȱ linkagesȱ intact)ȱ ofȱ theȱ
NIPSCOȱcostȱofȱserviceȱstudyȱwhichȱallocatesȱ$149.438ȱmillionȱtoȱRateȱ831ȱonȱtheȱ
basisȱofȱaȱTierȱ1ȱsubscriptionȱofȱ194.556ȱmegawatts.ȱ
b) PleaseȱseeȱCACȱRequestȱ11Ȭ001ȱConfidentialȱAttachmentȱBȱforȱupdatedȱresponseȱ
toȱ CACȱ Dataȱ Requestȱ 5Ȭ01(a)ȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ Revenueȱ Settlementȱ revenueȱ
requirementȱ excludingȱ adjustmentsȱ forȱ newȱ ratesȱ structureȱ (fuel,ȱ variableȱ
chemicals,ȱ etc).ȱ ȱ Seeȱ Questionȱ 237ȱ ofȱ Witnessȱ Shikany’sȱ directȱ testimonyȱ forȱ
furtherȱexplanationȱonȱtheseȱadjustments.ȱȱȱȱȱȱ
c) PleaseȱseeȱCACȱRequestȱ11Ȭ001ȱConfidentialȱAttachmentȱCȱforȱupdatedȱresponseȱ
toȱ CACȱ Dataȱ Requestȱ 5Ȭ01(a)ȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ Revenueȱ Settlementȱ revenueȱ
requirementȱ excludingȱ adjustmentsȱ forȱ theȱ newȱ ratesȱ structureȱ (fuel,ȱ variableȱ

Page 1 of 2

Attachment JFW-2

CauseȱNo.ȱ45159ȱ
NorthernȱIndianaȱPublicȱServiceȱCompanyȱLLC’sȱ
ObjectionsȱandȱResponsesȱtoȱ
CitizensȱActionȱCoalition’sȱDataȱRequestȱSetȱNo.ȱ11ȱ
chemicals,ȱ etc),ȱ andȱ withȱ aȱ generationȱ 4CPȱ demandȱ allocatorȱ basedȱ onȱ grossȱ
demandȱinclusiveȱofȱRiderȱ775ȱinterruptibleȱloadȱforȱRatesȱ732,ȱ733,ȱandȱ734.ȱȱȱ
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Attachment JFW-3

CauseȱNo.ȱ45159ȱ
NorthernȱIndianaȱPublicȱServiceȱCompanyȱLLC’sȱ
ObjectionsȱandȱResponsesȱtoȱ
CitizensȱActionȱCoalition’sȱDataȱRequestȱSetȱNo.ȱ12ȱ

CACȱRequestȱ12Ȭ003:ȱ
ReferenceȱImplementationȱAgreement,ȱSectionȱC.4.ȱ
a) InȱtheȱeventȱthatȱtheȱCommissionȱapprovesȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱserviceȱstructureȱbutȱ
“makesȱmodificationsȱinȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱallocation”,ȱwillȱtheȱImplementationȱ
Agreementȱbeȱ“nullȱandȱvoid”ȱpursuantȱtoȱtheȱtermsȱofȱSectionȱC.3?ȱPleaseȱ
explain.ȱȱ
b) InȱtheȱeventȱthatȱtheȱCommissionȱapprovesȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱserviceȱstructureȱbutȱ
“makesȱmodificationsȱinȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱallocation”,ȱisȱitȱtheȱcontentionȱofȱtheȱ
Rateȱ831ȱSettlingȱPartiesȱthatȱsuchȱmodificationȱtoȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱallocationȱ
“wouldȱdirectlyȱaffectȱtheȱstipulatedȱrevenueȱrequirement?ȱPleaseȱexplain.ȱ
ȱ
Objections:ȱȱȱ
ȱ
Response:ȱ
a) Yes.ȱȱTheȱquestionȱonlyȱincludesȱaȱpartialȱquotationȱofȱtheȱparticularȱlanguageȱ
ofȱtheȱImplementationȱAgreement,ȱwhichȱreads:ȱȱ“InȱtheȱeventȱtheȱCommissionȱ
.ȱ.ȱ.ȱmakesȱmodificationsȱinȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱallocationȱorȱdesignȱ(collectivelyȱ“831ȱ
Rejection”),ȱwhichȱresultsȱinȱtheȱsixȱlargestȱindustrialȱcustomersȱbeingȱunableȱorȱ
unwillingȱ toȱ subscribeȱ toȱ theȱ totalȱ megawattsȱ includedȱ onȱ Rateȱ 831ȱ
ImplementationȱAgreementȱConfidentialȱExhibitȱCȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱdesign,ȱ
.ȱ.ȱ.ȱ.ȱ.”ȱȱOneȱofȱtheȱtermsȱofȱtheȱImplementationȱAgreementȱisȱthatȱ“Rateȱ831ȱshallȱ
beȱ adoptedȱ asȱ proposedȱ inȱ NIPSCO’sȱ caseȬinȬchiefȱ asȱ modifiedȱ inȱ NIPSCO’sȱ
rebuttal,ȱ andȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ settlementȱ revenueȱ requirementȱ forȱ Rateȱ 831ȱ
describedȱ inȱ B.1.”ȱ ȱ Implementationȱ Agreement,ȱ ¶3.a.ȱ ȱ Ifȱ thisȱ termȱ isȱ notȱ
approved,ȱthenȱtheȱagreementȱisȱnullȱandȱvoidȱuponȱwrittenȱnoticeȱthatȱaȱpartyȱ
deemsȱtheȱmodificationȱunacceptable.ȱ
b) UnderȱtheȱImplementationȱAgreement,ȱaȱmodificationȱinȱtheȱRateȱ831ȱallocationȱ
orȱdesignȱwhichȱ“resultsȱinȱtheȱsixȱlargestȱindustrialȱcustomersȱbeingȱunableȱorȱ
unwillingȱ toȱ subscribeȱ toȱ theȱ totalȱ megawattsȱ includedȱ onȱ Rateȱ 831ȱ
ImplementationȱAgreementȱConfidentialȱExhibitȱCȱunderȱtheȱproposedȱdesignȱ.ȱ
.ȱ.ȱ”ȱconstitutesȱaȱRateȱ831ȱRejection.ȱȱUponȱdueȱnotice,ȱyes,ȱthereȱwouldȱhaveȱtoȱ
beȱ changesȱ toȱ theȱ stipulatedȱ revenueȱ requirement,ȱ “specificallyȱ theȱ fuelȱ andȱ
relatedȱexpenses”ȱasȱstatedȱinȱSectionȱ4.C.ȱȱForȱaȱdescriptionȱofȱtheȱchangesȱtoȱ
theȱstipulatedȱrevenueȱrequirementȱwhichȱwouldȱbeȱrequiredȱinȱtheȱeventȱofȱaȱ
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CauseȱNo.ȱ45159ȱ
NorthernȱIndianaȱPublicȱServiceȱCompanyȱLLC’sȱ
ObjectionsȱandȱResponsesȱtoȱ
CitizensȱActionȱCoalition’sȱDataȱRequestȱSetȱNo.ȱ12ȱ
Rateȱ 831ȱ Rejection,ȱ andȱ theȱ correspondingȱ establishmentȱ ofȱ aȱ nonȬ831ȱ serviceȱ
structure,ȱ pleaseȱ seeȱ theȱ directȱ testimonyȱ ofȱ NIPSCOȱ Witnessȱ Shikanyȱ whichȱ
indicatesȱtheȱfuelȱandȱpurchaseȱpowerȱexpensesȱthatȱwouldȱneedȱtoȱbeȱupdated,ȱ
andȱtheȱrelatedȱdiscussionȱcontainedȱinȱtheȱdirectȱtestimonyȱofȱNIPSCOȱWitnessȱ
CampbellȱregardingȱchangesȱthatȱwouldȱneedȱtoȱbeȱreflectedȱinȱPROMOD.ȱȱ
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