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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval ) Case No. 11-5351-GA-UNC
to Implement a Capital Expenditure )
Program. )
In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval ) Case No. 11-5352-GA-AAM
to Change Accounting Methods. )

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING
BY
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCG@), behalf of the
approximately 1.2 million residential utility consers of the Columbia Gas Company of
Ohio (“Columbia” or “the Company”), applies for mdring of the August 29, 2012,
Finding and Order (“F&QO”) issued by the Public @ids Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”
or “Commission”). Through this Application for Redring, OCC submits that the
PUCO erred in failing to address OCC’s commentsim proceeding. And the PUCO
erred by unreasonably granting the Company’s reédaesstablish deferrals for its
Capital Expenditure Program (“CEP”), in reliance@olumbia’s proposal. In this
regard, Columbia’s proposal understates the patidnitl impacts on customers that the
“cap” is supposed to be protecting against.

Under R.C. 4903.10 and Ohio Admin. Code 4901-1€35C asserts that the
Finding and Order was unjust, unreasonable, araladul in the following particulars:

A. The Commission Erred By Not Including the Act@adst of the
CEP-Related Investments in the Deferral Cap Caliomawith a



Result that Customers are Not Protected from therfdial Shock
of Too Great a Rate Increase.

B. The Commission Erred By Not Explaining Why It di@tNnclude
the Actual Cost of The CEP-related Investment enDieferral Cap
Calculation, in Violation of R.C. 4903.09.

C. The Commission Erred by Not Including the ActuakCaf the
CEP-related Investment in the Deferral Cap CalaaiResulting

in Potential Future Rates that Would Not Be JugtReasonable
in Violation of R.C. 4905.22.

An explanation of the basis for each of the groundsehearing is set forth in the
attached Memorandum in Support. Consistent wih R903.10 and the OCC'’s claims

of error, the PUCO should grant rehearing and nyatifOrder.

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE J. WESTON
CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/s/ Joseph P. Serio
Joseph P. Serio, Counsel of Record
Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485
614-466-9565 (Serio Telephone)
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval ) Case No. 11-5351-GA-UNC
to Implement a Capital Expenditure )
Program. )
In the Matter of the Application of )
Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval ) Case No. 11-5352-GA-AAM
to Change Accounting Methods. )

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

l. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
On October 3, 2011, Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. (t@abia” or “the Company”)

filed an Application for an estimated $76 milliom@tal Expenditure Program (“CEP”),
a program that could ultimately result in signifitduture rate increases for Ohio
customers. The Application was the first CEP Applicatiorefil by a Local Distribution
Company (“LDC”) pursuant to R.C. 4909.18 and 492%9.1The CEP Application was
for an Alternative Regulation case that is notdorincrease in rates for the period
October 1, 2011 through December 31, 20 Ithe CEP Application represents an
opportunity for Columbia to defer Post in Servica@ing Charges (“PISCC”) on assets
that are placed in service but not yet includethenCompany’s rates as plant in service,
depreciation expenses of those facilities, and gntygaxes associated with those

facilities.

! 1n the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval to Implement a Capital Expenditure
Program, Case Nos. 11-5351-GA-UNC, 11-5352-GA-AAM, ColueBipplication at Attachment A (October
31, 2011). (“Columbia CEP Case”).

2 Columbia CEP Case, Columbia Application at 1.



On October 12, 2011, the Office of the Ohio Consgh@ounsel (*OCC”) filed
a Motion to Intervene in these cases. On OctoBePQ11, the Ohio Partners for
Affordable Energy (“OPAE”) filed a Motion to Inteene. On January 27, 2012, the
Attorney Examiner issued an Entry that grantedQi€ and OPAE Motions to
Intervene, and also established a procedural sthéatunitial Comments (due February
17, 2012) and Reply Comments (due February 27,)20Q08 February 17, 2012, Staff,
OCC and OPAE filed Comments. On February 27, S&XC and Columbia filed Reply
Comments.

Although the PUCO'’s stated procedural schedulendidorovide for any
additional Comments, on July 26, 2012, ColumbedfiSupplemental Reply Comments.
On August 15, 2012, the PUCO Staff filed Sur-Repbmments. The Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio (“Commission” or “the PUCQO”) il a Finding and Order
("F&QO”) on August 29, 2012. Pursuant to R.C. 49@and Ohio Admin. Code 4901-1-
35, OCC asserts that the Finding and Order (“F&@é&¥s unjust, unreasonable, and
unlawful in the following particulars and respedfuequests the Commission grant

rehearing.

Il STANDARD OF REVIEW

Applications for rehearing are governed by R.AQ3120. This statute provides
that within thirty days after an order is issuediby Commission “any party who has
entered an appearance in person or by counset ipriteeding may apply for rehearing

in respect to any matters determined in the prangéd Furthermore, the application for



rehearing must be “in writing and shall set fopleafically the ground or grounds on
which the applicant considers the order to be wmeable or unlawful®

In considering an application for rehearing, Oli@ provides that the
Commission “may grant and hold such rehearing emthtter specified in such
application, if in its judgment sufficient reasdretefore is made to appedr.If the
Commission grants a rehearing and determines thatotiginal order or any part thereof
is in any respect unjust or unwarranted, or shbeldhanged, the commission may
abrogate or modify the same * * ®”

OCC patrticipated in this case, and thus, meetstttatory conditions that apply

to an applicant for rehearing under R.C. 4903 A€cordingly, OCC respectfully

requests that the Commission hold a rehearing®@mdtters specified below.

.  ARGUMENT
A. The Commission Erred By Not Including the Actual Cat of the CEP-
Related Investments in the Deferral Cap Calculationwith a Result
that Customers are Not Protected from the PotentiaBhock of Too
Great a Rate Increase.
In establishing the CEP deferral cap, the PUC@d&ib include the costs of the
actual CEP-related investment in the deferral @putation. The result is that the
deferral cap that the Company purported would ptatestomers from too great a rate

increase will actually be inadequate for that pggoln the F&O, the Commission ruled

that:

% Columbia CEP Case, Columbia Application at 1.
“1d.
°1d.



Columbia may accrue CEP deferrals up until the (pelrere the
accrued deferrals, if included in rates, would eah® rates
charged to the SGS class of customers to increasebe than
$1.50/month. Accrual of all futur@EP-related deferrals should
cease once the $1.50/month threshold is surpassadtil such
time as Columbia files to recover the existing aedrdeferrals and
establish a recovery mechanism under Section 49089r9.05,

or 4929.11, Revised Coe(Emphasis added.)

In approving Columbia’s Application, the PUCO aésepted Columbia’s
rationale for the proposed CEP deferral cap. Tdainale was proposed in
supplemental comments that were not authorizeddriPtUCQO’s procedural Entry.
Columbia made the proposal, purportedly as a mefamstigating any potential rate
shock for customers from the deferrals at the paititne when the deferrals would be
included in customer rates. In its supplementairoents, Columbia proposed the
deferral limit or cap whereby the deferrals undedEP (for PISCC, depreciation
expense, property tax expense net of any increm&vanues) would be allowed to
accrue until the impact from those deferrals onréttes for Columbia’s Small General
Service (“SGS”) customers would exceed $1.50/marttith Columbia projected will
not occur until 2023. Columbia opined and the PUCO accepted that tyingleferrals
to this specific rate impact threshold would avihid “rate shock” that is at the root of the
concerns raised by OCC and St&ff'.

In addition to this concern about the rate shogsaat of the CEP deferrals on

customer rates, the Commission also recently vaacedverall concern with deferrals.

The Commissions announced that “* * * this Comnuossis generallyppposed to the

® Columbia CEP Case, F&O at 12-13 (August 29, 2012).

" See Attachment A, page 1. OCC worksheet basethnprovided by Columbia. The data provided by
Columbia has not been verified through an evidepti@aring process, so OCC uses the data for
illustrative purposes only, subject to opportusitier further verification at rehearing.

8 Columbia CEP Case, Columbia Supplemental Replyr@emts at 4-5. (July 26, 2012).



creation of deferrals, * * *.” ° The Commission further clarified this statemept b
explaining that the deferrals in the AEP ESP Case\wn response to “extraordinary
circumstances presented before us, which allovAEfP-Ohio to fully participate in the
market in two years and nine months as opposeauddqyéars, necessitate that we remain
flexible and utilize a deferral to ensure we reaahfinish line of a fully-established
competitive electric market® Thus, the extraordinary circumstance in the AEBIPE
case is that the deferral would help accomplisihgtied of market based electric rates
(and ensuing customer benefits) much sooner thamdwatherwise have been possible.

In this case, Columbia not only made no showinthefexistence of any similar
“extraordinary circumstances,” but a review of Gohia’s Application and Comments
indicates that Columbia did not even make an atteéongo so. Instead, of any
extraordinary need, the Columbia request for dafemas a part of the normal course of
business with no consideration to actual need ééerdals or the Company’s earnings. In
fact, as presented in this case, the deferralsduoeifor the sole benefit of Columbia’s
shareholders and not customers.

If both the effect of the CEP deferrals and theialcCEP-related investment are
considered, then the $1.50 per month cap as prdgns€olumbia would be exceeded in
2016 and not in 2023 as claimed by Columbia’s asislfthat was based on counting just

the CEP deferrals, and not the actual CEP-relaesstment}’ Moreover, when

° In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power Cormpany for Authority
to Establish a Sandard Service Offer Pursuant to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Formof an Electric
Security Plan, Case No. 11-346-EL-SSO, Opinion and Order (AugL2012) at 36. (“AEP ESP Case”)
Emphasis added.

10,

1 See Attachment A, page 1. OCC worksheet basethnprovided by Columbia. The data provided by
Columbia has not been verified through an evidepti@aring process, so OCC uses the data for
illustrative purposes only, subject to opportusitier further verification at rehearing.



contemplating the potential rate impact from thd”Givestment, the customer bill
impact in Year 2023 would be $5.25 per month ($83€r year) and not $1.50 per
month ($18.00 per yealy. This magnifies the need for a mechanism to niitigjae
potential rate shock that Columbia and the PUCO\asfedged.

It also clearly demonstrates the magnitude of tiygaict of the actual CEP-related
investment on the deferral cap. Despite the madaibf this impact, the F&O (in
relying on Columbia’s proposal) fails to include targest cost component -- the actual
CEP-related investment itself -- in the deferrgd calculation.

Inclusion of the actual CEP-related investment cosite deferral cap calculation
would also be consistent with the PUCO's reliante ase of the principle of
gradualism™® An all-inclusive deferral cap would ensure the teferrals and associated
CEP-related investment are addressed in a ratesocaser rather than later, thus
mitigating the potential impact of the CEP defesrah future rates.

In light of the Commission’s own reluctance to efith deferrals combined with
the potential rate shock concerns that led to tbpgsed deferral rate cap in the first
place, it is unreasonable to not include the adDiP-related investment in the
calculation of a cap. Thus, if the PUCO determihes CEP deferrals are necessary, any
CEP cap designed to mitigate potential rate shbokld also include the actual CEP-
related investment in the calculation. The PUCKilsire to include the actual CEP-
related investment in the deferral cap calculataols to mitigate the potential rate shock

from the deferrals--and the PUCO should grant nehga

12q,

13 For Example, sele the Matter of the Application of the Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company for an Increasein
Its Ratesfor Gas Serviceto All Jurisdictional Customers, Case No. 95-656-GA-AIR, Opinion and Order
(December 12, 1996) at 46.



B. The Commission Erred By Not Explaining Why It did Not Include the
Actual Cost of The CEP-related Investment in the Dierral Cap
Calculation, in violation of R.C. 4903.09.

R.C. 4903.09 requires that, in all contested cd#i®s,commission shall file, with
the records of such cases, findings of fact anttewriopinions setting forth the reasons
prompting the decisions arrived at, based uponfgsaithgs of fact.” The Ohio Supreme
Court has recognized that complying with this s&ats important because otherwise the
Court cannot fulfill its responsibility to reviewa¢ order being appealét.By not
explaining why it did not include the actual amoahany actual CEP-related investment
in the deferral cap calculation, the Commissionated R.C. 4903.09. Without
sufficient detail, the Ohio Supreme Court will beable to determine how the
Commission reached its decision. Thus, the purpb&C. 4903.09 will be thwarted
and the review that OCC is entitled to, under R@03.09 and 4903.10 cannot occur.

Specifically, in the F&O, the Commission ruled that

Columbia may accrue CEP deferrals up until the (polrere the
accrued deferrals, if included in rates, would eah® rates
charged to the SGS class of customers to increas®le than
$1.50/month. Accrual of all futur€EP-related deferrals should
cease once the $1.50/month threshold is surpassadtil such
time as Columbia files to recover the existing aedrdeferrals and
establish a recovery mechanism under Section 48099P9.05,

or 4929.11, Revised Code.(Emphasis added.)

As noted above, the PUCO accepted Columbia’s pexpGEP deferral cap as a
means of mitigating any potential rate shock from deferrals at the point in time when

the deferrals would be included in customers’ ratdewever, Columbia’s claim that the

$1.50/month deferral cap would not be met until2@2significantly over-stated because

14 See e.gAllnet Communicationsv. Pub. Util. Comm. (1994), 70 Ohio St.3d 202, 209.
15 Columbia CEP Case, F&O at 12-13.



the actual CEP-related investment is not includetthé deferral cap calculation. To the
extent that the deferral cap was proposed and ed@st a means to mitigate rate shock,
then all of the cost components need to be includkediure to do so has the effect of
over-stating the value of the cap and significargiyucing the rate mitigation effect of
the deferral cap for customers.

As noted above, the failure to include the actuaP@elated investment cost in
the deferral cap calculation could result in a gigant difference in the potential future
rates for customers. The potential customer rapact from the CEP investment in year
2023 would be $5.25 per month ($63.00 per year)rem¢&1.50 per month ($18.00 per
year)!® This difference of $3.75 per month and $45.00year constitutes a significant
potential rate increase that warrants mitigation.

Moreover, as significant as this rate impact wdaddon customers’ bills, it
cannot be viewed in a vacuum. Instead, the PUQQIdtkeep in mind that this
additional monthly charge (of $5.25 per month) vadoloé on top of the monthly customer
charge, currently at $17.81 per mohttthe monthly IRP Rider of $3.57,and numerous
usage-based Riders: PIPP Rider, Excise Tax Ritemllectible Expense Rider,
Choice/SCO Reconciliation Rider, DSM Rider, ReguigtAssessment Rider and Gross
Receipts Tax}? Moreover, although the IRP Rider is currentlyS#3.the charge is

anticipated to increase each year for the foresedature by up to $1.00 each yéir.

18 Columbia CEP Case, F&O at 12-13.
17 X:/coh/molymail/08-Internet Rate Sheet SCO Rati UAugust 2012. (See OCC Attachment B.)
18
Id.
Yd.

20| the Matter of the Application of Colurmbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Alternative Form of
Regulation, Case No. 11-5515-GA-ALT, Application at Schedule§,&-6 and G-7 (May 8, 2012).



This means that by 2023, customers could face rhofixled rate charges of up to
$38.26, and yearly fixed costs of $459.12 beforr eensuming even one Ccf of das.
The longer time period that would result from a5®Imonth deferral cap that
excludes the actual CEP-related investment costsdrxtend the potential accrual
period from 2016 to 2023. Permitting the defertalgrow until 2023 would grow the
deferral amount to $228 million while the actualREEelated capital investments would
grow even greater, to $643 million. Thus the tjpeeiod covered by the $1.50/month
deferral cap that excludes the actual CEP-relateeistment cost is simply too long. The
PUCO recently recognized the potential harm toausts from a deferral of costs that
extends for too long a period of time. In the ABRio ESP case, the PUCO ordered
AEP-Ohio to commence recovery of Phase-in RecoRéagr (“PIRR”) as soon as
practicable, rather than delaying it, in order fitigate the rate impact on customéfs.
Given this new paradigm of cost recovery outsidbasfe rate cases, and
consistent with the Commission’s recent rulingha AEP ESP case, it is appropriate for
the Commission to put a more inclusive limit on tlederral cap granted in this case.
The F&O fails to explain how the rate shock frora tteferrals would be mitigated by a
deferral cap that does not include the actual GHfted investment in the cap calculation

in violation of R.C. 4903.09, and thus the PUCOuwt@rant rehearing.

21$17.81 + $5.25 + $6.20 + (9 * $1.00)
22 AEP ESP Case, Opinion and Order at 55 (Augud )2



C. The Commission Erred by Not Including the Actual Cet of the CEP-
related Investment in the Deferral Cap CalculationResulting in
Potential Future Rates that Would Not Be Just and Rasonable in
Violation of R.C. 4905.22.

R.C. 4905.22 states that:
Every public utility shall furnish necessary anequate service
and facilities, and every public utility shall fush and provide
with respect to its business such instrumentaldies facilities, as
are adequate and in all respects just and reasorfdbtharges
made or demanded for any service rendered, or tertzered,
shall be just, reasonableand not more than the charges allowed
by law or by order of the public utilities commissj and no unjust
or unreasonable charge shall be made or demandeat o

connection with, any service, or in excess of #ilawed by law or
by order of the commission. (Emphasis added).

In this case, the PUCO's failure to include thaiattost of CEP-related investment in
the deferral cap calculation results in customacay potential future costs that will be
millions of dollars greater, thus violating R.C.0%022.

Columbia has stated that under the $1.50/montragfcap, the cap will not be
exceeded until 202%. Based on the information provided by Columbia, tibtal
revenue requirementassociated with Columbia’s deferral of PISCC, defation and
property taxes until 2023 is approximately $34.8iami.?* If on the other hand, the
deferral cap included the cost of the actual CH&ed investment, then the $1.50 cap
would be reached in 2016. The total revenue requent associated with Columbia’s
deferral of PISCC, depreciation and property taxgd 2016 is approximately $6.2
million. Ceasing the deferrals in 2016 insteatetifing them accrue until 2023 would

save Columbia’s customers approximately $28.3 onilli Thus the exclusion of the CEP-

% See Attachment A, page 2. OCC worksheet basethanprovided by Columbia. The data provided by
Columbia has not been verified through an evidepti@aring process, so OCC uses the data for
illustrative purposes only, subject to opportusitier further verification at rehearing.

.

10



related investment in the deferral cap could rasutistomers having to pay the
significantly higher costs of deferrals. Thesehleigcosts would result in rates that are

not just and reasonable as required by R.C. 4905.22

IV.  CONCLUSION

For all the reasons discussed above, the Commisbkimund grant OCC’s

Application for Rehearing.

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE J. WESTON
OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

/s/ Joseph P. Serio
Joseph P. Serio, Counsel of Record
Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485
614-466-9565 (Serio Telephone)
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OCC Attachment A

Page 1 of 2

Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc

QCC Calculation of Rates 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
(1) Accumulated Capital Investments 54,819,264 110,170,904 163,541,904 211,980,904 261,587,904 312,521,904 367,521,904 422,521,904 477,521,904 532,521,904 587,521,904 642,521,904
{2) Accumulated Deprecation {646,714)  (2,069,966)  (3,543,354)  {4,931,814) (6,252,114) (7,605,644)  {9,024,190) (10,509,190) (11,994,190) {13,479,190) (14,964,190} (16,449,190}
{3) Net Plant Investment 54,172,550 108,100,938 159,998,550 207,049,090 255,335,790 304,916,261 358,497,714 412,012,714 465,527,714 519,042,714 572,557,714 626,072,714
(4) Deferred PISCC 1,388,935 5,938,821 13,756,905 24,655,407 38,476,606 55,292,673 74,460,685 96,077,465 120,153,432 146,700,367 175,729,741 207,253,632
(5) Deferred Depreciation 646,714 2,716,680 6,260,034 11,191,848 17,443,962 25,049,606 34,073,796 44,582,986 56,577,177 70,056,367 85,020,557 101,469,748
(6) Deferred Property Taxes - 698,188 2,091,702 4,144,504 6,780,681 10,005,615 13,826,316 18,285,544 23,370,453 29,067,654 35,362,401 42,240,076
{7) Deferred Tax on PISCC @ 35% (486,127)  (2,078,587) (4,814,917)  (8,629,393) (13,466,812) (19,352,436) (26,061,240) (33,627,113) (42,053,701) (51,345,128) {61,505,409) (72,538,771)
{8) Deferred Tax on Property Taxes @ 35% - (244,366) (732,096)  {1,450,577) (2,373,238) (3,501,965} (4,839,211} {6,399,941) (8,179,658) (10,173,679) (12,376,840} (14,784,027)
(9) Deferred Tax on Depreciation @ 35% {226,350) {950,838)  (2,191,012) {3,917,147) (6,105,387} (8,767,362) (11,925,829) (15,604,045) {19,802,012) {24,519,728) (29,757.195) (35,514,412)
{10} Net Rate Base 55,495,722 114,180,836 174,369,167 233,043,734 296,091,602 363,642,392 438,032,232 515,327,611 595,593,404 678,828,566 765,030,969 854,198,960
{11) ROR 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95%
{12) Annual Return on Investments 6.076,782 12,502,802 19,093,424 25,518,289 32,422,030 39,818,842 47,964,529 56,428,373 65,217,478 74,331,728 83,770,891 93,534,786

Retrun of Investment_
{13) Annual Depreciation Expense 1,480,120 2,974,614 4,415,631 5,723,484 7,062,873 8,438,091 9,923,091 11,408,091 12,893,091 14,378,09% 15,863,091 17,348,091
(14) Amort. of PISCC @ 2.70% - 37 Yrs 37.501 160,348 371,436 665,696 1,038,868 1,492,902 2,010,438 2,594,092 3,244,143 3,960,910 4,744,703 5,595,848
(15) Amort. of Deprecation @ 2.70% 17,461 73,350 169,021 302,180 470,987 676,339 919,992 1,203,741 1,527,584 1,891,522 2,295,555 2,739,683
(16) Amort. of Property Taxes @ 2.70% 18,851 56,476 111,902 183,078 270,152 373,311 493,710 631,002 784,827 954,785 1,140,482
(17) Total Revenue Requirement 7,611,864 15,729,966 24,105,989 32,321,551 41,177,838 50,696,326 61,191,362 72,128,007 83,513,298 95,347,078 107,629,025 120,358,891
{18) SGS Allocation Percentage 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40%
{19) 5G5 Revenue Requirement 5,510,990 11,388,495 17,452,736 23,400,803 29,812,754 36,704,140 44,302,546 52,220,677 60,463,628 69,031,284 77,923,414 87,139,837
(20) 5G5 Customer Count 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281
(21) Monthly Rate 0.33 0.69 1.05 1.41 1.79 2.21 2.67 3.14 3.64 4.16 4.69 . 5.25

Source: Columbia response to informal discovery on 8/13/12.
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Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc

Company Calculation of Rates 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
{1} Accumulated Capital Investments - - - - - . - . . . . -
{2} Accumulated Deprecation - - - . - - . - . - - R
(3) Net Plant Investment - - - . N . . - . . -
(4) Deferred PISCC 1,388,935 5,938,821 13,756,905 24,655,407 38,476,606 55,292,673 74,460,685 96,077,465 120,153,432 146,700,367 175,729,741 207,253,632
(S) Deferred Depreciation 646,714 2,716,680 6,260,034 11,191,848 17,443,962 25,049,606 34,073,796 44,582,986 56,577,177 70,056,367 85,020,557 101,469,748
(6) Deferred Property Taxes - 698,188 2,091,702 4,144,504 6,780,681 10,005,615 13,826,316 18,285,544 23,370,453 29,067,654 35,362,401 42,240,076
(7) Deferred Tax on PISCC @ 35% (486,127)  (2,078,587) (4,814,917} (8,629,393) (13,466,812} (19,352,436} (26,061,240) (33,627,113} (42,053,701) (51,345,128} (61,505,409} (72,538,771}
(8) Deferred Tax on Property Taxes @ 35% - (244,366) (732,096} (1,450,577) (2,373,238) (3,501,965} (4,839,211} (6,399,941) (8,179,658) (10,173,679) (12,376,840) (14,784,027)
(9) Deferred Tax on Depreciation @ 35% {226,350) (950,838)  (2,191,012) (3,917,147) (6,105,387) (8,767,362) (11,925,829} (15,604,045) (19,802,012} (24,519,728} (29,757,195} (35,514,412)
(10) Net Rate Base 1,323,172 6,079,898 14,370,617 25,994,644 40,755,812 58,726,131 79,534,518 103,314,897 130,065,690 159,785,852 192,473,255 228,126,246
(11} ROR 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95% 10.95%
(12) Annual Return on Investments 144,887 665,749 1,573,583 2,846,414 4,462,761 6,430,511 8,709,030 11,312,981 14,242,193 17,496,551 21,075,821 24,979,824

Retrun of Investment
{13) Annual Depreciation Expense - - B - - - - . . . - .
(14) Amort. of PISCC @ 2.70% - 37 Yrs 37,501 160,348 371,436 665,696 1,038,868 1,492,902 2,010,438 2,594,092 3,244,143 3,960,910 4,744,703 5,595,848
{15} Amort. of Deprecation @ 2.70% 17,461 73,350 169,021 302,180 470,987 676,339 919,992 1,203,741 1,527,584 1,891,522 2,295,555 2,739,683
(16) Amort. of Property Taxes @ 2.70% - 18,851 56,476 111,902 183,078 270,152 373,311 493,710 631,002 784,827 954,785 1,140,482
{(17) Total Revenue Requirement 199,850 918,298 2,170,516 3,926,191 6,155,695 8,869,904 12,012,771 15,604,523 19,644,922 24,133,809 29,070,864 34,455,837
(18) SGS Allocation Percentage 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40% 72.40%
(19) SGS Revenue Requirement 144,691 664,848 1,571,453 2,842,562 4,456,723 6,421,811 8,697,246 11,297,675 14,222,923 17,472,878 21,047,306 24,946,026
(20} SGS Customer Count 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281 16,611,281
{21) Monthly Rate 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.17 0.27 0.39 0.52 0.68 0.86 1.05 1.27 1.50

Source: Columbia response to informal discovery on 8/13/12.
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Sales and Customer CHOICE Rates
August 2012 Billing Cycle
(July 30, 2012 through August 27, 2012)

Sales Rates Customer CHOICE Rates
Full Requirements
Small General Service {(SGS) Small General Transportation Service (FRSGTS)
Monthly Customer Charge $17.81 Monthly Customer Charge $17.81
Infrastructure Replacement Program (IRP) Rider $3.57 linfrastructure Replacement Program (IRP) Rider $3.57
Gross Receipts Tax on Customer Charge and IRP Rider $1.07 Gross Receipts Tax on Customer Charge and IRP Rider $1.07
Total Monthly Charges $22.45 Total Monthly Charges $22.45
Usage-Based (transportation) Charges: Usage-Based (transportation) Charges:
Base Rate $0.00000 /Ccf
PIPP Rider $0.00294 /Ccf PIPP Rider $0.00294 /Ccf
Excise Tax Rider $0.01593 /Ccf Excise Tax Rider $0.01593 /Ccf
Uncollectible Expense Rider $0.00781 /Ccf Uncollectible Expense Rider $0.00781 /Ccf
CHOICE/SCO Reconciliation Rider (CSRR) $0.03850 /Ccf b CHOICE/SCO Reconciliation Rider (CSRR) $0.03850 /Ccf
DSM Rider $0.01240 /Ccf DSM Rider $0.01240 /Ccf
Regulatory Assessment Rider $0.00177 /Ccf Gross Receipts Tax on Usage-Based (transportation _$0.00387
Gross Receipts Tax on Usage-Based (transportation) Cha $0.00396 /Ccf Total Usage-Based (transportation) Charges (A) $0.08145 /Ccf
Total Usage-Based (transportation) Charges (A) $0.08331 /Ccf
Marketer's Gas Costs (B) ? /Ccf
Columbia's Gas Costs: (varies by Marketer)
SCO Rate $0.45400 /Ccf
(8) $0.45400
Sales tax if applicable (By sales tax rate)*™™
Total SCO Rate Plus Usage-Based (transportation) Charges
****Sales Tax @ 6.75% on SCO $0.03065 /Ccf
(] $0.03065
Total SCO Rate, Usage-Based
(transportation) Charges and Gross Receipt Total Usage-Based (transportation)Charges
Tax (A) + (B) + (C) $0.56795 /Ccf and Gas Costs {A) +(B) ? /Ccf

*Supplier refund are refunds received from Columbia Gas of Ohio's interstate pipeline suppliers or service providers. These refunds plus

interest are passed back to customers. Reconciliation adjustments ordered by the PUCO following hearings held under rule 4901:1-14-08

of the Administrative Code, plus annual interest are refunded or collected from customers.

**The quarterly Actual Adjustment compensates for differences between the previous quarter's expected gas cost and the actual cost of gas during the quarter.

***CSRR Provides for the pass back or recovery of balances in gas costs, refunds and shared Off-System Sales and Capacity Release revenues.

****Bills issued by Columbia Gas of Ohio show gas used as measured by CCF or one-hundred cubic feet. Some
marketers quote prices in Mcf (thousand cubic feet). To aid your comparison, a rate of $1.00 /Mcf is equal to $.10 /Ccf.

****+6.75% is the Franklin County Sales Tax Rate. Sales tax rate will be applied using applicable county rate for customer area.

x:\coh\imolymail\08-Internet Rate Sheet SCO Rate Unit 1 August 2012
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