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Proceedings

425
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the 
Application of Suburban 
Natural Gas Company for an 
Increase in Gas 
Distribution Rates.

In the Matter of the 
Application of Suburban 
Natural Gas Company for 
Tariff Approval.

In the Matter of the 
Application of Suburban 
Natural Gas Company for 
Approval of Certain 
Accounting Authority.

Case No. 18-1205-GA-AIR

Case No. 18-1206-GA-ATA

Case No. 18-1207-GA-AAM

PROCEEDINGS

before Ms. Anna Sanyal and Ms. Sarah Parrot, Attorney 

Examiners, at the Public Utilities Commission of 

Ohio, 180 East Broad Street, Room 11-C, Columbus, 

Ohio, called at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, July 11, 2019.

VOLUME III

ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC.
222 East Town Street, Second Floor 

Columbus, Ohio 43215-5201 
(614) 224-9481 - (800) 223-9481

Armstrong & Okey, Inc., Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481



Suburban Natural 
Case Nos. 18-1205-<

■Suburban Exhibit

STIP-rNT-2-1.

Date Received: May 31,2019 
Date: June?, 2019 

Persons Responsible: Legal and Nichole Clement

RE: Stipulation And Recommendation (III) Joint Recommendation of the 
Signatory Parties (B) Rates and Tariffs (8) Cost allocation - The base revenue 
distribution excluding gas costs and recommended revenue class allocation 
shall be based upon actual data as of date certain.

a) Please provide Schedule E-4 for year 1 in which the “current” 
revenues reflect actual data as of the date certain. The current 
revenue, proposed revenue and proposed increase should match 
Attachment A, Schedule A-1 to the Stipulation. The proposed class 
revenue allocation should equal the current class revenue allocation.

b) Please provide Schedule E-4 for years 2 and 3 to the Stipulation.

c) Please provide Schedule A-1 for years 2 and 3 of the Stipulation.

d) Please provide Schedule E-5 for years 2 and 3 of the Stipulation.

RESPONSE: Objection. See General Objections. With regard to parts (b) and (d) of the

request, Suburban objects that those requests seek documents that do not cuiTently exist in any 

fomi and notes that Suburban is not required to create documents in order to respond to discovery 

under Ohio Adm. Code 4901-1-20(A)(2). Suburban further objects that parts (b) and (d) to the 

request are speculative, as the requested information is not yet known and cannot be known until 

Year 2 and Year 3. With regard to part (c) of the request. Suburban objects to the extent that the 

request seeks information that is already in OCC’s possession, custody, or control. See General 

Objection No. 6.

Subject to, and without waiver of, these objections. Suburban states as follows:

a) See Attachment A, which is Schedule E-4 for the first year that the Stipulation 

is in effect (Year 1).

b) The requested document does not exist. Indeed, the requested document could 

not exist because in Year 2 and Year 3 of the Stipulation, Suburban’s customer

1



Suburban Natural Gas Company 
Case Nos. 18-1205-GA-AIR, et al.

count will be updated to the actual number of customers that exist at the time

those years begin. This document could not be created without reliance on

speculative and forecasted data as to the number of customers that are being

served by Suburban at the relevant time.

c) See Attachment C to the Stipulation filed on May 23, 2019.

d) The requested document does not exist. Indeed, the requested document could 

not exist because in Year 2 and Year 3 of the Stipulation, Suburban’s customer 

count will be updated to the actual number of customers that exist at the time 

those years begin. This document could not be created without reliance on 

speculative and forecasted data as to the number of customers that are being 

served by Suburban at the relevant time.
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Suburban Exhibit

SUBURBAN-INT-01-005 Has OCC or any OCC employees, agents, independent contractors,
or other individuals conducted any analyses, studies, reviews, or 
other assessments to determine the effects or consequences of a loss 
of service on Suburban’s natural gas customers?

Response:

Objection. OCC objects to this discovery request to the extent it requires OCC to reveal 
information that would be protected by the attorney-client privilege or work-product doctrine.

Objection. OCC objects to this discovery request because it seeks information that is neither 
relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence under Ohio 
Adm. Code 4901-1-16(B) because it refers, in part, to research or analyses that may have been 
performed by individuals other than Mr. Willis, Dr. Duann, and Mr. Fortney, who are not 
testifying on behalf of OCC in this case. See Owens v. Bell, 6 Ohio St. 3d 46, 54 (1983) 
(Celebrezze, concurring) (“the identity of experts consulted prior to trial but who will not be 
called as witnesses as well as the findings or opinions of those experts are not subject to 
discovery by the opposing party”); Stegman v. Nickels, 2006-Ohio-4918, 13 (denying 
discovery of non-testifying expert based on Ohio R. Civ. P. 26 and Owens).

Objection. The words “effects” and “consequences” are vague and overbroad as used in this 
interrogatory, such that OCC would be speculating as to the intent of Suburban’s question.

Without waiving the foregoing objections, and assuming that “effect or consequences of a loss of 
service on Suburban’s natural gas customers” means the steps that Suburban would need to take 
to restore service to customers in the event of a loss of service, OCC witnesses Willis, Duann, 
and Fortney did not analyze that issue.

Respondent: As to objections, Legal. As to response, Wm. Ross Willis, Daniel Duann, and 
Robert Fortney.



SUBURB AN-INT-01-008

Response:

Suburban Exhibi{

3.
At page 9, lines 7-12, of the Supplemental Direct Testimony of Wm. 
Ross Willis, Mr. Willis discusses the projected pipeline pressure at 
Lazelle Road for year-end 2018. Is it OCC’s contention that 
pipeline pressure could not be lower than what was modeled if 
customer usage increased from the amount assumed in the 
modeling?

Objection. OCC objects to this discovery request to the extent it requires OCC to reveal 
information that would be protected by the attorney-client privilege or work-product doctrine.

Objection. OCC objects to this discovery request because it seeks information that is neither 
relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence under Ohio 
Adm. Code 4901-1-16(B) because it refers, in part, to research or analyses that may have been 
performed by individuals other than Mr. Willis, Dr. Duann, and Mr. Fortney, who are not 
testifying on behalf of OCC in this case. See Owens v. Bell, 6 Ohio St. 3d 46, 54 (1983) 
(Celebrezze, concurring) (“the identity of experts consulted prior to trial but who will not be 
called as witnesses as well as the findings or opinions of those experts are not subject to 
discovery by the opposing party”); Stegman v. Nickels, 2006-0hio-4918, ^ 13 (denying 
discovery of non-testifying expert based on Ohio R. Civ. P. 26 and Owens).

Objection. This interrogatory calls for speculation regarding pipeline pressures that might or 
might not occur in the future.

Without waiving the foregoing objections, Mr. Willis does not contend that pipeline pressure 
could not be lower than what was modeled if customer usage increased from the amount 
assumed in the modeling.

Respondent: As to objections. Legal. As to response, Wm. Ross Willis.


