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NORTHERN INDIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY LLC 
CAUSE NO. 46342 

REDACTED TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS JARED J. HOFF 
 

NOTE:  INDICATES CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Q: Please state your name and business address. 1 
A: My name is Jared J. Hoff, and my business address is 115 West Washington Street, 2 

Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204.  3 

Q: By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 
A: I am employed by the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor (“OUCC”) as a 5 

Utility Analyst for the Natural Gas Division. My educational background, experience, 6 

and my preparations for this cause are detailed in Appendix JJH-1 attached to this 7 

testimony.  8 

Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 9 
A: The purpose of my testimony is to determine if Northern Indiana Public Service 10 

Company LLC’s (“Petitioner” or “NIPSCO”) 5-year Plan (“TDSIC Plan” or “Plan”) 11 

meets Ind. Code ch. 8-1-39 requirements as an eligible Transmission, Distribution, and 12 

Storage System Improvement Charge (“TDSIC”) Plan. I consider if NIPSCO’s 13 

proposed improvement projects are for purposes of safety, reliability, or system 14 

modernization with established incremental benefits and detailed project cost 15 

estimates. 16 

Q: Please summarize the results of your analysis. 17 
A: NIPSCO presented 22 projects (“projects”) as eligible Transmission, Distribution, and 18 

Storage System Improvements, and eligible for recovery. NIPSCO filed revisions for 19 
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several documents – Mr. Ryan Carr’s testimony; Confidential Attachment 2-A; 1 

Confidential Attachment 2-A, Appendices 1 and 2; Confidential Attachment 2-B; and 2 

Confidential Workpapers for all projects except Project ID RE1 – on February 6, 2026. 3 

Throughout my testimony, I reference the direct capital costs as used throughout 4 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2 and attachments. Although I refer to only the direct capital 5 

costs, each project is subject to Allowance for Funds Used During Construction and 6 

administrative overheads, such as engineering and general administrative support.  7 

Q: Please summarize your recommendations. 8 
A: I recommend: 9 

• Disallowance of the use of contingency – a total of $69,405,545 from the revised 10 
TDSIC Plan project estimates – in these and any future project in this TDSIC Plan. 11 
In the future, should the actual costs exceed the approved best estimate, that specific 12 
justification should be provided before recovery is allowed. 13 

 
• Disallowance of the use of NIPSCO’s proposed 5% annual escalation factor, as this 14 

escalation factor is based in part on an unquantifiable belief by NIPSCO. Should 15 
the Commission approve the use of an annual escalation factor, I recommend an 16 
annual escalation factor of not more than 4.5%, which is between the inflation rates 17 
indicated by the Producer’s Price Index (“PPI”) and the Handy-Whitman Index. 18 
The reduction from the proposed 5% annual escalation factor to a factor of not more 19 
than 4.5% shows a reduction of <Confidential> $  <Confidential> from 20 
NIPSCO’s Revised Confidential Appendix 1 and includes the escalation tied to two 21 
(2) projects subject to separate recommendations later in this testimony. 22 

 
• Disallowance of Project ID TP7 – for a total of <Confidential> $  23 

<Confidential> in base cost, escalation, and contingency – as a TDSIC project. 24 
 
• Disallowance of Project ID TP16 – for a total of <Confidential> $  25 

<Confidential> in base cost, escalation and contingency – as a TDSIC project. 26 
 

• The Commission order NIPSCO to provide additional information for Project ID 27 
SD16 and SD18 in each Plan Update in which cost recovery for these projects is 28 
sought, including, but not limited to, the estimated demand for each customer which 29 
expanded as a result of these projects, the number of additional residential 30 
customers to connect to NIPSCO’s system not included in Project ID RE1 or any 31 
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other project, and the number of any new companies and their annual demand added 1 
as a result of these projects. 2 

 
I have no objections to the balance of NIPSCO’s proposed TDSIC Plan as 3 

discussed in my testimony below, subject to the above recommendations. 4 

Q: Are you sponsoring any attachments in this proceeding? 5 
A: Yes. I am sponsoring three (3) attachments: 6 

• Attachment JJH-1 is NIPSCO’s response to an OUCC Data Request (“DR”) 7 
regarding NIPSCO’s proposed escalation factor in this TDSIC Plan; 8 

 
• Attachment JJH-2 is NIPSCO’s response to an OUCC DR regarding the US 9 

Department of Transportation’s Pipeline Hazardous Materials Safety 10 
Administration (“PHMSA”) driven projects; and 11 

 
• Attachment JJH-3 is NIPSCO’s response to an OUCC DR regarding Project IDs 12 

SD16 and SD18. 13 
 
Q: To the extent you do not address a specific item, should that be construed to mean 14 

you or the OUCC agree with NIPSCO’s proposal? 15 
A: No. The scope of my testimony is limited to the specific items addressed herein. 16 

 
II. OVERVIEW OF NIPSCO’S PROPOSED TDSIC PLAN  

 
Q: Please provide an overview of NIPSCO’s proposed 5-year TDSIC Plan. 17 
A: NIPSCO proposes 22 projects for the Plan period of 2026 to 2030 and characterizes the 18 

22 projects into three broad categories: Gas System Deliverability, Gas System 19 

Integrity, and Rural Gas Extensions. The total costs for each of the categories are shown 20 

below. 21 

Category Projected Direct Capital 
Gas System Deliverability $190,272,864 

Gas Systems Integrity $252,377,091 
Rural Gas Extensions $208,337,362 

Plan Total $650,987,317 
*Information gathered from Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 8, Table 1. 22 
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The direct capital cost for NIPSCO’s TDSIC Plans have increased with each 1 

plan. In Gas Plan 1, a 7-year plan, NIPSCO requested approval for $593.2 million in 2 

direct capital costs on October 3, 2013. (Cause No. 44403, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3 

MGS, Mark G. Small’s direct testimony, page 46, table 6.) In Gas Plan 1, the direct 4 

capital costs were not broken down in public information into the same categories as 5 

Gas Plan 2 and this proposed TDSIC Plan. In Gas Plan 2, a 5-year plan, NIPSCO 6 

received approval for public amounts for each of the categories shown below. 7 

Category Projected Direct Capital 
Gas System Deliverability $92,656,660 

Gas Systems Integrity $531,495,088 
Rural Gas Extensions $183,421,531 

Plan Total $807,573,279 
* N. Ind. Pub. Serv. Co. LLC, Cause No. 45330, at 13, (IURC Jul. 22, 2020). 8 

 
Gas System Deliverability is to “…add new gas mains and add or upgrade 9 

regulator stations to improve NIPSCO’s ability to meet customers’ deliverability 10 

demands.” (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 8, lines 11-13.) The Gas System Integrity 11 

investments are to “…replace and improve certain segments of NIPSCO’s gas 12 

transmission, distribution, and storage facilities to ensure safety and operational 13 

reliability.” (Id. at page 9, lines 1-3.) The Rural Extensions are the “…plans to make 14 

investments in new or upgraded gas mains and / or regulator stations, and new services 15 

to make natural gas available to rural customers.” (Id. at lines 10-12.) 16 

NIPSCO provided confidential best estimates for each of the 21 projects listed 17 

below, and by Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) account in 18 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Attachments 2-A. The projects have an annual 19 

5% escalation factor applied to the years after the cost estimates originated (“base 20 
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cost”), not including contingency, through the planned year of construction. 1 

(Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 2, page 27 line 15 to page 28, line 3.) 2 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Attachment 2-A presents the annual 3 

capital estimate breakdown per project, 5% escalation on the base estimate, and the 4 

project specific contingency applied to the base estimate and escalation. 5 

Project ID Project Name 
SD16 Shipshewana to Howe 
SD18 Steuben / Angola Deliverability Project 
TP7 Hessen Cassel to Hanna St. 
TP16 MAOP Reconfirmation Vector LaPorte to Ironwood Jackson 
ILI10 ILI Retrofit – Laketon to Thompson Rd 20 
ILI11 ILI 22 RW to Bailly Gen 
ILI12 ILI 24 RW to Rochester 12 
IM24 Corrosion Rectifiers Install/Replace 
IM25 Corrosion Moisture Monitoring 
IM35 Transmission Communications Instrumentation Replacement 
IM43 Tipton Valve Cluster 
IM44 Mayflower Backfeed Regulator 

DIM47 SCADA Visibility Program OKR – IN 
SRC4 RCUGs – Replace Desulf #2 Regeneration System 
SRC5 RCUGs – Replace Desulf #2 Absorber Towers 
SRC6 RCUGs Fire Dept./Sup. TLA & Elect. Bldgs. 
SRC7 RCUGs / Rolling Prairie – OPP 
SRC8 RCUGs Replace Water Treatment Tank 
SRC9 RCUGs Desulf & Dehy Elect. Upgrade 
SRC10 RCUGs Valves 252, 109 & 164 Repl. 
SRC11 RCUGs Upgrade Main 480V Switchgear 

*Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 32, Table 5 and page 43, Table 6 6 

Q: Does NIPSCO have specific economic development projects or rural extension 7 
projects in this TDSIC Plan? 8 

A: NIPSCO did not include any targeted economic development project, as defined in IC 9 

§ 8-1-39-5 and 8-1-39-10(c). NIPSCO has included rural extensions in this TDSIC 10 

Plan, and all rural extension projects are consolidated under Project ID RE1. 11 

(Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, page 5, lines 9-15.)  12 
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Q: Does NIPSCO use contingency in project estimating? 1 
A: Yes, NIPSCO includes contingency for each of the proposed TDSIC plans except 2 

Project IDs SRC11. (Id. at page 87, footnote 13.) While there is no contingency 3 

included in Project ID RE1, this project is based on the projected number of new 4 

customers connecting to NIPSCO’s system each year, which will be updated in each 5 

Plan Update. Per NIPSCO, contingency is approximately 12% or $69,405,545 of the 6 

total direct plan costs including escalation. (Id. at page 27, lines 1-4, and Petitioner's 7 

Exhibit No. 2, Revised Confidential Attachment 2-B respectively.) 8 

Q: Did NIPSCO apply an escalation factor to project contingency? 9 
A: No. NIPSCO did apply a 5% escalation factor to all projects, however, the escalation 10 

factor was applied only to the project base cost estimates not the contingency. 11 

(Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 28, lines 4-9.) 12 

Q: What cost estimate information did NIPSCO provide for its proposed TDSIC Plan 13 
projects? 14 

A: NIPSCO provided cost estimate summaries for each project except for Project ID RE1 15 

in Confidential Appendix 1. (Id. at page 5, lines 3-7.) Detailed cost estimates were 16 

provided to the OUCC as workpapers for each project except for Project ID RE1.  17 

Q: Did NIPSCO file revisions in this case? 18 
A: Yes. NIPSCO filed revisions on February 6, 2026, removing $20,250,755 due to an 19 

error in the confidential workpapers for Project IDs ILI11, IM43, TP16, SD16, and 20 

DIM47 that included some of the escalation two (2) times and discussed in an informal 21 

meeting between NIPSCO and OUCC staff on February 2, 2026. (Petitioner's Revised 22 

Exhibit No. 2, page 8, Table 1.) These revisions included changes to Mr. Carr’s 23 

testimony (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2), Confidential Attachments 2-A and 2-B, changes 24 
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to the confidential markings to all detailed cost estimate workpapers, and revisions to 1 

the cost estimates for Project IDs ILI11, IM43, TP16, SD16, and DIM47.  2 

Q: Please describe the reason for the revisions. 3 
A: In my review of the documents provided in NIPSCO’s initial case-in-chief, specifically 4 

the cost estimates in Confidential Attachment 2-A and the workpapers supporting the 5 

cost estimates for each project, I found the escalation included twice for several 6 

projects. This escalation was included in the base cost and then included again as 7 

escalation on the base cost within Confidential Attachment 2-A. Since its initial case-8 

in-chief, NIPSCO provided revisions that removed the duplication of escalation in 9 

several projects. 10 

Q: Are any of NIPSCO’s projects from Gas Plan 2 contained as projects in this 11 
TDSIC Plan? 12 

A: Yes, NIPSCO moved the primary construction of four (4) projects from Gas Plan 2 to 13 

this TDSIC Plan – Project IDs TP7, SD16, SRC4, and SRC5. Per NIPSCO, Project ID 14 

TP7 was moved out of Gas Plan 2 “…due to complex pipeline routing, engineering and 15 

land considerations.” (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 45, lines 5-8.) Project ID SD16 16 

was moved out of Gas Plan 2 due to “…the significant amount of land acquisitions 17 

needed, resource constraints, and the time it took to reach the final design for the point 18 

of delivery station.” (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 33, lines 5-9.) Project IDs SRC4 19 

and SRC5 were approved in Gas Plan 2 but were moved out of Gas Plan 2 due to the 20 

length of the negotiations with a contractor. (Id. at page 79, lines 1-5.) 21 

Q: Are there any TDSIC Plan projects in NIPSCO’s current base rates or other 22 
tracking mechanisms? 23 

A: Per NIPSCO, none of the projects included in this TDSIC Plan are included in 24 

NIPSCO’s current base rates. (Id. at page 93, lines 15-17.) 25 
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Q: In your opinion are the proposed projects eligible transmission, distribution, and 1 
storage improvements as used in Ind. Code § 8-1-39-2? 2 

A: I have no objections to including 20 of the 22 projects, including Project ID RE1, as 3 

eligible transmission, distribution, and storage improvements as used in Ind. Code § 8-4 

1-39-2. The other two (2) – Project IDs TP7 and TP16 – are not eligible TDSIC projects 5 

and are discussed later in testimony. 6 

 
III. NIPSCO’S REQUESTS  

 
Q: Will you address each of NIPSCO’s requests in this testimony? 7 
A: No. NIPSCO provided a list of requests to be included in this proposed TDSIC Plan in 8 

the Petition. (Petition, pages 7-9.) Mr. Mohab Noureldin will address any requests not 9 

discussed below in Public Exhibit No. 1. 10 

A. PROJECT BEST ESTIMATES 

Q: Has NIPSCO provided best estimates for each of the proposed projects? 11 
A: No. NIPSCO did not provide the best estimates for each of the proposed projects due 12 

to the inclusion of contingency and the inclusion of a 5% annual escalation factor.  13 

a. Contingency 

Q: Has NIPSCO included contingency in the TDSIC Plan? 14 
A: Yes. Per NIPSCO, including escalation, contingency is approximately 12% of the total 15 

TDSIC Plan amount. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 8, Table 1, and Petitioner's 16 

Exhibit No. 2, page 27, lines 1-4.) Project ID SRC11 is the only project with no 17 

contingency included in the NIPSCO provided estimate. (Id. at page 87, footnote 13.) 18 
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Q: Do any of the projects moved from Gas Plan 2 have contingency included in the 1 
estimate in this TDSIC Plan?  2 

A: Yes, all four (4) of the projects – Project IDs TP7, SD16, SRC4, and SRC5 – moved 3 

into this TDSIC Plan have contingency included in NIPSCO’s proposed project 4 

estimates, totaling <Confidential> $  <Confidential>. (Petitioner's Revised 5 

Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Attachment 2-A, and Confidential Revised Appendix 1, 6 

pages 1, 21, 27, and 29.) 7 

Q: In a TDSIC Plan, is a utility able to update the best estimate after a project is 8 
approved by the Commission? 9 

A: Yes. NIPSCO has asked the Commission to approve changes to TDSIC project best 10 

estimates several times throughout Gas Plan 2. In CEI North’s Cause No. 45611 TDSIC 11 

7 Order, the Commission stated:  12 

On the issue of updating project estimates, we find that CEI North’s 13 
updated estimate is reasonable and the best estimate available. The 14 
Commission recognizes that the “best estimate” required under Ind. 15 
Code § 8-1-39-10(b)(1) represents a moment in time and that nothing in 16 
the statute prohibits updating a best estimate as additional information 17 
is learned. To the contrary, our prior holdings have specifically 18 
authorized a utility to update its best estimate when reasonable, or 19 
warranted. (Ind. Gas Co., Cause No. 45611 TDSIC 7, at 7, (Ind. Util. 20 
Regul. Comm’n Jan. 28, 2026).) 21 

 
Q: What is required of NIPSCO regarding actual costs over the approved best 22 

estimate, according to Ind. Code § 8-1-39-9?  23 
A: Ind. Code § 8-1-39-9(g) states, “[a]ctual capital expenditures and TDSIC costs that 24 

exceed the approved capital expenditures and TDSIC costs require specific justification 25 

by the public utility and specific approval by the commission before being authorized 26 

for recovery in customer rates.” The TDSIC statute allows the utility the opportunity 27 

to recover costs more than the approved estimate, but states that specific justification 28 

is required to be provided should a utility seek to recover costs over the approved 29 
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estimate. Along with the opportunity to seek recovery of costs over the best estimate, 1 

the utility must provide sufficient specific justification to support whether the actual 2 

costs over the approved estimate were reasonable. (N. Ind. Pub. Serv. Co. LLC, Cause 3 

No. 45330 TDSIC 9, at 12, (IURC Sep. 30, 2025).) 4 

Q: Does the specific justification required of the utility end with TDSIC Plans?  5 
A: No. The requirement to provide specific justification for costs incurred over an 6 

approved estimate extends beyond TDSIC Plans into Federal Mandate Cost 7 

Adjustment (“FMCA”) Plans and projects with pre-approved estimates. Specific 8 

justification is required by the FMCA statute, Ind. Code § 8-1-8.4-7(c)(3): 9 

Actual costs that exceed the projected federally mandated costs of the 10 
approved compliance project by more than twenty-five percent (25%) 11 
shall require specific justification by the energy utility and specific 12 
approval by the commission before being authorized in the next general 13 
rate case filed by the energy utility with the commission. 14 
 
Further, in the case of a pre-approved project estimate such as the Big 3 Sewer 15 

project constructed by American Suburban Utilities, the Commission stated the utility 16 

has the burden of proof to show that the actual costs over the pre-approved project 17 

estimate were reasonably and prudently incurred, “[p]etitioner has the burden in this 18 

case to demonstrate its $1.08 million dewatering costs were reasonable and prudently 19 

incurred.” (Am. Suburban Util., Inc., Cause No. 44676, at 27, (IURC Nov. 30, 2016).) 20 

Q: Does NIPSCO have experience with best estimates as used Ind. Code §8-1-39-10? 21 
A: Yes. NIPSCO has had extensive experience with generating best estimates as used in 22 

Ind. Code § 8-1-39-10. These best estimates have been required for TDSIC Plans since 23 

NIPSCO filed the petition for Cause No. 44403 on October 3, 2013. NIPSCO has had 24 

more than 12 years to improve its project estimating processes for TDSIC projects. The 25 
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estimates should be more accurate based on the experience in generating estimates for 1 

TDSIC projects through prior TDSIC plans in Cause Nos. 44403 and 45330 and in this 2 

new TDSIC Plan. Despite the estimating experience, the statutory opportunity to 3 

provide justification of costs over an approved estimate, and the statutory requirement 4 

to provide justification over an approved estimate, NIPSCO has included contingency 5 

in 20 of the 22 projects proposed in this TDSIC Plan. Specifically, NIPSCO has 6 

included <Confidential> $  <Confidential> in contingency for the four (4) 7 

projects which were included in Gas Plan 2 – Project IDs TP7, SD16, SRC4, and SRC5. 8 

(Petitioner's Revised Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Attachment 2-A, and Confidential 9 

Revised Appendix 1, pages 1, 21, 27, and 29.) This contingency is included for these 10 

four (4) projects despite recovering <Confidential> $  <Confidential> in 2023 11 

and 2024 actual costs, with another <Confidential> $ <Confidential> in costs 12 

planned and incurred in 2025, which will be clarified in Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 11. 13 

(Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 10, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC 14 

Plan Update-10, page 10.) 15 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s use of contingency in this 16 
TDSIC Plan? 17 

A: I recommend disallowance of the use of contingency, totaling $69,405,545 of the 18 

revised TDSIC Plan project estimates, in these and any future project in this TDSIC 19 

Plan. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Revised Confidential Attachment 2-B, Cell (F)23.) 20 

Contingency is unnecessary. In the future, should the actual costs exceed the approved 21 

best estimate, that specific justification must be provided before recovery is allowed.  22 
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b. Escalation Factor 

Q: What is NIPSCO proposing to use as the escalation factor in this TDSIC Plan? 1 
A: NIPSCO uses a 5% escalation factor in the documents included in the case-in-chief 2 

rather than the 3% used in Gas Plan 2. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 27, line 15 and 3 

page 28, line 3.) As shown in Confidential Attachment 2-A (Confidential Appendix 1 4 

and Confidential Appendix 2) and Confidential Attachment 2-B, the 5% annual 5 

escalation factor is only applied to base cost capital estimates.” (Id. at page 28, lines 6-6 

9.) In other words, NIPSCO applies the 5% escalation factor to the cost estimate before 7 

adding project contingency. 8 

Q: Did you find any errors regarding the application of the escalation factor?   9 
A: Yes. As discussed earlier in testimony, in my review of NIPSCO’s case-in-chief, I 10 

found that NIPSCO included the escalation factor in the project base cost and again as 11 

an escalation factor for five projects – Project IDs DIM47, ILI11, IM43, SD16, and 12 

TP16. This error resulted in NIPSCO filing revisions removing $20,250,755 13 

($650,987,317 – $630,736,562) in direct capital cost from the TDSIC Plan. (Id. at page 14 

8, Table 1 – Investment by Segment and Petitioner's Revised Exhibit No. 2, page 8, 15 

Revised Table 1 – Investment by Segment.) Per NIPSCO the use of escalation is not 16 

meant to account for uncertainty, “[t]he 5% annual escalation is intended to address 17 

expected inflation-based cost increases in material, labor, and other resources under 18 

normal circumstances.” (Id. at page 28, lines 4-6.) 19 

Q: How did NIPSCO decide to use 5% as the annual escalation factor?  20 
A: Within its case-in-chief, NIPSCO provided no other explanation of how the escalation 21 

factor was determined and provided no support showing a 5% escalation factor is 22 
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reasonable. The evidence simply states: 1 

Consistent with the annual escalation factor approved in Cause Nos. 2 
45703 and 46222, NIPSCO applied a 5% annual escalation factor to its 3 
base cost capital estimates to cover anticipated cost increases over the 4 
Plan, which is reasonable based on NIPSCO’s historical experience with 5 
cost increases, as well as with what is anticipated over the next five 6 
years. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 27, line 15 and page 28, line 3.) 7 

 
In response to an OUCC DR, NIPSCO explained the escalation factor was 8 

determined using three (3) factors – the use of the PPI, the use of the Handy-Whitman 9 

Index, and NIPSCO’s belief. (Attachment JJH-1; NIPSCO’s response to OUCC DR 1-10 

003.) 11 

Q: How did NIPSCO use the PPI to support the use of a 5% annual escalation factor?  12 
A: NIPSCO provided two (2) articles published on Utility Dive on December 3, 2025, 13 

using September 2025 PPI data, and January 15, 2026, using November 2025 PPI data, 14 

were found as supporting the use of a 5% annual escalation factor. (Id.) The first article 15 

showed a 12-month change for the inputs to industrial construction as 4.4%, a change 16 

since February 2020 of 40%, and a 12-month change of 9% for iron and steel. (Id.) The 17 

second article showed 4.4%, 42.2%, and 3.1% for each of these same three (3) inputs 18 

and commodities respectively. (Id.) 19 

Q: What did you find in your analysis of the PPI as referenced by NIPSCO?  20 
A: I first accessed the PPI Detailed Report for September 2025 and November 2025 to 21 

find the same data points referenced by the two (2) Utility Dive articles. While I found 22 

the same information for the inputs and commodities referenced by the articles and 23 

NIPSCO, an important clarification is needed. The percentage changes shown in each 24 

of the detailed reports are subject to change up to four (4) months after publication each 25 

month, “[a]ll PPIs are subject to monthly revisions up to 4 months after original 26 
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publication to reflect the availability of late reports and corrections by respondents.” 1 

(PPI Detailed Report, September 2025, Data Collection section, page 337.) This same 2 

note is included in the footnotes for every table included in the detailed report. To be 3 

clear, I am not stating that these reports should not be used in an analysis, it is important 4 

to note that some of the data may change depending on when the information is 5 

accessed, and which detailed report is used. 6 

Q: How did NIPSCO use the Handy-Whitman Index to support the use of a 5% 7 
annual escalation factor? 8 

A: Per NIPSCO, “[t]his index is particularly relevant for utility companies and contractors 9 

involved in public utility construction projects. The index for 2025 reflects an inflation 10 

factor of 4.68% compared to 2024.” (Attachment JJH-1; NIPSCO’s response to OUCC 11 

DR 1-003.) 12 

Q: Did NIPSCO use its belief to support the use of a 5% annual escalation factor? 13 
A: Yes. Per NIPSCO, “[b]ased on the Utility Dive articles, NIPSCO believes that inflation 14 

factor will be higher for 2026 through 2030 compared to 2025.” (Id.) 15 

Q: What did you find in your analysis of NIPSCO’s belief about the level of inflation? 16 
A: NIPSCO provided no information supporting its belief that inflation from 2026 to 2030 17 

will be higher than the inflation reported by two (2) different indices. Without more 18 

concrete evidence, I cannot provide any analysis of NIPSCO’s “belief that inflation 19 

will be higher for 2026 through 2030 compared to 2025.” (Attachment JJH-1; 20 

NIPSCO’s response to OUCC DR 1-003.) 21 

Q: What are some of the impacts to this case if inflation is higher or lower than the 22 
escalation factor used in this case?  23 

A: There may be several impacts to inflation being something other than what is allowed 24 

in this case, for example, if inflation is higher than estimated then NIPSCO would incur 25 
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larger actual costs than estimated and would be required to provide specific justification 1 

to show that the actual costs over the Commission approved best estimate are 2 

reasonable and prudent, as required in Ind. Code § 8-1-39-9(g). It would then be the 3 

Commission’s responsibility to determine whether the justification provided is 4 

sufficient to show the costs were reasonable and prudently incurred. If inflation proves 5 

to be lower than the escalation factor used, then NIPSCO would have the opportunity 6 

to complete a project under the project estimate. No matter the level of inflation, it is 7 

still the responsibility of the utility to be as efficient and financially responsible in the 8 

planning and execution of a project, as described in the Affordability aspect of the Five 9 

Pillars. Any costs incurred in the planning and execution of a project, if deemed 10 

reasonable and prudent by the Commission, will impact the affordability of the service 11 

provided by that utility.  12 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s proposed 5% annual 13 
escalation  14 

A: I recommend disallowance of the use of NIPSCO’s proposed 5% annual escalation 15 

factor, as this escalation factor is based in part on an unquantifiable belief by NIPSCO 16 

and therefore does not meet the statutory requirements. Should the Commission 17 

approve the use of an annual escalation factor, I recommend an annual escalation factor 18 

of not more than 4.5%, which is between the inflation rates indicated by the PPI and 19 

the Handy-Whitman Index, as supported by my testimony above. The reduction from 20 

the proposed 5% annual escalation factor to a factor of not more than 4.5% shows a 21 

reduction of <Confidential> $  <Confidential> from NIPSCO’s Revised 22 

Confidential Appendix 1 and includes the escalation tied to two (2) projects subject to 23 

separate recommendations later in this testimony. 24 
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B. ELIGIBLE TDSIC PROJECTS 

Q: Are the proposed projects eligible TDSIC projects as defined in Ind. Code § 8-1-1 
39-2? 2 

A: No. There are two (2) projects included in the proposed TDSIC Plan that are not eligible 3 

under Ind. Code § 8-1-39-2. These projects are discussed below. 4 

Q: What are the requirements for a project to be an eligible TDSIC project? 5 
A: Ind. Code § 8-1-39-2 lays out that eligible TDSIC projects are those projects that result 6 

in new or replacement gas transmission, distribution, or storage utility projects not 7 

previously included in a utility’s rate base, are approved by the Commission, or were 8 

approved by the Commission as a targeted economic development project. 9 

Q: Did NIPSCO describe any of the projects included in this TDSIC Plan as being 10 
influenced by PHMSA regulations? 11 

A: Yes. Mr. Carr references PHMSA regulations throughout his testimony, he also 12 

discusses how multiple projects are connected to various PHMSA regulations as 13 

included in the list below: 14 

• Project ID SRC7 (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 81, lines 6-17.) 15 
 

• Project IDs ILI10, ILI11, and ILI12 (Id. at page 53, lines 11-15.) 16 
 

• Project IDs ILI10, ILI11, ILI12, and TP16 (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 12, line 17 
17 to page 13, line 1.) 18 

 
• Project ID TP16 (Id. at page 49, lines 3-17.) 19 

 
• Project ID TP7 (Id. at page 45, lines 9-12; and page 46, lines 7-19.) 20 

 
• Discussion of how the lack of Traceable, Verifiable, and Complete (“TVC”) 21 

documents for Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (“MAOP”) 22 
reconfirmation, material verification, pressure testing were factored into the scope 23 
of some projects included in this TDSIC Plan. (Id. at page 44, lines 8-15.) 24 

 
• The statement that future PHMSA pipeline rules may impact projects in the future. 25 

(Id. at page 16 line 15 to page 17, line 1.) 26 
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• Discussion of how PHMSA rules and future updates to PHMSA transmission rules 1 

may require additional projects to be added to the TDSIC Plan. (Id. at page 14, line 2 
19 to page 15, line 9.) 3 

 
In response to an OUCC DR, NIPSCO again states that new PHMSA rules may 4 

create the need for new projects in the future. (Attachment JJH-2; NIPSCO’s response 5 

to OUCC DR 1-001.) NIPSCO goes on to specifically discuss how three (3) projects – 6 

Project IDs TP7, TP16, and ILI12 – are the projects that “…are most directly and 7 

specifically impacted by a PHMSA final rule. (Id.) 8 

Q: Which of the proposed projects does NIPSCO describe as motivated by PHMSA 9 
regulations? 10 

A: Although NIPSCO describes six (6) projects – Project IDs SRC7, ILI10, ILI11, ILI12, 11 

TP7, and TP16 – as connected to PHMSA regulations, it is the last two (2) with which 12 

I have remaining concerns as TDSIC projects. 13 

a. Project ID TP7 

Q: Please explain why Project ID TP7 is not an eligible TDSIC project. 14 
A: Although Project ID TP7 was approved as a TDSIC project in Gas Plan 2, NIPSCO’s 15 

description of the project describes the project to have shifted to be more focused on 16 

the federal mandate aspects of the project. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 45, line 3 17 

to page 46, line 19.) Several aspects of the project are described in the same way in this 18 

case as in Gas Plan 2, but there are some key differences in the descriptions. In both 19 

this case and in Gas Plan 2, this project included: 20 

• The description that the pipelines from Hessen Cassel to Hanna Street are among 21 
the oldest in NIPSCO’s transmission system, lack pressure test data, and contain 22 
vintage oxyacetylene girth welds. (Id. at page 45, lines 9-12 and Cause No. 45330, 23 
Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 64, lines 5-7.); 24 
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• The statement that in this project, approximately 3.8 miles of 16-inch pipeline will 1 
be installed to replace the existing 10-inch pipeline. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, 2 
page, 45, lines 15-19 and Cause No. 45330, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 64, 3 
lines 8-11.); and 4 

 
• The statement that in this project, there will be regulator station work at Hanna 5 

Street and Hessen Cassel stations. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 46, lines 2-4 and 6 
Cause No. 45330, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 64, lines 11-13.) 7 

 
It is at this point NIPSCO’s description of this project in this case begins to 8 

diverge from the description of the project in Gas Plan 2. Per NIPSCO, once this project 9 

is complete, the Hessen Cassel and Hanna Street stations will have the TVC 10 

documentation required to support the MAOP as required in 49 CFR §192.624, 11 

“Maximum allowable operating pressure reconfirmation: Onshore steel transmission 12 

pipelines”. Specifically, “[a]dditionally, upon completion, both Hessen Cassel and 13 

Hanna Street Stations will have an established MAOP based on fully traceable, 14 

verifiable, and complete records in accordance with compliance requirements imposed 15 

by federal mandates, which also supports a cost-effective approach.” (Id. at page 46, 16 

lines 7-11.) 17 

In this case, NIPSCO also states the pressure reduction on an existing 12-inch 18 

pipeline will be to reclassify the pipeline segment as a high-pressure distribution line, 19 

which, when reclassified, the 12-inch pipeline would no longer be subject to 49 CFR 20 

§192.624. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 46, lines 14-19, and Attachment JJH-2; 21 

NIPSCO’s response to OUCC DR 1-001.) 22 

Q: Are there any other differences between Project ID TP7 as approved in Gas Plan 23 
2 and Project ID TP7 as proposed in this TDSIC Plan? 24 

A: Yes. When the primary construction for this project was moved from Gas Plan 2 to a 25 

future TDSIC Plan, the Gas Plan 2 costs were limited to engineering, design drawings, 26 
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and land acquisition. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 47, lines 4-12.) Over the course 1 

of Gas Plan 2, NIPSCO recovered <Confidential> $  <Confidential>. (Cause 2 

No. 45330 TDSIC 10, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan 3 

Update-10, page 10.) NIPSCO requested and was approved to move <Confidential> 4 

$  <Confidential> out of Gas Plan 2 in Plan Update-9, and an additional 5 

<Confidential> $  <Confidential> was moved out of Gas Plan 2 in Plan 6 

Update-10. (Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 9, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit 7 

TDSIC Plan Update-9, page 10 and Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 10, Petitioner's Exhibit 8 

No. 3, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan Update-10.) The <Confidential> $  9 

($  + $ ) <Confidential> moved from Gas Plan 2 is less than the 10 

base cost, escalation, and contingency NIPSCO requests in this TDSIC Plan. (Cause 11 

No. 45330 TDSIC 9, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan 12 

Update-9, page 10; Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 10, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, 13 

Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan Update-10; and Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, 14 

Confidential Attachment 2-A, Confidential Appendix 1, page 9.) NIPSCO is requesting 15 

<Confidential> $  <Confidential> in total project costs with <Confidential> 16 

$  <Confidential> in base costs, <Confidential> $  <Confidential> 17 

in project escalation, and <Confidential> $ <Confidential> in contingency 18 

for Project ID TP7 in this TDSIC Plan. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential 19 

Attachment 2-A, Confidential Appendix 1, page 9.) 20 

Q: After using NIPSCO’s requested 5% escalation factor, is the amount removed by 21 
NIPSCO from Project ID TP7 in Gas Plan 2 the same as the project estimate 22 
requested in this case? 23 

A: No. If the <Confidential> $ <Confidential> removed by NIPSCO in Gas 24 
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Plan 2 is escalated by NIPSCO’s requested 5% escalation, the <Confidential> 1 

$ ($  x 105%) <Confidential> is less than the requested base cost, 2 

<Confidential> $ <Confidential>, NIPSCO requests in this case. (Cause No. 3 

45330 TDSIC 9, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan Update-4 

9, page 10; Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 10, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit 5 

TDSIC Plan Update-10; and Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Attachment 2-A, 6 

Confidential Appendix 1, page 9.) NIPSCO provided no explanation for the difference 7 

between the amount removed from Gas Plan 2 and the amount NIPSCO is requesting 8 

in this case. 9 

Q: How did NIPSCO describe the state of Project ID TP7?  10 
A: Per NIPSCO, “[s]ince that initial estimate was created, engineering has progressed to 11 

100% complete design drawings and land acquisition is nearly complete on 37 12 

parcels/easements.” (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 47, lines 9-12.) Despite 13 

recovering <Confidential> $  <Confidential> over the course of Gas Plan 2, 14 

NIPSCO is requesting as a base cost in this TDSIC Plan more than the entire best 15 

estimate, including contingency, in Gas Plan 2. (Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 10, 16 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan Update-10.) This request 17 

is without any explanation for the difference between Project TP7 in Gas Plan 2 and 18 

Project TP7 in this TDSIC Plan. 19 

Q: Do you have any remaining concerns regarding Project ID TP7? 20 
A: I have no further concerns, however, to be clear, I am not arguing or stating that Project 21 

ID TP7 is not needed or beneficial to the provision of natural gas service. I am stating 22 
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that including this project as a TDSIC project, as described by NIPSCO, is not the 1 

appropriate method. 2 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding Project ID TP7? 3 
A: I recommend disallowance of Project ID TP7 – a total of <Confidential> $  4 

<Confidential> in base cost, escalation, and contingency as a TDSIC project. 5 

(Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Revised Attachment 2-A, Revised Confidential Appendix 6 

1.) 7 

b. Project ID TP16 

Q: Please explain why Project ID TP16 is not an eligible TDSIC Project. 8 
A: Project ID TP16, “MAOP Reconfirmation Vector LaPorte to Ironwood Jackson 9 

Project”, is focused on MAOP reconfirmation, pressure testing, and an ILI inspection 10 

through HCAs. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 49, line 3 to page 50, line 6.) Per 11 

NIPSCO, Project ID TP16 has a 2026 to 2027 estimate of <Confidential> $  12 

($ in base cost + $ in escalation + $ in contingency) 13 

<Confidential> in the original case-in-chief or <Confidential> $  14 

($ in base cost + $ in escalation + $ in contingency) 15 

<Confidential> in the revised cost estimate. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential 16 

Attachment 2-A, Confidential Appendix 1, page 11 and Petitioner's Revised Exhibit 17 

No. 2, Revised Confidential Attachment 2-4, Revised Confidential Appendix 1, page 18 

3.) While Project ID TP16 may appear to meet the eligibility requirements in Ind. Code 19 

§ 8-1-39-2, NIPSCO’s repeated description of the project meeting federal mandates 20 

shows the project would be more appropriately conducted outside of the TDSIC 21 

framework. 22 
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Q: How did NIPSCO describe project scope for Project ID TP16?  1 
A: Of the pipeline described, 28 miles are specifically described as requiring MAOP 2 

reconfirmation activities to meet federal requirements, specifically, “[t]he existing 28-3 

mile stretch of pipeline from roughly LaPorte to South Bend was primarily installed in 4 

1952 and requires MAOP reconfirmation activities to meet compliance requirements 5 

imposed by federal mandates.” (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 49, lines 10-13.) Per 6 

NIPSCO, a total of 3.5 miles of pipeline sections require hydrostatic pressure tests. (Id. 7 

at lines 6-10.) NIPSCO goes on to state this project is a solution to meet compliance 8 

requirements by federal mandates while protecting the asset and the public. (Id. at page 9 

50, lines 3-6.) 10 

Q: Do you have any remaining concerns regarding Project ID TP16?  11 
A: I have no further concerns, however, to be clear, I am not arguing or stating that Project 12 

ID TP16 is not needed or beneficial to the provision of natural gas service. I am stating 13 

that including this project as a TDSIC project, as described by NIPSCO, is not the 14 

appropriate method. 15 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding Project ID TP16? 16 
A: I recommend disallowance of Project ID TP16 – for a total of <Confidential> 17 

$  <Confidential> in base cost, escalation and contingency – as a TDSIC 18 

Project. 19 

C. PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY  

Q: Has NIPSCO proven that public convenience and necessity require each of the 20 
proposed projects? 21 

A: No. NIPSCO has not provided sufficient specific justification for two (2) projects – 22 

Project IDs SD16 and SD18. These projects are discussed below. 23 
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Q: What is NIPSCO proposing for Project IDs SD16 and SD18?  1 
A: NIPSCO classified Project IDs SD16 and SD18 as Gas Deliverability Projects. 2 

(Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 32, Table 5 – Gas System Deliverability Projects.) Per 3 

NIPSCO, Project ID SD16 is to add 13 miles of 12-inch pipeline, 2 regulator stations 4 

and an interstate point of delivery station. (Id. at page 34, lines 15-18.) Per NIPSCO, 5 

Project ID SD18 is to add 9.1 miles of high-pressure distribution 12-inch pipeline, 6 

1,200 feet of plastic pipeline, and a regulator station. (Id. at page 36, line 17 to page 37, 7 

line 1.) 8 

Q: What are your concerns with Project IDs SD16 and SD18? 9 
A: My concerns with these projects come from the lack of information provided 10 

supporting the projects as required by statute. Specifically, NIPSCO did not provide 11 

any quantification of the demand from existing or new customers in Steuben and 12 

LaGrange Counties or any explanation for the change in the project scope for Project 13 

ID SD16. 14 

Q: What changes did NIPSCO make in the project scope for Project ID SD16 as 15 
approved in Gas Plan 2 and Project ID SD16 as proposed in this case? 16 

A: While most of the project scope as described in Gas Plan 2 and in this TDSIC Plan is 17 

unchanged, Project ID SD16 as proposed in this TDSIC Plan changes approximately 18 

four (4) miles of 16-inch pipeline reduced to 12-inch pipeline. (Id. at page 33, lines 15-19 

18 and Cause No. 45330, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 52, lines 5-8.) This change in 20 

the project scope, the reduction of pipeline diameter for a third of the total length, is 21 

not an issue but when the project costs are considered, it does become a concern. As 22 

proposed in this TDSIC Plan, Project ID SD16 has a base cost of <Confidential> 23 

$  <Confidential> while <Confidential> $  <Confidential> was 24 
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moved out of Gas Plan 2 in Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 9. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, 1 

Revised Confidential Attachment 2-A, Revised Confidential Appendix 1, page 21 and 2 

Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 9, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC 3 

Plan Update 9, page 10.) The <Confidential> $ <Confidential> removed 4 

from Gas Plan 2 was a mix of base cost, escalation, and contingency. (Cause No. 45330 5 

TDSIC 9, Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan Update 9, page 6 

10.) Even if the amount removed from Gas Plan 2 were escalated from 2025 to 2030 at 7 

NIPSCO’s proposed 5% escalation factor, <Confidential> $  ($  8 

x 105% x 105% x 105% x 105% x 105%) <Confidential> is significantly less than the 9 

proposed base cost of the same project in this TDSIC Plan, despite a reduction from 10 

16-inch to 12-inch pipeline for approximately 4 miles. (Cause No. 45330 TDSIC 9, 11 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, Confidential Exhibit TDSIC Plan Update 9, page 10 and 12 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 33, lines 15-18.) 13 

Q: Please describe your concerns regarding Project IDs SD16 and SD18.  14 
A: I am concerned with the lack of demand information provided by NIPSCO in support 15 

of these projects. Per NIPSCO, “[b]ased on the interest shown, and needs of the local 16 

regions impacted, NIPSCO expects these projects will spur growth to justify the cost.” 17 

(Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 32, line 17 to page 33, line 2.) In NIPSCO’s case-in-18 

chief, the original and revised documents did not provide any description of the 19 

magnitude of any demand. NIPSCO filed a supplementary response to an OUCC DR 20 

on March 9, 2026. (Attachment JJH-3; NIPSCO’s response to OUCC DR 1-005 with 21 

OUCC Request 1-005 Attachments A, B, and C omitted.) This second supplementary 22 

response by NIPSCO provided estimated demand by 22 existing gas customers with 23 



Public Exhibit No. 2 
Cause No. 46342 

Page 25 of 30 
 

plans to expand if there were more gas available in Steuben county. (Id. at OUCC 1 

Request 1-005 Attachment E.) Per NIPSCO: 2 

In addition, NIPSCO provides OUCC Request 1-005 Confidential 3 
Attachment G showing commercial load requests from customers in the 4 
Steuben County area that were submitted through NIPSCO’s 5 
Commercial New Business process over the last few years, to further 6 
demonstrate interest in developing in Steuben County and the need for 7 
more capacity. (Attachment JJH-3; NIPSCO’s response to OUCC DR 8 
1-005.) 9 

 
The fact that NIPSCO did not provide the commercial load requests received 10 

over the course of several years with its initial case-in-chief, its revised case-in-chief, 11 

the initial response to an OUCC DR, or the first supplemental response to an OUCC 12 

DR and instead waited until a second supplemental response to an OUCC DR is 13 

concerning as this is information needed by the Commission to determine whether the 14 

public convenience and necessity requires a proposed TDSIC project. Further, the fact 15 

that the information was included in a second supplemental response to a DR just two 16 

(2) days before the OUCC is to file testimony in this case does not allow the OUCC 17 

sufficient time to review the information and ask follow-up DRs. The fact that NIPSCO 18 

did not provide commercial load requests received over the course of “the last few 19 

years” makes it appear that at a minimum there is an issue in the communication 20 

process between NIPSCO departments. (Id.) 21 

Q: Please describe any information uncovered in your analysis of Project IDs SD16 22 
and SD18. 23 

A: In response to an OUCC DR, NIPSCO provided the Steuben County Economic 24 

Development Council’s (“SCEDC’s”) 2025 Housing Study projects 300-350 new 25 

housing units within the next 5 years and described having conversations with a 26 

potential two (2) customers which have not been “reduced to writing”. (Attachment 27 
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JJH-3; NIPSCO’s response to OUCC DR 1-005 with OUCC DR 1-005 Attachments 1 

A, B, and C omitted.) If each of the projected 300-350 new customers were to use 72 2 

therms per month, the average residential consumption used in NIPSCO’s last rate case 3 

(Cause No. 45967), then monthly demand would increase by 21,600-25,200 therms. 4 

The SCEDC surveyed multiple companies already in Steuben County which would like 5 

to expand operations but have been unable to expand due to the limited capacity of the 6 

natural gas system in the county. (Id.) 7 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding Project IDs SD16 and SD18? 8 
A: I have no objections to Project IDs SD16 and SD18. If the Commission approves the 9 

projects, I recommend the Commission order NIPSCO to provide additional 10 

information for Project IDs SD16 and SD18 in each Plan Update in which cost recovery 11 

for these projects is sought – the estimated demand for each company which expanded 12 

as a result of these projects, the number of additional residential customers to connect 13 

to NIPSCO’s system not included in Project ID RE1 or any other project, the number 14 

of any new companies and their annual demand added as a result of these projects. 15 

D. PROJECT INCREMENTAL BENEFITS 

Q: What is NIPSCO requesting regarding the incremental benefits of each project? 16 
A: NIPSCO requests the Commission determine, “…that the estimated costs of the eligible 17 

improvements included in the TDSIC Plan are justified by incremental benefits 18 

attributable to the Plan.” (Petition, page 8, section (d).) 19 

Q: What did the Commission determine regarding the incremental benefits of the 20 
proposed projects in previous NIPSCO TDSIC Plans?  21 

A: The Commission approved Gas Plan 2 with the following discussion concerning the 22 
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quantification of incremental benefits of proposed projects below: 1 

The record evidence demonstrates that NIPSCO’s TDSIC Plan is 2 
proposed to reduce risk of asset failure and maintain service reliability. 3 
In doing so, the TDSIC Plan provides incremental benefits compared to 4 
how the future would otherwise unfold. 5 
 
Accordingly, based on the evidence presented, we find that NIPSCO has 6 
sufficiently prioritized and optimized the incremental benefits of its 7 
Plan and otherwise shown a sound basis for the proposed projects and 8 
associated costs, which is consistent with the standard we have 9 
previously applied to the evaluation of incremental benefits under the 10 
TDSIC Statute. (N. Ind. Pub. Serv. Co. LLC, Cause No. 45330, at 25-26 11 
(Ind. Util. Regul. Comm’n Jul. 22, 2020).) 12 

 
Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s request for the 13 

determination that the proposed projects are justified by the incremental 14 
benefits? 15 

A: I have no objection to NIPSCO’s request for the Commission to determine the proposed 16 

projects are justified by the incremental benefits. 17 

E. TDSIC TREATMENT 

Q: What is NIPSCO requesting regarding the treatment of the proposed TDSIC 18 
Plan? 19 

A: NIPSCO requests the Commission approve, “…the TDSIC Plan as reasonable and 20 

designating the eligible transmission, distribution, and storage system improvements 21 

included in the TDSIC Plan as eligible for TDSIC treatment.” (Petition, page 8, section 22 

(e).)  23 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s request for treatment of 24 
the proposed TDSIC Plan?  25 

A: I have no objections to NIPSCO’s request for the proposed TDSIC Plan to be treated 26 

as eligible for TDSIC treatment subject to the rest of the recommendations discussed 27 

in this testimony. 28 
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F. EXTENSION OF SERVICE 

Q: What is NIPSCO requesting regarding the extension of service in rural areas? 1 
A: NIPSCO requests the Commission approve, “...extension of service in rural areas of its 2 

authorized service territory pursuant to Ind. Code § 8-1-39-11(c).” (Id. at section (f).) 3 

Specifically, NIPSCO proposes to include Project ID RE1 that will include all rural 4 

extensions for this proposed TDSIC Plan. 5 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s request to extend service 6 
in rural areas? 7 

A: I have no objections to the inclusion of service extensions in rural areas of NIPSCO’s 8 

service territory. 9 

G. KEY TERMS 

Q: What is NIPSCO requesting regarding the continued use of key terms for the 10 
proposed TDSIC Plan? 11 

A: NIPSCO requests the Commission approve the continued use of key terms in the 12 

proposed TDSIC Plan. (Petition, page 8, section (g).) This indicates NIPSCO is 13 

proposing the same key terms as was approved in Cause No. 45330. 14 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding the use of key terms in the proposed 15 
TDSIC Plan? 16 

A: I have no objections to the use of key terms as these terms have been used in both 17 

previous Gas Plans. 18 

H. PLAN UPDATE PROCESS 

Q: What is NIPSCO proposing regarding the process to update the proposed TDSIC 19 
Plan in future annual filings? 20 

A: NIPSCO proposes three (3) changes from the Gas Plan 2 – changing the frequency of 21 

plan updates, changing the conditions for providing Project Change Requests 22 
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(“PCRs”), and the escalation factor. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 20, line 14 to page 1 

21, line 4 and Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 27, line 15 to page 28, line 9.) If approved 2 

as proposed, the TDSIC Plan will be updated annually rather than every six months as 3 

in Gas Plan 2. I have no objections to the proposed Plan Update change from every six 4 

months to annually. NIPSCO also proposes to change the conditions under which 5 

NIPSCO will provide PCRs in Plan Updates. In Gas Plan 2, NIPSCO provides PCRs 6 

when a cost estimate changes by more than $100,000 or more than 20% over the 7 

Commission approved estimate; however, the proposed change would have NIPSCO 8 

only provide PCRs when the cost estimate changes by more than $100,000 and more 9 

than 20% over the Commission approved estimate. (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 20, 10 

lines 15-18.) 11 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s proposed change to 12 
annual Plan Updates? 13 

A: I have no objections to the proposed change from semi-annual Plan Updates to annual 14 

Plan Updates or the change to the provision of PCRs in future Plan Update filings. 15 

 
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q: What are your recommendations regarding NIPSCO’s proposed TDSIC Plan?  16 
A: I recommend: 17 

• Disallowance of the use of contingency – a total of $69,405,545 from the revised 18 
TDSIC Plan project estimates – in these and any future project in this TDSIC Plan. 19 
In the future, should the actual costs exceed the approved best estimate, that specific 20 
justification should be provided before recovery is allowed. 21 

 
• Disallowance of the use of NIPSCO’s proposed 5% annual escalation factor, as this 22 

escalation factor is based in part on an unquantifiable belief by NIPSCO. Should 23 
the Commission approve the use of an annual escalation factor, I recommend an 24 
annual escalation factor of not more than 4.5%, which is between the inflation rates 25 
indicated by the Producer’s Price Index (“PPI”) and the Handy-Whitman Index. 26 
The reduction from the proposed 5% annual escalation factor to a factor of not more 27 
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than 4.5% shows a reduction of <Confidential> $  <Confidential> from 1 
NIPSCO’s Revised Confidential Appendix 1 and includes the escalation tied to two 2 
(2) projects subject to separate recommendations later in this testimony. 3 

 
• Disallowance of Project ID TP7 – for a total of <Confidential> $  4 

<Confidential> in base cost, escalation, and contingency – as a TDSIC project. 5 
 
• Disallowance of Project ID TP16 – for a total of <Confidential> $  6 

<Confidential> in base cost, escalation and contingency – as a TDSIC project. 7 
 

• The Commission order NIPSCO to provide additional information for Project ID 8 
SD16 and SD18 in each Plan Update in which cost recovery for these projects is 9 
sought, including, but not limited to, the estimated demand for each customer which 10 
expanded as a result of these projects, the number of additional residential 11 
customers to connect to NIPSCO’s system not included in Project ID RE1 or any 12 
other project, the number of any new companies and their annual demand added as 13 
a result of these projects. 14 

 
I have no objections to the balance of NIPSCO’s proposed TDSIC Plan as 15 

discussed above, subject to the above recommendations. 16 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 17 
A: Yes. 18 



Appendix JJH-1 
Cause No. 46342 

Page 1 of 3 
 

APPENDIX JJH-1 TO THE TESTIMONY OF  
OUCC WITNESS JARED J. HOFF 

Q: Please describe your educational background and experience. 1 
A: I graduated from the United States Military Academy at West Point, New York with a 2 

Bachelor of Science Degree in Nuclear Engineering in May 2012. I passed the 3 

Fundamentals of Engineering Exam in spring 2012. 4 

From 2012 to 2017, I worked as an Army Ordnance Officer in several positions 5 

as I was promoted through the different types of support units. I worked in several 6 

locations, including South Korea, Kuwait, Fort Irwin, California and Fort Riley, 7 

Kansas. For the first three years, I worked with the direct support aspect for different 8 

units focusing on maintenance personnel and then on general support (i.e., food, fuel, 9 

water, parts, and maintenance personnel). For most of the remaining time in the Army, 10 

I oversaw the maintenance program for 1-63 AR at Fort Riley. This included managing 11 

the workflow of approximately 150 maintenance personnel and coordinating the 12 

maintenance of over 6,000 pieces of equipment ranging from individual weapons up to 13 

tanks and other armored vehicles.  14 

In 2018 I joined the team at CLEAResult Consulting as a Residential Energy 15 

Auditor and Senior Warehouse Technician supporting the Demand Side Management 16 

(“DSM”) program for AES Indiana. My responsibilities ranged from performing 17 

assessments on customer homes to increase energy efficiency to maintaining and 18 

developing the inventory maintained and used in the DSM program overseen by AES 19 

Indiana. While working with CLEAResult, I maintained my Building Performance 20 
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Institute certification, then attained my Building Analyst certification in 2019, and I 1 

continued to maintain this certification until September 2025. 2 

I began working for the OUCC in February 2023. Since joining the OUCC, I 3 

have attended professional development seminars, including the Electric Utility 4 

Consultants, Inc. (“EUCI”) seminar on Pipeline Safety. My current responsibilities 5 

include reviewing aspects of Transmission, Distribution, and Storage System 6 

Improvement Charges (“TDSIC”) plans and trackers, Federally Mandated Compliance 7 

Adjustments (“FMCA”) trackers, Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 8 

(“CPCN”), and general rate cases for the Natural Gas Division as these are submitted 9 

to the Commission. I also review aspects of CPCN or general rate case filings made 10 

with the Commission with the Electric Division when there are intersections with the 11 

Natural Gas Division.  12 

Q: Have you previously filed testimony with the Commission? 13 
A: Yes. I have provided written testimony in various FMCA, TDSIC, base rate, and CPCN 14 

cases. I filed testimony or provided analysis in the following FMCA or TDSIC Plan or 15 

Tracker cases: Cause Nos. 45400, 45612, and 45330. I filed testimony or provided 16 

analysis in the following base rate cases: Cause Nos. 45888, 45889, 45933, 45967, 17 

45985 U, 46011, 46086, 46209, and 46258. I filed testimony in Cause Nos. 46025, 18 

46125, 46193, and 46246. 19 

Q: Please describe the review you conducted to prepare for this testimony. 20 
A: I reviewed NIPSCO’s Petition, Testimony, Exhibits, and responses to OUCC data 21 

requests. I participated in informal discussions between NIPSCO and OUCC staff on 22 
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January 9, 2026, and February 2 and 19, 2026. I participated in the prefiling stakeholder 1 

meeting on November 17, 2025. I participated in OUCC case team meetings. 2 
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Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC’s  
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Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor’s Data Request Set 1, Request 1‐003  

OUCC Request 1‐003: 

Refer to Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 2, page 27, line 15 to page 28, line 3, please explain the 

process used to determine the 5% annual escalation factor. 

Objections:   

Response: 

In its request for approval of a TDSIC Plan, NIPSCO is charged with putting forward 

its best estimate of costs for its projects, which includes adding a reasonable escalator.  

The best estimate of costs in this filing is based on 2026 dollars. NIPSCO has used a 5% 

escalation  factor  in  its  cost  estimates  to  capture what  is anticipated  in  terms of  the 

directional inflationary increases in the costs of materials and labor.  

NIPSCO previously  received approval  for a 5% annual escalation  in  its Gas FMCA 

CPCN filing in April 2022 (Cause No. 45703) and its Gas FMCA CPCN filing in April 

2025  (Cause No.  46222)  to  address  its  concerns  relating  to  higher  inflationary  cost 

increases.   

In  its  Gas  Plan  2  (plan  period  January  2020  through  December  2025),  NIPSCO 

experienced inflationary cost increases where a 3% annual escalation factor was used. 

(See, e.g., TDSIC Updates 5 and 6). NIPSCO has also seen significant inflationary cost 

increases in its Electric TDSIC Plan in Cause Nos. 45557‐TDSIC‐4, TDSIC‐5, TDSIC‐6 

and TDSIC‐8, which is also subject to a 3% annual escalation factor.  Economic volatility 

has been and continues to be a cause of concern for NIPSCO.   NIPSCO continues to 

monitor various trade articles and inflation indices to predict what the future may hold 

for construction costs associated with various projects.  

A  recent Utility Dive article dated December 3, 2025,1 notes  that  construction  costs 

continue  to  climb  as prices  rise  for  key materials  and  states  that price  volatility  is 

keeping  procurement  unpredictable  for  contractors.  The  article  highlights  the 

September 2025 Producer Price Index (PPI), which indicates inputs for commercial as 

well as  industrial construction had a 12‐month percentage change of 4.4% and over 

40%  since  February  of  2020.   Within  commodities,  iron  and  steel  had  a  12‐month 

percentage change of 9.0%.  The Producer Price Index (PPI) serves as a key economic 

indicator and often signals future consumer price trends. A more recent Utility Dive 

1 https://www.utilitydive.com/news/construction‐costs‐PPI‐climb‐5th‐straight‐month/806750/  
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Supplemental Responses to 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor’s Data Request Set 1, Request 1‐003  

 

article dated  January  15,  2026,2  indicates  the  lack of  clarity will present  even more 

challenges for contractors in the year ahead stating “[u]nfortunately, it is impossible to 

know exactly how the cost of tariffs will be distributed throughout the supply chain,” 

and “[t]hat makes it exceptionally difficult to know how construction input prices will 

behave in 2026.” 

In  addition,  the  Handy  Whitman  Index  is  a  widely  used  measure  for  tracking 

construction costs  in  the utility sector.   This  index  is particularly relevant  for utility 

companies and contractors involved in public utility construction projects.  The index 

for 2025 reflects an  inflation factor of 4.68% compared to 2024.   Based on the Utility 

Dive articles, NIPSCO believes that inflation factor will be higher for 2026 through 2030 

compared to 2025.  

Supplemental Response: 

NIPSCO’s response was not intending to imply that the “base year” for each of the cost 

estimates is 2026 but rather that the best estimate of costs in this filing is based on 2026 

dollars (the first year of the Plan), which were then escalated using the 5% escalation 

factor.  The “base year” for the cost estimates is 2025, with the exception of IM44 which 

is 2024. 

 

 
2   https://www.utilitydive.com/news/tariffs‐push‐construction‐input‐prices‐

higher/809712/?utm source=Sailthru&utm medium=email&utm campaign=Issue:%202026‐01‐

15%20Utility%20Dive%20Newsletter%20%5Bissue:80770%5D&utm term=Utility%20Dive  
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Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC’s  

Objections and Responses to 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor’s Data Request Set 1  

OUCC Request 1‐001: 

Refer  to Petitionerʹs Exhibit No. 2, page 16,  line 15  to page 17,  line 4, please explain 

which of the projects included in this TDSIC Plan include work required by PHMSA 

pipeline rules. For each of these projects, please explain the work included in the scope 

which is required by PHMSA pipeline rules and whether any of this work is not a result 

of an agency final action. 

Objections:   

NIPSCO objects to this Request on the grounds and to the extent that this Request is 

vague and ambiguous as the phrase ʺagency final actionʺ is undefined.  For purposes 

of this response, NIPSCO interprets this to mean “a final rule.” 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general and specific objections, NIPSCO 

is providing the following response: 

The cited reference in this Request (Question / Answer 18), was intended to clarify that 

new PHMSA rules could create the need for new projects in the future, not necessarily 

that it would impact any of the current projects.  With that said, and given that PHMSA 

rules are the primary governance authority for the transportation of natural gas, all or 

most projects are likely impacted in some way. However, PHMSA compliance does not 

necessarily  drive  the  projects.  The  projects  that  are most  directly  and  specifically 

impacted by a PHMSA final rule include those that fall under CFR 192.624 “Maximum 

allowable operating pressure  reconfirmation: Onshore steel  transmission pipelines.” 

MAOP reconfirmation requirements and deadlines (July 3, 2028, and July 2, 2035), are 

as follows: 

TP7 (Hessen Cassel to Hanna St.) Scope: 

As described in the direct testimony of NIPSCO Witness Carr (Question / Answer 45), 

the  construction  of  the  new  pipeline will  allow  for  the  retirement  of  one  existing 

pipeline that has MAOP record deficiencies, and the derate of the other parallel line so 

that  CFR  192.624  no  longer  applies  and  drives  the work  to  be  performed  at  the 

distribution regulator stations. The work at the north and south regulator stations will 

also resolve any existing station MAOP record deficiencies.  

TP16 (MAOP Reconfirmation Vector LaPorte to Ironwood Jackson) Scope: 
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Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor’s Data Request Set 1  

As described in the direct testimony of NIPSCO Witness Carr (Question / Answer 48), 

the ILI Crawler scope is required to perform the pipeline reassessment requirement of 

high consequence areas per CFR 192.917. Replacing an approximate one mile section 

of the existing 22‐inch pipeline and conducting a hydrostatic pressure test on a total of 

3.5 miles across multiple sections of existing pipe, is driven by CFR 192.624.  

ILI12 (24 RW to Rochester 12) Scope: 

The replacement of approximately 1,200 feet of pipeline within this project is driven by 

CFR 192.624. The rest of  the scope  is solely related  to modifying  the  line  to become 

inline inspectable.  

Attachment JJH-2 
Cause No. 46342 

Page 2 of 2



Cause No. 46342 
Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC’s  

Second Supplemental Responses to 
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor’s Data Request Set 1 

OUCC Request 1-005: 

Refer to Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2, page 32, line 17 to page 33, line 2, “[b]ased on the 
interest shown, and needs of the local regions impacted, NIPSCO expects these projects 
will spur growth to justify the cost.” Please provide the supporting documents and 
studies supporting this statement. 

Objections:  

NIPSCO objects to this Request on the grounds and to the extent that this Request 
solicits an analysis, calculation, or compilation which has not already been performed 
and which NIPSCO objects to performing. 
Response: 

Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing general and specific objections, NIPSCO 
is providing the following response: 

Steuben County and Shipshewana Projects were included in this plan as deliverability 
projects because they are crucial projects that allow additional gas capacity into the 
NIPSCO system to support organic growth of existing and future customers, including 
new residential, commercial, and institutional customers in the regions where the 
NIPSCO system has demonstrated gas system capacity constraints.  These projects will 
also improve system reliability by providing additional pressure support for existing 
customers.  

Angola Deliverability 

In addition to the testimony described in NIPSCO’s case-in-chief, and based upon 
requests for service and planned development in the regions, NIPSCO expects the 
deliverability projects will spur growth. This is based in part on the following: 

Information provided by the CEO of the Steuben County Economic Development 
Corporation (“SCEDC”) with regard to businesses within Steuben County that would 
like to expand in the next 3 years: 

Surveyed Company 
Business Expansion 
Next 3 years Location 

Wrengineering Yes Angola 
HPI Wire Assemblies Yes Angola 
Highland computer Forms Yes Angola 

Attachment JJH-3 
Cause No. 46342 
Page 1 of 9



Cause No. 46342 
Northern Indiana Public Service Company LLC’s  

Second Supplemental Responses to 
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor’s Data Request Set 1  

 
Foods Alive Yes Angola 
Electri-Tec Yes Angola 
BOMAG Yes Angola 
RR Donnelly Yes Angola 
Resolute Precision Manufacturing Yes Angola 
Precision Edge Yes Angola 
Vestil (15-20 MMBTU) Yes Angola 
Brightmark (Bring to full capacity) Yes Ashley 
DMG Yes Fremont 
Padnos Yes Fremont 
New Horizons Bakery (2 new baking 
lines) Yes Fremont 
Cardinal IG (potential additional 
furnace) Yes Fremont 
Alleghany Coatings (additional Powder 
Coating Lines) Yes Fremont 
Cold Heading (additional lines at both 
facilities)   
Triton Metal Products  Yes Hamilton 
Rieke Packaging (Additional Injection 
Molding equipment) Yes Hamilton 
AZZ (Bring online full capacity for 
additional work) Yes Hamilton 
Madsen Wire (More Automated Welding 
Equipment) Yes Hamilton 
Miller Poultry Yes Orland 
 

Additionally, as shown in OUCC Request 1-005 Attachment A, the SCEDC 2025 
Housing Study indicates that 300-350 new housing units are expected to be constructed 
in Angola, Fremont, Hamilton, Ashley, Clear Lake and Orland in the next 5 years.  This 
does not include any existing homes that may convert from other heating sources that 
would be along the route of this or associate extensions.   

The Steuben /Angola Deliverability project is further supported by Steuben County 
Officials as further detailed in Witness Sears Direct Testimony by their commitment to 
fund the preparation of the Class 3 estimate with design, permitting, right‐of‐way 
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acquisition, easements and long‐lead material acquisition not to exceed $1 million in 
order to support the continued economic growth of the County. Please see OUCC 
Request 1-005 Confidential Attachment B. 

LaGrange County 

As more fully described in Witness Carr’s Direct Testimony (Pages 30-34) the 
Shipshewana and LaGrange County area systems are currently at or near maximum 
capacity and cannot easily support new commercial or industrial load without this 
project.  The project not only provides for additional capacity to supply industrial parks 
located north of the town of Howe but will also support new and existing growth of 
new residential and commercial development.  As shown in OUCC Request 1-005 
Attachment C, the LaGrange County Economic Development Commission State Road 
9 Corridor Utility Master Plan outlines the needs for NIPSCO gas infrastructure 
improvement to support the planned economic growth in the area. The land use 
assumption of this master plan as well as ongoing work with the region assisted 
NIPSCO in understanding the utility demands for natural gas based upon existing and 
planned development.  

NIPSCO has more recently had conversations with RV manufacturing facilities in the 
region that would benefit from this extension to enable the ability to serve the planned 
expansion(s), as well as an existing industrial manufacturing customer requiring 
upgrades to the NIPSCO system to enable expansion.  These projects have not been 
reduced to writing or have a detailed scope and estimate at this time.   

Supplemental Response: 

See OUCC Request 1-005 Attachment D. 

Supplemental Objections:   

NIPSCO objects to this Request on the grounds and to the extent that this Request seeks 
information that is confidential, proprietary and/or trade secret.   

Second Supplemental Response: 

NIPSCO understands that SCEDC has provided anticipated growth data directly to the 
OUCC in support of this project. A copy of that correspondence and data is attached 
and marked as OUCC Request 1-005 Attachment E and OUCC Request 1-005 
Attachment F.  In addition, NIPSCO provides OUCC Request 1-005 Confidential 
Attachment G showing commercial load requests from customers in the Steuben 
County area that were submitted through NIPSCO’s Commercial New Business 
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process over the last few years, to further demonstrate interest in developing in Steuben 
County and the need for more capacity. 
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Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: Michael Martin <mmartin2224@icloud.com> 

Subject: Additional Steuben County Natural Gas Requirements - Next Three Years 

Date: Mar 3, 2026 at 5:00 PM 

To: Heather Poole <hpoole@oucc.in.gov>, LeJa Courter <lcourter@oucc.in.gov> 

Cc: Dave Martin <Dmartin@angolain.org>, Wil Howard <whoward@co.steuben.in.us>, 
"Isaac R Lee," <Isaac@steubenedc.com> 

 

 

Hello Heather and LeJa: 

 

Enclosed is a spreadsheet for your review documenting the Economic Development growth 
estimates of additional natural gas requirements within the next three years in Steuben 
County. Please feel free to share this information with others on your team. The additional 
requirements were determined by the Steuben County team with input from customers. 
The data has been shared with personnel from NIPSCO.  

 

The usage estimates are additional gas requirements for 22 existing 
manufacturing/machining, packaging and other businesses operating in Steuben County. 
The businesses were surveyed by the Steuben County Economic Development Corp. The 
list also includes new and anticipated facilities requiring natural gas on the campus of Trine 
University in Angola. These estimates were provided by Michael Bock, VP of Special 
Projects at Trine based on input from NIPSCO Major Accounts. We also included and 
estimate of natural gas usage if a Casino would locate in Steuben County as a result of 
ongoing discussions in Indianapolis. 

 

The spreadsheet attached, provides comments regarding the scope of the  surveyed 
industries' manufacturing process and explanations regarding the computation of monthly 
and annual expanded usage in therms. In some cases, the businesses provided specific 
details of their expanded natural gas needs. In other cases we created an estimate based 
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Steuben County Economic Development Corporation
Review of Manufacturing  and Service  Companies with Economic Development Expected Growth - Within Three Years

Comments and Expected Monthly and Annual Usage in Therms
Request by Indiana Office of Consumer Advocate - Feb 5 2026

NIPSCO Gas TDSIC - Cause No 46342
Prepared By: Michael J. Martin, Martin Energy Consulting

Steuben County Economic Development Growth Projects Above Existing Requirements

Companies Surveyed

Business 
Expansion 

Next 3 
years

Location Comments Facility Sq. Ft Mo. Therms 
Low to High

Average 
Therms 
Monthly

Annual Therms 
Low to High

Average  
Therms 

Annually

Wrengineering Yes Angola

Based on company web review, AI and online research, machining operations are 
more electric than gas. Usage primarily space heating, water heating, HVAC within 
the sq. ft of current footprint         12,500.00 500 - 2500 1,500.00     6000 - 30000 18,000.00         

HPI Wire Assemblies Yes Angola

Based on company web review, AI and online research, machining is more electric 
than gas. Usage primarily space heating, water heating, HVAC. Expansion would be 
within the sq. ft of current footprint. 13,500 BTU/sq ft annually,         12,500.00 140.63        1,687.50           

Highland Computer Forms Yes Angola

Based on MJM review and online research machining is more electric than gas. 
Usage primarily space heating, water heating, HVAC within the sq. ft of current 
footprint. Similar to Wrengineering  N/A 500 - 2500 1,500.00     6000 - 30000 18,000.00         

Foods Alive Yes Angola

Company manufactures and packages organic health food. Usage determined on 
internet search of similar businesses with similar processes. Business expansion 
would be within the sq. ft of current footprint  N/A 167 - 500 333.00        2000 - 6000 4,000.00           

Electri-Tec Yes Angola

Based on web review, AI and online research, machining is more electric than gas. 
Usage primarily space heating, water heating, HVAC within the sq. ft of current 
footprint         35,000.00 1,563.33     18,760.00         

BOMAG Yes Angola

Company produces specialty vented spouts using a polymer molding process likely 
more electricity than natural gas. Expansion would be within the sq ft of current 
footprint         33,476.00 1,563.33     18,760.00         

RR Donnelly Yes Angola
Company manufactures pressure sensitive labels, linear labels, bar codes. Annual 
expansion of energy usage is: 2,020,803 kWh and 20,349 Therms annually       184,000.00 1,695.75     20,349.00         

Resolute Precision Manufacturing Yes Angola

CNC machining process using computerized controls. Computer numerical controls 
producing precision milled products. Expansion would be within the sq. ft of current 
footprint and similar to the Electri Tech facility         35,000.00 1,563.33     18,760.00         

Precision Edge Yes Angola

Manufacture of surgical orthopedic cutting tools, CNC machining tools using 
computerized controls based on web search, AI and online research,  usage based on 
535,500 BTU/sq/ft.  Expansion would be within the sq. ft of current footprint         63,000.00 25,000 - 33,333 29,166.50   300,000 - 400,000 350,000.00       

Vestil Yes Angola

In 2025, Vestil broke ground for expanded roto molding process with a meter rating 
of 16 MMBTU per hour.  According to conversations with company personnel, 
Vestil plant likely runs at 40%. New expansions likely at 13MMBtu/hour with 40% 
run rate.       250,000.00 84,680.00   1,016,160.00    

Brightmark Yes Ashley

According to its website Brightmark utilizes heat pyrolysis chambers, reaching 
temperatures as high as 1,500°F (approx. 815°C) to break down plastics.
The process heat is generated by burning a combination of natural gas and synthetic 
gas (syngas) produced on-site from the plastics themselves. Expansion would be 
within the sq. ft of current footprint.       120,000.00 4,690.00     56,280.00         

DMG Yes Fremont

According to a web search, AI and online research, DMG focuses on precision-
crafted components, utilizing advanced manufacturing techniques to ensure high-
quality outputs. They handle various processes such as cutting, bending, and 
welding, accommodating a wide range of products from simple brackets to complex 
large frame weldments.  Expansion would be within the sq. ft of current footprint.  
Electri-Tech used as proxy for expanded usage       130,000.00 4,690.00     56,280.00         

Padnos Yes Fremont

Padnos produces compound plastic formulations to meet customer specifications.  As 
a full-service plastics recycling facility, they sort, grind, and compound resins 
providing a consistent, lower-cost alternative to prime material. Based on web 
research, natural gas usage could be similar to Brightmark in Ashley. Expansion 
would be within the sq. ft of current footprint       120,000.00 4,690.00     56,280.00         

New Horizons Bakery Yes Fremont

According to a web search, AI, and online research, New Horizons Baking Company 
produces soft sandwich buns and English Muffins for the world’s most recognizable 
quick service restaurants. Potentially 1-2 new lines For purposes of this analysis 
usage similar to Food Alive in Angola was used in calculations.  over 20,000 167 - 500 333.00        2000 - 6000 4,000.00           

Cardinal IG Yes Fremont

According to a web search the assembly process (creating the sealed air space) is less 
energy-intensive than producing the raw glass sheets. Possible $200M expansion 
with additional gas needs (unknown amount at time of request). Using other similar 
sources the natural gas usage is;        300,000.00 14,070.00   168,840.00       
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Alleghany Coatings Yes Fremont

The company's specializes in applying high-performance zinc flake coatings to small-
to-mid-size metal components, such as ball studs and brake rotors. The facility 
utilizes custom-designed dip-spin and rack-spray coating processes to provide 
corrosion resistance, lubrication, and wear resistance, primarily serving the 
automotive industry. Annual Additional 3320 MWh and 873,000 Therms anticipated         72,000.00 72,750.00   873,000.00       

Cold Heading Yes

Fremont 
and 

Hudson

CHCs product range extends to nearly all applications in the automotive, commercial 
truck, agriculture & military industries. With the vertical integration of sub-processes 
CHC provides complete control of quality from start to finish for every fastener. CHC 
is a trusted source for the most critical applications from automotive seat belt bolts to 
advanced military components. All CHC fasteners are designed for specific 
applications and with quality processes independently defined to exceed all 
performance requirements. Expansion would be within the sq. ft of current footprint 
which is 77,000 sq. ft in Fremont and 49,000 sq ft in Hudson. usage similar to other 
facilities       126,000.00 4,690.00     56,280.00         

Triton Metal Products Yes Hamilton

Triton uses the following machining process:                                                          
Laser Cutting: Utilizes CNC laser and tube laser cutting for precision.
Welding: Offers both robotic and manual welding capabilities.
Machining: Involves CNC machining and turning for detailed component fabrication.
Stamping and Forming: Includes CNC stamping and press brake operations for 
shaping metal.
Finishing: Provides powder coating and assembly services to enhance product 
durability and aesthetics. Expansion would be within the sq ft of current footprint. 
Usage could be similar to Precision Edge       153,000.00 25,000 - 33,333 29,166.50   300,000 - 400,000 350,000.00       

Rieke Packaging Yes Hamilton

Rieke Packaging employs advanced manufacturing techniques to produce high-
quality packaging solutions. Expansion would be within the 73,000 sq. ft of current 
footprint         73,000.00 1,563.33     18,760.00         

AZZ Yes Hamilton

The AZZ facility in Hamilton, Indiana, specializes in hot-dip galvanizing, a four-step 
process designed for long-term corrosion protection of steel products. The process 
includes chemical cleaning, fluxing, immersion in molten zinc. Bring back online 2 
line, unknown gas usage. For this analysis estimates usage similar to Alleghany 
Coatings

 19,000 
Expansion in 
2012 72,000.00        72,750.00            873,000.00       

Madsen Wire Yes Orland

Madsen Wire manufacturing, which includes powder coating, wire forming, and 
fabrication, suggests natural gas is likely used for industrial ovens during the powder 
coating curing process. For the purpose of this analysis estimated usage at 50% of 
Alleghany Coatings. Expansion would be within the sq. ft of current footprint 45,000.00       36,375.00   436,500.00       

Miller Poultry Yes Orland

 Miller Poultry  facility is used for poultry slaughtering and processing, featuring air-
chilling technology. Miller Poultry processing facility in Orland, Indiana, uses 
natural gas primarily for steam generation in boilers and for heating, which includes 
their gas stunning addition. While specific, public, real-time natural gas consumption 
figures for the Orland facility are not available, according to a web search typical 
large-scale poultry processing plants with similar operations consume, on average, 
approximately 9,500 MMBtu of natural gas per month, often totaling around 
114,000 MMBtu annually  Expansion would be within the sq. ft of current footprint 260,000.00     95,000.00   1,140,000.00    

Total 391,723.71 5,573,696.50    

Trine University  Campus Growth Above Existing Requirements

Inflatable Athletic Dome Yes Angola

Inflatable dome next spring, providing training, practice and competition space for 
sports including baseball, softball, lacrosse, soccer and football. 5Mil BTU/hr. at full 
rating 92,000.00          18,250.00     109,500 - 328,500 219,000.00         

Pelligrino Student Design Center Yes Angola
State-of-the-art robotics lab, aeronautics lab, and powertrain lab 5.350 Mil BTU/hr. 
at full rating 22,000.00          19,527.50     117,165 - 351,495 234,330.00         

Summit Street Apt. Yes Angola
200 bed facility, keyless entry, exercise facility computer lab student huddle rooms. 
2.0 Mil BTU/hr. at full rating 55,024.00          7,300.00       43,800 - 131,400 87,600.00            

Trine family facility Yes Angola Expansion of exercise and workout facility .50 Mil BTU/hr. at full rating 1,825.00       10,950 - 32,850 21,900.00            
Construction of new academic buildin Yes Angola Academic Bldg. 8 Mil. BTU at full rating N/A 29,200.00     175,200-525,600 350,400.00         

Hershey Hall Renovation Yes Angola
Complete Restoration of nearly 50 year old facility to state of the art. 14.350 Mil. 
BTU/hr. at full rating N/A 52,377.50     314,265 - 942,795 628,530.00         

Second Sheet of Ice at Hockey Arena Yes Angola
Due to Demand the University is considering a second ice rink on campus. 2.5 Mil. 
BTU/hr. at full rating N/A 7,491.08       44,895 - 134,681 89,893.00            

Student Housing Yes Angola
As a result of growing student population on campus Trine will construct additional 
housing. 2.0 Mil BTU/hr. N/A 43,800.00     43,800 - 131,400 87,600.00            

Student Center Yes Angola
As a result of student growth on campus, Trine will consider expanding its existing 
student center facility. 8.0 Mil BTU/hr.  N/A       29,200.00  175,200 - 525,600            350,400.00 

Total 208,971.08  2,069,653.00     

Prospective Casino Yes

Steuben 
County

The State of Indiana has approved a Casino to be relocated to North East Indiana. 
Steuben County is one of the potential locations. To estimate the potential natural gas 
usage SC used the Firekeeper Casino and Hotel in Battle Creek Mi as a proxy. Data 
was obtained through AI and web searches. Usage includes space heating, 
operations, commercial kitchen and hot water.  27,083.33     250,000 - 400,000 325,000.00         
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Note:  OUCC Request 1-005 
 Attachment G is Confidential. 
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AFFIRMATION 
 

I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that the foregoing representations are true 
and correct to the best of my information and belief. 
 

 

     
 _________________________________  
 Jared J. Hoff 
 Utility Analyst  

Indiana Office of  
Utility Consumer Counselor 
Cause No. 46342 
 
 
__03-11-2026________________________ 
Date 
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