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January 19, 2009

International Accounting Standards Board
30 Cannon Street

London, United Kingdom

EC4M 6XH

Dear Sir or Madam:

AltaGas Utilities Inc. (“AUI") is pleased to submtbmments concerning the Exposure Draft issued by
the International Accounting Standards Board ont&aper 25, 2008 titled “Additional Exemptions for
First-Time Adopters — Proposed Amendments to IFRS 1

AUI is a rate-regulated natural gas distributioititytserving over 67,000 residential, rural, conroial
and industrial customers in over 90 communitiesughout Alberta, Canada. AUI is incorporated under
the laws of Canada and is a wholly-owned subsididiriltaGas Utility Group Inc. which is a publicly
traded corporation listed on the Toronto Stock Exge (TSX:AUI).

Conversion to IFRS based on currently publisheddsteds would cause the Canadian utilities industry
incur a very expensive and potentially impossibigcpss of recreating detailed historic recordst dsea
transition date because of unavailable or unvéligiadocumentation of past transactions relating to
property, plant and equipment. AUl alone has priypelant and equipment assets that have in some
cases been in service for more than 60 years. cobieof recreating the historical records for prope
plant and equipment as well as intangible assatertply with current IFRS requirements would previd
little or no economic benefit for our customergulators, investors, creditors or employees.

AUI strongly supports the IASB proposal to providlansitional relief under IFRS 1 for entities with
operations subject to rate regulation. Howeverdescribed in our detailed responses to the qumsstio
posed in the Exposure Draft, we believe that postiof the proposed wording create some confusidn an
are not practical in nature for many rate regulatetities. In addition, we request that additidioglus be
placed on balancing the cost and effort associai#d total compliance on adoption of IFRS with the
benefits of such presentation to users of the Gizdrstatements when the IASB refines the wordifig o
the proposed amendments.

AUl would like to thank the IASB for its consideiat of our comments and we commend the efforts of
the IASB to address the concerns of our industry.

Sincerely,

Andr ew Baboneau

Andrew Baboneau, CA
Supervisor, Financial Control
AltaGas Utilities Inc.

Attachment



Q1 — Deemed cost for oil and gas assets

Do you agree with the proposed deemed cost options for entities using full cost accounting under
previous GAAP? Why or why not? If not, what alternative do you propose and why?

No comment.
Q2 - Oil and gas assets — disclosure

Do you agree with the proposed disclosure requirements relating to the deemed cost option for oil and
gas assets? Why or why not?

No comment.
Q3 — Deemed cost for operations subject to rate ratation

Do you agree with the proposed deemed cost option for entities with operations subject to rate
regulation? Why or why not? If not, what alternative do you propose and why?

AUI supports the proposed amendment subject téotf@ving comments.
A. Balancing of costs versus benefits of total compliae with IFRS 1

The requirement for rate regulated entities to detrate the impracticability of both retroactive
restatement and fair value as deemed cost in oodetilize the carrying amount of items of property
plant and equipment and intangible assets at tteeadidransition to IFRSs appears to be inconsistéh
the Board’s conclusions regarding balancing theé and effort of total compliance against the obyect
of providing a suitable starting point for accoungtiunder IFRS as outlined the Basis of Conclusions.
Based on the definition of impracticability outlthén IAS 8, it appears that it will be a particijar
burdensome threshold for rate-regulated entitiesdet due to the high potential cost and efforbived.
None of the other elections within IFRS 1 requineeatity to demonstrate impracticability in ordertte
applied, which raises further concerns as to how ithpracticability of retroactively restating or
determining the fair value of property, plant aggiipment and intangible assets can be demonstoated
a practical basis.

Therefore, we request that the IASB consider rengte concept of impracticability from this electi

in order to provide a more workable balance betwbercost and effort associated with determinirgg th
opening balances at the date of transition andigiray a suitable starting point for accounting unde
IFRS.

B. Testing for impairment

There is an inconsistency between the requiremeht®\S 36 and paragraph 19B of the proposed
amendments that state that “an entity shall test @am for which this exemption is used for impaant

in accordance with IAS 36, and if necessary, redheecarrying amount.” The term “item” is not
formally defined within IFRS, however in the contex the proposed amendments, it appears to be at a
much greater detail below that of a cash-generatmgor individual asset at outlined in IAS 36 the
basis on which to conduct an impairment test. @loee, it can be inferred that “the requirementetst
each item for which the proposed exemption is Usedmpairment at the date of transition” will be
significantly more extensive and detailed thangr®isions within IAS 36 that require an entityassess

at the end of each reporting period whether theecamy indications that a cash-generating unit or
individual asset may be impaired.



At a practical level, the application of impairmeesting as per the provisions of IAS 36 on an itgm
item basis would be immensely costly and arduduepi outright impossible to complete. The data
required to consider the presence of any impairniedicators on an item by item basis would be
unavailable in virtually all instances without assiag them on a combined basis with the underlying
asset or cash-generating unit to which they belong.

We believe that a straightforward proposal involvemoving the requirement to test each item for
impairment and instead reinforce that an entigdisady required to apply the provisions of IASa@éhe
date of transition to IFRSs to review its cash-gatiieg units and assets for indicators of impairtraerd
where applicable estimate the recoverable amouthieofash-generating unit or asset.

C. Expand deemed cost option to include intangible asts

The scope of the proposed deemed cost option fiitiesnwith operations subject to rate regulation
currently only applies to items of property, plamd equipment. Several rate-regulated entitie® hav
capitalized amounts such as land rights or fraechb@nsents classified as intangible assets that may
include certain costs that were in accordance wi#vious national GAAP, but do not qualify for
capitalization under IFRSs. As with certain iteafsproperty, plant and equipment, the restatemént o
these intangible assets “would require historicdébrmation that, given the typical age of somehad t
assets involved, is probably no longer availab\&ould be difficult to estimate.”

Therefore, we request that the IASB consider anmgntlie wording of the proposed deemed cost option
so that it can be expanded to include other cakegjof assets such as intangible assets.

Q4 — Leases

Do you agree with the proposal not to require the reassessment of whether an arrangement contains a
lease in the circumstances described in this exposure draft? Why or why not?

No comment.
Q5 — Assessments under previous GAAP before the @adf transition to IFRSs

Do you agree that the situation referred to in Question 4 is the only one in which additional relief of this
typeisneeded? If not, in what other situationsis relief necessary and why?

No comment.



