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1 L IDENTIFICATION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

2 

3 Q l : Mr. Chernick, please state your name, occupation and business address. 

4 Al: I am Paul L. Chernick. I am the president of Resource Insight, Inc., 5 Water 

5 Street, Arlington, Massachusetts. 

6 

7 Q2: Summarize your professional education and experience. 

8 A2: I received an SB degree from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in June 1974 

9 from the Civil Engineering Department, and an SM degree from the Massachusetts 

10 Institute of Technology in February 1978 in technology and policy. I have been 

11 elected to membership in the civil engineering honorary society Chi Epsilon, and the 

12 engineering honor society Tau Beta Pi, and to associate membership in the research 

13 honorary society Sigma Xi. 

14 I was a utility analyst for the Massachusetts Attorney General for more than three 

15 years, and was involved in numerous aspects of utility rate design, costing, load 

16 forecasting, and the evaluation of power supply options. Since 1981,1 have been 

17 a consuhant in utility regulation and planning, first as a research associate at 

18 Analysis and Inference, after 1986 as president of PLC, Inc., and in my current 

19 position at Resource Insight. In these capacities, 1 have advised a variety of 

20 clients on utility matters. 

21 My work has considered, among other things, the cost-effectiveness of 

22 prospective new generation plants and transmission lines, retrospective review of 

23 generation-planning decisions, ratemaking for plant under construction, 

24 ratemaking for excess and/or uneconomical plant entering service, conservation 

1 



1 program design, cost recovery for utility efficiency programs, the valuation of 

2 environmental externalities from energy production and use, allocation of costs of 

3 service between rate classes and jurisdictions, design of retail and wholesale rates, 

4 and performance-based ratemaking and cost recovery in restructured gas and 

5 electric industries. My professional qualifications are further summarized in 

6 Exhibit PLC-1. 

7 

8 Q3: Have you testified previously in utility proceedings? 

9 A3: Yes. I have testified more than two hundred times on utility issues before various 

10 regulatory, legislative, and judicial bodies in the United States and Canada. 

11 

12 Q4: Have you previously testiHed before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio? 

13 A4: Yes, In Cases No. 91-635-EL-FOR, 92-312-EL-FOR, 92-1172-EL-ECP, I 

14 testified on behalf of the City of Cincinnati on the treatment of demand-side 

15 management (DSM) in the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Long Term Forecast 

16 Report for 1992. In Case No. 95-203-EL-FOR, I testified on behalf of tiie 

17 Campaign for an Energy Efficient Ohio on cost-effectiveness tests for electric 

18 DSM- hi Case 03-2144-EL-ATA, I testified on behalf of Green Mountain Energy 

19 on the pricing of standard-offer service. 

20 



1 Q5: Have you been involved in other utility-related activities in Ohio? 

2 A5: Yes. In June 2006,1 completed a report (witii others) for the Office of the Ohio 

3 Consumers' Counsel, "Integrated Portfolio Management in a Restructured Supply 

4 Market," 1 also made the following presentations to seminars and training 

5 programs sponsored by the Ohio Office of Energy Efficiency: 

6 • "The Economic and Environmental Benefits of Gas IRP: FERC 
7 636 and Beyond" for "Gas Utility Integrated Resource Planning," 
8 April 1994; 
9 

10 • "DSM Cost Recovery and Rate Impacts" and "Cost-Effectiveness 
11 Analysis for Effective DSM Collaborative Processes," August 
12 1993. 
13 
14 

15 Q6: What is your experience with gas DSM? 

16 A6: I was involved in the following: 

17 Projects and Cases: 

18 • Projects related to the Boston Gas Company in the late 1980s and 
19 early 1990s, including testimony advocating that Boston Gas 
20 initiate a DSM program, on behalf of the Boston Housing 
21 Authority (June 1988); testimony on behalf of Boston Gas on its 
22 avoided costs and cost-effectiveness in March and December 1989; 
23 and assistance in development of Boston Gas avoided costs in 
24 subsequent proceedings. 
25 
26 • Testimony before the Ontario Energy Board on behalf of the Green 
27 Energy Coahtion in cases related to recovery of DSM costs, lost 
28 revenue, and incentives for Consumers Gas and Union Gas in 
29 1995-2000. 
30 
31 • Development of gas avoided costs for utilities in Massachusetts, 
32 New Hampshire, and Rhode Island, in 1999 and 2001. 
33 
34 • Development of gas avoided costs for Upstate and Downstate New 
35 York, for New York State Energy Research and Development 
36 Authority in 2006, 
37 



1 • Estimation of potential lost revenues and discussion of alternative 
2 recovery mechanisms for Con Edison's gas DSM programs on 
3 behalf of NYSERDA (2006). 
4 • Washington Gas Light's avoided costs for DSM on behalf of the 
5 Maryland Office of People's Counsel (Maryland PSC 8720); May 
6 19%). 
7 
8 • Review of the Elizabethtown Gas Company's 1992 DSM Plan on 
9 behalf of the New Jersey Department of Public Advocate. 

10 
11 Presentations: 
12 
13 • Demand-Side Management and the Global Environment 
14 Conference; "Least Cost Planning and Gas Utilities," Conservation 
15 Law Foundation Utility Energy Efficiency Advocacy Workshop; 
16 Boston, February 28, 199L 
17 

18 • District of Columbia Natural Gas Seminar on "Conservation in the 
19 Future of Natural Gas Local Distribution Companies," May 23, 
20 19S9. 
21 
22 • Massachusetts Natural Gas Council, on "Conservation and Load 
23 Management for Natural Gas Utilities," April 3, 1989. 
24 
25 Publications: 
26 
27 • "Is Least-Cost Planning for Gas Utilities the Same as Least-Cost 
28 Planning for Electric Utilities?" in Proceedings of tiie NARUC 
29 Second Annual Conference on Least-Cost Planning, September 10-
30 13, 1989. 
31 
32 • "Conservation and Cost-Benefit Issues Involved in Least-Cost 
33 Planning for Gas Utilities," in Least Cost Planning and Gas 
34 Utilities: Balancing Theories with Realities, Seminar proceedings 
35 from the District of Columbia Natural Gas Seminar, May 23, 1989. 
36 



1 II. INTRODUCTION 

2 

3 Q7: On whose behalf are you testifying? 

4 A7: My testimony is sponsored by the Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel 

5 ("OCC"). 

6 

7 Q8: What is the purpose of your direct testimony? 

8 A8: The OCC has asked me to address issues raised by the January 12, 2007 

9 Stipulation filed in this case. 

10 

11 Q9: Have you reviewed the January 12 Stipulation filed in this proceeding? 

12 A9: Yes, I have reviewed the January 12 Stipulation. That stipulation discards the 

13 energy-efficiency portfoho proposed by Vectren, OPAE, and OCC, through the 

14 April 7, 2006 Stipulation. The April Stipulation would have instituted much more 

15 comprehensive energy-efficiency portfolio of programs for commercial and 

16 residential customers. The January Stipulation replaces these programs with a $2 

17 million single energy efficiency program directed solely to low-income 

18 customers. 

19 I have also reviewed the Commission's Opinion and Order of September 13, 2006 

20 and the Commission's November 8, 2006 Entry on Rehearing, as well as other 

21 case materials, including testimony filed in the first phase of this proceeding. 

22 



1 QIO: How is the January 12 Stipulation related to the September 13 Opinion and 

2 Order in this docket? 

3 AlO: By its own terms, the January 12 Stipulation attempts to convert the conclusions 

4 of the Commission's September 13 Opinion and Order into a stipulation. The 

5 Stipulation states that it: 

6 • i s "intended to preserve the result of the Commission's original 
7 order in this proceeding." 
8 
9 • will "retain the result of the Commission's September Order and 

10 November Entry on Rehearing. Any unintended ambiguity, actual 
11 or perceived, in this document should be interpreted to have a 
12 meaning consistent with terms and conditions approved in the 
13 September Order." 
14 
15 Clearly, the January 12 Stipulation is inextricably linked to the conclusions 

16 of the Commission in its September 13 Opinion and Order and its 

17 November Entry on Rehearing. 

18 

19 Q l l : What is your understanding of the change in the approach to energy 

20 efficiency in the January 12 Stipulation, compared to that of the April 

21 Stipulation? 

22 Al 1: Since the January 12 Stipulation is based upon the decision reached by the 

23 Commission in the Opinion and Order, the change in focus is apparently due to 

24 the Commission's view that the energy-efficiency portfolio in the April 

25 Stipulation has not been shown to be economically beneficial. In particular, in the 

26 Commission's Order of September 13, 2006, this issue was addressed: 



1 In the last rate proceeding, signed April 13, 2005, ... we rejected 
2 OCC's proposal for a much higher level of funding stating that 
3 OCC's efforts to develop DSM programs were laudable, but under 
4 close scrutiny OCC's proposal would cause nonparticipants in the 
5 conservation program to pay higher rates to subsidize the program 
6 and that, to consider the adoption of the program, we would need 
7 to find net-economic benefits.... Order at 12 

8 [I]t would be unfair to impose the program on VEDO ratepayers 
9 where there is no credible basis that, in isolation, the DSM 

10 program would result in the economic benefits referenced by OCC. 
11 Order at 13 
12 

13 These statements in the order appear to reflect the views of the Commission Staff, 

14 and in particular Staff Witness Steve Puican. The Staff was not a signatory party 

15 to the April Stipulation, and filed direct and surrebuttal testimony against the 

16 adoption of the April Stipulation (Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony of Steve 

17 Puican). I will therefore comment on the assertions in that testimony, since that 

18 seems to be the ultimate basis for the January 12, 2007 Stipulation. 

19 

20 Q12: Please summarize your conclusions. 

21 A12: The natural gas energy efficiency programs contained in the April Stipulation 

22 were cost effective and should have been approved in their entirety. The cost 

23 effectiveness tests that are appUed to evaluate electric DSM programs are 

24 appropriate for evaluating gas DSM programs. Finally, gas DSM programs 

25 provide system benefits for all customers. 

26 



1 HI. ENERGY-EFFICIENCY PROGRAM COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

2 

3 Q13: How would you determine the net economic benefits of energy-efficiency 

4 programs? 

5 Al 3: Like any other activity, energy efficiency efforts should be evaluated by 

6 comparing their benefits to their costs. Various utilities and regulators use 

7 variations on this basic total-cost concept. If the total cost of a program is less 

8 than the total benefits, or the total cost with the program is less than the total cost 

9 without the program, the program is cost-effective. 

10 In some jurisdictions, the test is called the Total Resource Cost Test, in others the 

11 Societal Test. Some jurisdictions include only the expected direct dollar costs 

12 home by the utility and its customers. ̂  Since the costs to the utility generally 

13 flow through to the customers in their bills, these direct-cost tests essentially 

14 measure the effect of the energy-effiiciency program on total bills. 

15 Other jurisdictions include the effects of the program on other factors important to 

16 the utility's customers, to the remainder of the jurisdiction, and sometimes a 

17 broader public, such as the costs of other utiHty services (e.g., the marginal cost of 

18 other fuels and water), environmental externalities, reliability, improved service, 

19 and risk. These broader-cost tests add to the direct consumer costs quantifiable 

20 indirect costs and various measures of the quality of the service. 

In some states, energy-efficiency services are delivered by entities other than the utility, in which case the 
program administrator's costs are also included. 



1 Q14: Should all costs to customers be treated equivalently in evaluating energy-

2 efficiency programs? 

3 A14: Yes. A dollar spent by the utility on an energy-efficiency program, a dollar of 

4 fuel or storage capacity charges or purchased power or O&M or capital recovery 

5 for T&D, and a dollar spent by a customer for energy efficiency all ultimately 

6 come from the pockets of the customers. The simplest objective of resource 

7 planning is to minimize those costs. 

8 

9 Q15: Does it matter whether the costs avoided are related to capital investments, 

10 expenses, or purchases? 

11 A15: No. The nature of the costs is not critical to the cost-effectiveness of DSM; I have 

12 never seen such distinctions made in any reference work or in any other 

13 jurisdiction. 

14 

15 Q16: Are some types of avoided costs important and other unimportant? 

16 A16: No. The belief that only the costs of avoiding "expensive generating facihties" 

17 should be treated as benefits of energy-efficiency programs is erroneous when one 

18 looks at the rationale for electric DSM historically. 

19 

20 Q17: What was the rationale for electric DSM in the 1980s? 

21 A17: The high costs of power supply in the 1980s certainly caught the attention of 

22 utilities, regulators and customers. In some states, those high costs were driven, 

23 at least in part, by the costs of new nuclear units, but by the time the plants were 

24 completed and in rates, they were no longer avoidable. Avoiding the completed, 
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17 

18 

or nearly completed, power plants was not the purpose of energy-efficiency 

programs. 

In the states that were most active in energy-efficiency in the 1980s—California, 

New York, and the New England states—high fuel prices were also an important 

part of the high costs of power. In many c|As, utilities and regions had more than 

enough capacity, including committed reso h ces, and no new power plant 

investment was expected to be avoidable ft r many years. Much of the benefit of 

energy efficiency was reducing fuel use at T(vl(iat were then considered to be high 

prices.^ 

Q18: 

A18: 

Did the same support exist for gas DSM 

Yes. By the late 1980s, regulators in at le; 

and the District of Columbia had ordered 

efficiency investment. 

Following the same historic logic, the Coni •! ission 

programs that help in reducing utility depea 

customer service obligations and that pass i i 

Other benefits typically included reducing purchases capac|ty|and 
opportunity to sell into the market capacity and energy from^ 
T&D. 

10 

should support gas DSM 

I sncy on purchasing gas to meet their 

' '̂otal Resource Cost Test. 

California, Massachusetts, Vermont 

ural-gas utilities to pursue energy-

energy from existing plants, the 
idisting plants, and reducing investment in 



are Q19: How do the fuel prices in the 1980s com|| 

A19: In the late 1980s, average annual natural g 

$2/MMBtu, and crude oil was $15~$20^a|r4l 
,1 

•r 

Henry Hub exceed $7/MMBtu tiirough 20|2 

S50/barrel. In terms of fuel prices and fuel 

more important today than it was in the 19$0|s 

to current fuel prices? 

wellhead prices were less than 

. Today, futures prices for gas at 

while crude oil is running about 

security, energy efficiency is much 

8 Q20: Have those jurisdictions that promoted 

9 have now restructured abandoned DSMijpjrograms 
i 
,i 

10 responsible for building generating facilftl|es 

11 A20: No. As they restructured the utility industi^. 

12 Connecticut, New York and New Jersey creaited 

13 energy efficiency through charges on custoju^r 

14 utilities in those states now relate to generation 

15 relate to gas commodity—^purchasing com^i^d 

16 the costs through, while dehvering commodi 

17 customers—they have increased their comtiittment 

18 it. 

19 

11 

gy efficiency in the 1980s and 

as utilities ceased to be 

, expensive or otherwise? 

such states as Massachusetts, 

new mechanisms for funding 

bills. Even though the electric 

services much as gas utilities 

ity for some customers and flowing 

y from third parties to other 

to DSM, rather than decreased 



1 Q21: Are you aware of any jurisdictions that i^i^dertook electric DSM primarily to 

2 reduce emissions? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

programs introduced the valuation of 

Mid reflected those costs in their 

3 A21: No. Somejurisdictions with operating DSM 

4 environmental externalities in the late 198(]|s 

5 total-cost tests, I do not know of any situa|iobs in which extemahties resulted in 

6 significant expansion of DSM programs. 

as 

Q22: Global warming has been identified as 

when DSM was first introduced as a co 

warming as much a concern today as it 1̂  

A22: Global warming has become a much larger! i 

long been recognized as providing enviro 

including those contributing to global warrAit 

of the motivations for regulators 

in the early 1980s. Is global 

in the early 1980s? 

sue since the early 1980s. DSM has 

ni^intal benefits by reducing emissions, 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q23; Is it true that cost-effective energy-efficieii|cy programs may result in higher 

16 rates? 

17 A23: Yes. Whether rates rise overall depends oili i^any factors, some of which I discuss 

18 in Section V (page 16). 

Q24: If rates rise, does that mean that the eneigy-efficiency program is not cost-

effective? 

A24: Not at all. Cost-effectiveness deals with thife 

paying for their energy services, not with the 
,1 

dekatherm. Consumers write checks for b ih , 

12 

otal dollars that customers are 

rate per kilowatt-hour or per 

, not for rates. 



1 Q25: If rates rise, would customers who do not participate in the program pay 

2 higher bills? 

3 A25: Not necessarily. Energy-efficiency programs loflen transform markets, so that 

4 more efficient equipment and designs become standard practice, so even non-

5 participants in the program can wind up with lower bills. 

6 Energy-efficiency programs also confer health, enviromnental-quality, and 

7 quality-of-life benefits that are no less real foit being external to the economic 

8 transaction that is captured in rates and bills, ! 

9 In addition, the non-participants in one program may be participants in other 

10 programs, and non-participants in the first year may be participants in later years. 

11 Over time, portfolios of energy-efficiency p|ro^ams should be designed to offer 

12 direct benefits to as many customers as feasdb|le. 

14 Q26: Based on the information available to yon, do the programs proposed in the 

15 April Stipulation pass the Total Resource Cost Test? 

16 A26: Yes. OCC estimated at the time of the negdtiations for the April 2006 stipulation 

17 in this case, the following nominally leveliaed societal costs per therm saved for 

18 Vectren's proposed non-low-income programs: 

19 • S0.35/therm saved for furnace-rebate program 

20 • $0.58/therm saved for residential-new^construction program 

21 Vectren's consultants estimated the real-levielized avoided costs for its Indiana gas 

22 companies at about S0.885/therm for heating load and $0.81/therm for non-

13 



heating load over periods of 15 to 30 years.-? • In the nominally levelized terms of 

the cost estimate, the avoided costs would he about $ 1.20/therm for heating load 

and Sl.lO/therm for non-heating load, over tthe twenty-year life of the measures. 

The programs of the April Stipulation are highly cost-effective with those avoided 

costs. 

7 Q27: Have you reviewed Vectren's estimate of avoided costs? 

8 A27: Yes. The derivation of the avoided costs isicontained in Appendix D to the 

9 Vectren DSM Action Plan. The estimate is based on Vectren's Indiana gas costs 

10 for 2005/06, differentiated between customers with space heating and those 

11 without. That initial price is reduced over the next few years in proportion to the 

12 falling Henry Hub forwards, and then in proportion to the Energy Information 

13 Administration's forecast of gas delivered to residential customers in the East 

14 North Central region.^ 

15 

16 Q28: Is that a reasonable approach? 

17 A28: The general approach is reasonable, but Veetren's computation appears to 

18 understate the benefits for customers. Most importantly, the starting point is 

19 Vectren's average cost of gas, including pipeline and storage capacity charges. 

20 The average cost of gas included some mai^:€it-price gas and some fixed-price gas 

"Vectren DSM Action Plan: Final Report," prepared for Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana by Forefront 
Economics and H. Gil Peach & Associates, December 9, 2005, provided as Document Request #4. 

4 I 
These avoided cost values are consistent with Vectren's response to OCC Document Request #2b (Ohio 

Avoided Costsl).doc. 

14 



1 at much lower prices. The cost of gas avoided by a reduction in load would be the 

2 higher market price. 

3 
4 IV, NATURAL-GAS-UTILITY AVOIDED COSTS 

5 
6 Q29: What costs are avoided by gas DSM? 

7 A29: Gas DSM can avoid both supply costs and utility costs. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Q30: What supply costs are avoided by gas DSM? 

A30: Gas supply planning is complicated, especiially when the utility and several other 

suppliers are serving customers in the same service territory. The utihty, or any 

other supplier, may: 

• purchase gas at the wellhead or at production-area hubs, under 
long-, intermediate-, and short-term contracts (which may cover 
deliveries every day of the year or as little as 60 days), and fi-om 
the spot market; 

• purchase pipeline delivery capacityifi-om each gas purchase point 
to the citygates, under long-, intenmediate- and short-term 
contracts; 

• swap gas at one location for gas at another location; 

• purchase gas at delivery points closer to the citygates, fi-om 
generators, brokers and other usersjeither long- or short-term; 

• purchase underground storage capacity (paying annual capacity 
charges, inventory charges, injectiosi and withdrawal fees); 

• purchase pipeline capacity from ea<^ gas purchase point to the 
storage facilities (usually off-peak or year-round), and firom the 
storage facihties to the citygates (usually only in the peak months); 

• build local gas storage, as LNG (liq|uefying gas off-peak and 
expanding it on-peak) or compressed gas; 

15 



1 • build local propane facilities to inject supplemental suppUes under 
2 design-peak conditions.^ 
3 
4 
5 Depending on its exact mix of gas supplies, a reduction in load due to energy 

6 efficiency will allow the utility to avoid various categories of these costs. If the 

7 utility does not fully use its commodity and 'capacity entitlements, it can sell the 

8 excess to other users at market rates. 

9 Not only will the utility (and direct marketers) purchase less gas, the reduction in 

10 demand will generally reduce the unit market price of gas, further reducing die 

11 cost to customers, as I discuss in Section V, below. 

12 

13 Q31: What local utility costs are avoided by gas DSM? 

14 A31: In addition to the avoided local storage and supplemental supply costs, energy 

15 efficiency can reduce some operating costs, such as energy used for compression, 

16 and local transmission and distribution inv^tments. 

17 

18 V. ENERGY-EFFICIENCY SYSTEM BENEFITS 

19 Q32: Do customers who do not participate in DSM programs receive any benefit 

20 from the reduction in usage? 

21 A3 2: Yes. In fact, natural-gas DSM benefits non-tparticipating customers in at least 

22 three ways, as follows: 

5 

Gas utilities must have supplemental supphes—propane, loo&l storage, and/or additional pipeline 
capacity—to allow delivery of sufficient gas in extreme weathier conditions. 

16 : 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

Vectren has a range of gas resources. Reductions in gas usage may 
allow Vectren to cut back its use of tthe most expensive resources, 
reducing average gas prices to customers. 

Reduced usage is likely to allow V^tren to avoid some local 
transmission-and-distribution costs.; 

Reduced demand for natural gas byiifirm customers may free up 
pipeline capacity and local distribution capacity, allowing Vectren 
to deliver more gas to interruptible and dual-fuel customers, 
earning revenues that reduce delivery costs to firm customers-
Reduced demand for natural gas will tend to reduce wholesale 
market prices in production areas and in delivery areas, benefiting 
Vectren customers and gas customeprs throughout Ohio and 
beyond. Since the market price of flectricity is driven largely by 
the cost of gas burned in power plaHts, electric customers in Ohio 
and elsewhere will also benefit. 

Q33: What is the price effect of gas conservation? 

A33: First, the simplest analysis of demand and supply curve fi'om an elementary 

economics textbook makes the point that shifting the demand curve for a product 

to the left reduces the quantity and price at which the demand and supply curves 

cross. As demonstrated by the spikes in gas prices in cold weather, the supply 

curve for natural gas is quite steep, so a chmge in the market-clearing quantity 

would be expected to result in a large change m the market price. If the change in 

demand is very small, the change in price njjay not be striking, but it should occur. 

Second, a large number of electric and gas ttilities nationwide, and in Canada, do 

have large-scale DSM programs. Ohio is already getting the benefits of reduced 

gas prices from DSM m California, Ontaridij tiie Northeast, and elsewhere; 

implementing the programs fi'om the April Stipulation would move Vectren 

toward contributing to reducing gas prices further. 

17 



1 Third, Ohio's gas usage is large enough that̂  a serious conservation effort could 

2 have an observable effect on Ohio gas prices. A recent study by the New York 

3 Energy Research and Development Administration estimated that a gas DSM 

4 program capturing just 5% of economic efBfciency potential (reducing end-user 
ij 

5 gas consumption by just 1.5%) by 2016 could reduce total retail gas prices by 

6 about 0.3%.^ While that does not look like a large price reduction, the present-

7 value savings to New York gas consumers would be over $500 million. Since 

8 Ohio*s gas usage is comparable to New Yorfc State's usage, a similar effort in 

9 Ohio is likely to have a similarly significant benefit for all gas consumers, 

10 including non-participants. 

11 

12 VI. ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN RESOURCE PLANNING 

13 

14 Q34: What is the role of energy efficiency in gas-resource planning? 

15 A34: Energy efficiency is one of the few resources available to gas utilities to reduce 

16 and stabilize customer bills over the long term. Unlike electric utilities, gas 

17 utilities cannot generally build or contract for new supply resources in their 

18 service territories to supply below-market energy to their customers. Gas utihties 

19 have a limited range of supply options, other than purchases at market prices. 

6 

"Natural Gas Efficiency Resource Development Potential in New York" (with Phillip Mosenthal, R. Neal 
Elliott, Dan York, Chris Neme, and Kevin Petak. Albany, NY.; New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority. October 31, 2006. For comparison, a study of a much larger efficiency effort (with 
reductions of about 6% in both gas and electric load) across eight Midwest states (with several times the gas 
usage of Ohio or New York) estimated a 13% reduction in wholesale gas prices. ("Examining the Potential for 
Energy Efficiency To Help Address the Natural Gas Crisis in the Midwest," Kushler, M., et al., January 2005, 
American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy Report U051.) These estimates are consistent, when 
adjusted for the different scope and scale. 

18 



In addition, energy efficiency is essentially the only way in which firm gas 

customers can respond to, and moderate, riising market prices. Given the 

difficulties and costs for many customers in implementing energy-efficiency 

measures on their own, utility DSM programs are vital in transforming the gas 

market to a normal competitive market, in Which both supply and demand 

respond to price changes. 

8 Q35: Has the PUCO acknowledged the imporjbnce of energy efficiency in gas 

9 planning and policy? 

10 A35: Yes. The PUCO, in its Order (at 13), stated: 

11 The Commission does recognize that conservation and efficiency 
12 should be an integral part of natural gas policy and that it may be 
13 appropriate to reconsider the level of support. 

14 

15 However, the PUCO has not acted consisteaitiy to support conservation and 

16 energy efficiency as part of a natural gas policy. When it discarded the energy 

17 conservation portfoho sponsored in the April Stipulation, in favor of a single $2 

18 million low income program, it quashed the opportunity to put into action its 

19 purported policy. 

20 
21 Q36: Does this conclude your testimony? 

22 A36: Yes. 

19 
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PAUL L . CHE(tNiCK 

Resource Insight, Inc. 
5 Water Str^t 

Arlington, Massachusetts 02176 

SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
1986- President, Resource Insight, Inc. Cons|alts and testifies in utility and hisurance 
Present economics. Reviews utility supply-plantiing processes and outcomes: assesses 

prudence of prior power planning investment decisions, identifies excess generat­
ing capacity, analyzes effects of power-|)ool-pricing rules on equity and utility 
mcentives. Reviews electric-utility rate 4esign. Estimates magnitude and cost of 
fiiture load growth. Designs and evaluates conservation programs for electric, 
natural-gas, and water utilities, including hook-up charges and conservation cost 
recovery mechanisms. Determines avoided costs due to cogenerators. Evaluates 
cogeneration rate risk. Negotiates cogei^ation contracts. Reviews management 
and pricing of district heating systems. Determines fan" profit margins for 
automobile and workers* compensation insurance lines, incorporathig reward for 
risk, return on investments, and tax effeqts. Determines profitabiUty of transpor­
tation services. Advises regulatory comn^ssions in least-cost planning, rate design, 
and cost allocation. 

1981-86 Research Associate, Analysis and liference. Inc. (Consultant, 1980-81). 
Researched, advised, and testified in \ ^ o u s aspects of utility and insurance 
regulation. Designed self-insurancepoolLfornuclear decommissiomng; estimated 
probability and cost of insurable events, and rate levels; assessed alternative rate 
designs. Projected nuclear power plant Construction, operation, and decommis­
sioning costs. Assessed reasonableness of earlier estimates of nuclear power plant 
construction schedules and costs. Reviewed prudence of utility construction 
decisions. Consulted on utility rate-desigh issues, hicludmg small-power-producer 
rates; retail natural-gas rates; public-a^ncy electric rates, and comprehensive 
electric-rate design for a regional power agency. Developed electricity cost 
allocations between customer classes. Reyiewed district-heating-system efSciency. 
Proposed power-plant performance standards. Analyzed auto-insiurance profit 
requirements. Designed utility-financed, decentralized conservation program. 
Analyzed cost-effectiveness of transmission lines. 

1977-81 Utility Rate Analyst, Massachusetts Attorney General. Analyzed utility filings 
and prepared alternative proposals. Participated in rate negotiations, discovery, 
cross-examination, and briefing. Provided extensive expert testimony before 
various regulatory agencies. Topics included demand forecasting, rate design, 
marginal costs, time-of-use rates, reliabilily issues, power-pool operations, nuclear-
power cost projections, power-plant co^-benefit analysis, energy conservation, 
and alternative-energy development. 



EDUCATION 

SM, Technology and Policy Program, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, February 1978. 

SB, Civil Engineering Department, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, June 1974. 

HONORS 

Chi Epsilon (Civil Engineering) 

Tau Beta Pi (Engineering) 

Sigma Xi (Research) 

Institute Award, Institute of Pubhc UtiHties, 1981. 

PUBLICATIONS 

"Environmental Regulation in the Changing Electric-Utility Industry" (with Rachel 
Brailove), International Association for Energy Economics Seventeenth Annual North 
American Conference (96-105). Cleveland, Ohio: USiAEE. 1996. 

"The Price is Right: Restructuring Gain fh)m Market Valuation of Utility Generating Assets" 
(with Jonathan Wallach), International Association for Energy Economics Seventeenth 
Annual North American Conference (345-352). Cleveland, Ohio: USAEE. 1996. 

"The Future of Utility Resource Plannkig: Delivering Energy Efficiency through Distributed 
Utilities" (with Jonathan Wallach), International Association for Energy Economics 
Seventeenth Annual North American Conference (460-469). Cleveland, Ohio: USAEE. 1996. 

"The Future of Utility Resource Planning: Dehvering Energy Efficiency through Distribution 
Utilities" (with Jonathan Wallach), 1996 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, 
Washington: American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy 7(7.47-7.55). 1996. 

"The Allocation of DSM Costs to Rate Classes," Proceedings of the Fifth National 
Conference on Integrated Resource Planning. Wgishington: National Association of 
Regulatory Utility Commissioners. May 1994. 

"Envu-onmental Externalities: Highways and Byways" (with Bruce Biewald and William 
Steinhurst), Proceedings of the Fifth National Conference on Integrated Resource Planning. 
Washington: National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners. May 1994. 

"The Transfer Loss is All Transfer, No Loss" (with Jonathan Wallach), The Electricity 
JoMT-Ha/6:6 (July 1993). 

"Benefit-Cost Ratios Ignore Interclass Equit/' (with onthers), DSM Quarterly, Spring 1992. 

"ESCos or Utility Programs: Which Are More Likely to Succeed?" (with Sabrina Buner), 
The Electricity Journal 5:2, March 1992. 
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"Determining the Marginal Value of Greenhouse Gas Emissions" (with Jill Schoenberg), 
Energy Developments in the 1990s: Challenges Facing Global/Pacific Markets, Vol. II, July 
1991. 

"Monetizmg Environmental Externalities for Inclusion in Demand-Side Management 
Programs" (with E. Caverhill), Proceedings from t̂he Demand-Side Management and the 
Global Environment Conference, April 1991. 

"Accounting for Externalities" (with Emily Caverhill). Public Utilities Fortnightly 127(5), 
March 1 1991. 

"Methods of Valuing Environmental Externalities" (with Emily Caveriiill), The Electricity 
Journal A{2\ March 1991. 

"The Valuation of Environmental Externalities in Energy Conservation Planning" (witii 
Emily Caverhill), Energy Efficiency and the Environment: Forging the Link. American 
Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy; Washington: 1991. 

"The Valuation of Environmental Extemahties m Utility Regulation" (with Emily Caveriiill), 
External Environmental Costs of Electric Power: Analysis and Internalization. Springer-
Verlag; Berlin: 1991. 

"Analysis of Residential Fuel Switching as an Electric Conservation Option" (with Eric 
Espenhorst and Ian Goodman), Gas Energy Review, December 1990. 

"Externalities and Your Electric Bill," The Electricity Journal, October 1990, p. 64. 

"Monetizing Externalities in Utility Regulations: The Role of Control Costs" (with Emily 
Caverhill), in Proceedings from the NARUC National Conference on Environmental 
Externalities, October 1990. 

"Monetizing Environmental Externalities in Utility Planning" (with Emily Caverhill), in 
Proceedings from the NARUC Biennial Regulatory Information Conference, September 
1990. 

"Analysis of Residential Fuel Switching as an Electric Conservation Option" (with Eric 
Espenhorst and Ian Goodman), in Proceedings from the NARUC Biennial Regulatory 
Information Conference, September 1990. 

"A Utility Planner's Checklist for Least-Cost Efficiency Investment" (with John Plunkett) in 
Proceedings from the NARUC Biennial Regulatory Information Conference, September 
1990. 

Environmental Costs of Electricity (with Richard Ottinger et al.). Oceana; Dobbs Ferry, New 
York: September 1990. 

"Demand-Side Bidding: A Viable Least-Cost Res<»urce Strategy" (with John Plunkett and 
Jonathan Wallach), in Proceedings from the NARUC Biennial Regulatory Information 
Conference, September 1990. 
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"Incorporatmg Envu-onmental Extemahties in Evaluation of District Heating Options" (with 
Emily Caverhill), Proceedings from the International District Heating and Cooling 
Association 81st Annual Conference, Jime 1990. 

"A Utility Planner's Checktist for Least-Cost Efficiency Investment/* (with John Plunkett), 
Proceedings from the Canadian Electrical Association Demand-Side Management 
Conference, June 1990. 

"Incorporating Environmental Externalities in Utility Planning" (with Emily Caverhill), 
Canadian Electrical Association Demand Side Management Conference, May 1990. 

"Is Least-Cost Planning for Gas Utilities the Same as Least-Cost Planning for Electric 
Utilities?" in Proceedings of the NARUC Second Annual Conference on Least-Cost 
Planning, September 10-13 1989. 

"Conservation and Cost-Benefit Issues Involved in Least-Cost Planmng for Gas Utilities," in 
Least Cost Planmng and Gas Utilities: Balancing Theories with Realities, Seminar 
proceedings ft^om the District of Columbia NaturaliGas Seminar, May 23 1989. 

"The Role of Revenue Losses in Evaluathig Demand-Side Resources: An Economic Re-
Appraisal" (with John Plunkett), Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, 1988, 
American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, 1988. 

"Quantifying the Economic Benefits of Risk Reduction: Solar Energy Supply Versus Fossil 
Fuels," in Proceedings of the 1988 Annual Meeting of the American Solar Energy Society, 
American Solar Energy Society, Inc., 1988, pp. 553-557. 

"Capital Minimization: Salvation or Suicide?," m L C. Bupp, ed.. The New Electric Power 
Business, Cambridge Energy Research Associates, 1987, pp. 63-72. 

"The Relevance of Regulatory Review of Utility Planning Prudence in Major Power Supply 
Decisions," m Current Issues Challenging the Regulatory Process, Center for Public 
Utilities, Albuquerque, New Mexico, April 1987, pp. 36-42. 

"Power Plant Phase-In Methodologies: Alternatives to Rate Shock," in Proceedings of the 
Fifth NARUC Biennial Regulatory Information Conference, National Regulatory Research 
Instimte, Columbus, Ohio, September 1986, pp. 547-562. 

"Assessing Conservation Program Cost-Effectiveness: Participants, Non-participants, and the 
Utility System" (with A. Bachman), Proceedings of the Fifth NAR UC Biennial Regulatory 
Information Conference, National Regulatory Research Institute, Columbus, Ohio, 
September 1986, pp. 2093-2110. 

"Forensic Economics and Statistics: An Introduction to the Current State of tiie Art" (with 
Eden, P., Fairley, W., Aller, C , Vencill, C , and Meyer, M.), The Practical Lawyer, June 1 
1985, pp. 25-36. 

"Power Plant Performance Standards: Some Inttoductory Principles," Public Utilities 
Fortnightly, April 18 1985, pp. 29-33. i 

Paul L. Chernick • Resource Insight, Incorporated Page 4 



"Opening the Utility Market to Conservation: A Competitive Approach," Energy Industries 
in Transition, 1985-2000, Proceedings of the Sixth Analual Nortii American Meetmg of the 
International Association of Energy Economists, San Frdncisco, California, November 1984, 
pp. 1133-1145. 

"Insurance Market Assessment of Technological Risks" (with Meyer, M., and Fairley, W) 
Risk Analysis in the Private Sector, pp. 401-416, Pieman Press, New York 1985. 

"Revenue Stability Target Ratemaking," Public Utilities Fortnightly, February 17 1983, pp. 
35-39. 

"Capacity/Energy Classifications and Allocations for Generation and Transmission Plant" 
(with M. Meyer), Award Papers in Public Utility Economics and Regulation, Institute for 
Public Utilities, Michigan State University 1982. 

Design, Costs and Acceptability of an Electric Utility Self-Insurance Pool for Assuring the 
Adequacy of Funds for Nuclear Power Plant Decommissioning Expense, (with Fairley, W., 
Meyer, M., and Scharff, L.) (NUREG/CR-2370), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
December 1981. 

Optimal Pricing for Peak Loads and Joint Production: Theory and Applications to Diverse 
Conditions (Report 77-1), Technology and Policy Program, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, September 1977. 

REPORTS 
"Integrated Portfolio Management in a Restmctured Supply Market" (with Jonathan Wallach, 
William Steinhurst, Tim Woolf, Anna Sommers, and Kenji Takahashi). 2006. Colimibus, 
Ohio: Office of the Ohio Consumers* Counsel. 

'TSTatural Gas Efficiency Resource Development Potential in New York" (with Phillip 
Mosenthal, R. Neal Elliott, Dan York, Chris Neme, and Kevin Petak. Albany, N.Y.; New 
York State Energy Research and Development Authority. 

"Evaluation and Cost Effectiveness" (principal author), Ch. 14 of "California Evaluation 
Framework" Prepared for California utilities as required by the California Public Utihties 
Commission. 2004. 

"Energy Plan for the City of New York" (with Jonathan Wallach, Susan Geller, Brian Tracey, 
Adam Auster, and Peter Lanzalotta). 2003. New York: New Yoric City Economic Develop­
ment Corporation. 

"Review and Critique of the Western Division Load-Pocket Study of Orange and Rockland 
Utilities, Inc." (with John Plunkett, Philip Mosenthal, Robert Wichert, and Robert Rose). 
1999. White Plains, N.Y.: Pace University School of Law Center for Environmental Studies. 

"Avoided Energy Supply Costs for Demand-Side Management in Massachusetts" (with 
Rachel Brailove, Susan Geller, Bruce Biewald, and David White). 1999. Northborough, 
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Mass.: Avoided-Energy-Supply-Component Study Group, c/o New England Power Supply 
Company. 

"Performance-based Regulation ui a Restructured Utility Industry" (with Bruce Biewald, Tim 
Woolf, Peter Bradford, Susan Geller, and Jerrold Oppenhekn). 1997. Washington: NARUC. 

"Distributed Integrated-Resource-Planmng Guidehnes." 1997. Appendix 4 of "The Power to 
Save: A Plan to Transform Vermont's Energy-Efficiency Markets," submitted to the Vermont 
PSB in Docket No. 5854. Montpelier: Vermont DPS. 

"Resttucturing the Electric UtiHties of Maryland: Protecting and Advancing Consumer 
Intere^s" (with Jonathan Wallach, Susan Geller, John Plunkett, Roger Colton, Peter 
BradfJDrd, Bruce Biewald, and David Wise). 1997. Baltimore, Maryland: Maryland Office of 
Peoplfe*s Counsel. 

"Coninents of the New Hampshire Office of Consumer Advocate on Restructuring New 
Hampsihire*s Electric-Utility Industry** (witii Bruce Biewald and Jonathan Wallach). 1996. 
Conc(j>rd,N.H.:NHOCA. 

"Estit ijation of Market Value, Stranded Investment, and Restructuring Gains for Major 
Massj <jhusetts Utilities" (with Susan Geller, Rachel Brailove, Jonathan Wallach, and Adam 
Auste r). 1996. On behalf of the Massachusetts Attorney General (Boston). 

From Here to Efficiency: Securing Demand-Management Resources (with Emily Caverhill, 
James Peters, John Plunkett, and Jonathan Wallach). 1993. 5 vols. Harrisburg, Penn: 
PennMvania Energy Office. 

"Analysis Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations," vol. 1 of "Correcting the 
Imbalance of Power: Report on Integrated Resource Planning for Ontario Hydro** (with 
Plunkiett, John, and Jonathan Wallach), December 1992. 

"Estuiiation of the Costs Avoided by Potential Demand-Management Activities of Ontario 
Hydr4" December 1992. 

" R e v i ^ of tiie Elizabethtown Gas Company's 1992 DSM Plan and the Demand-Side 
Mana^^ent Rules" (with Jonathan Wallach, John Plimkett, James Peters, Susan Geller, 
Blair. jEiamilton, and Andrew Shapiro). 1992. Report to the New Jersey Department of Public 
Advocate. 

Environmental Externalities Valuation and Ontario Hydro's Resource Planning (with E. 
Caverbill and R. Brailove), 3 vols.; prepared for the Coalition of Environmental Groups for a 
Sustainable Energy Future, October 1992. 

" R e v i ^ of Jersey Central Power & Light's 1992 DSM Plan and the Demand-Side 
Management Rules" (with Jonathan Wallach et al); Report to the New Jersey Department of 
Public Advocate, June 1992. 

"The AGREA Project Critique of Externality Valuation: A Brief Rebuttal," March 1992. 

"The iVtential Economic Benefits of Regulatory NO^ Valuation for Clean Air Act Ozone 
Compliance in Massachusetts," March 1992. 
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"Initial Review of Ontario Hydro's Demand-Supply Plan Update" (with David Argue et al.), 
February 1992. 

"Report on the Adequacy of Ontario Hydro's Estimates of Externality Costs Associated with 
Electricity Exports" (with Emily Caverhill), January 1991. 

"Comments on the 1991 -1992 Annual and Long Range Demand-Side-Management Plans of 
die Major Electric Utilities," (witii John Plunkett et al.), September 1990. Filed in NY PSC 
Case No. 28223 hi re New York utilities' DSM plans. 

"Power by Efficiency: An Assessment of Improving Electrical Efficiency to Meet Jamaica's 
Power Needs," (with Conservation Law Foundation, et al.), June 1990. 

"Analysis of Fuel Substitution as an Electric Conservation Option," (with Ian Goodman and 
Eric Espenhorst), Boston Gas Company, December 22 1989. 

"The Development of Consistent Estimates of Avoided Costs for Boston Gas Company, 
Boston Edison Company, and Massachusetts Electric Company" (with Eric Espenhorst), 
Boston Gas Company, December 22 1989. 

"The Valuation of Externalities from Energy Production, Delivery, and Use: Fall 1989 
Update" (witii Emily Caverhill), Boston Gas Company, December 22 1989. 

"Conservation Potential ki the State of Mmnesota," (with Ian Goodman) Mmnesota 
Department of Public Service, June 16 1988. 

"Review of NEPOOL Performance Incentive Program," Massachusetts Energy Facilities 
Siting Council, April 12 1988. 

"Application of tiie DPU's Used-and-Usefiil Standard to Pilgrim 1" (Witii C. Wills and M. 
Meye^), Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy Resoiwces, October 1987. 

"Constructing a Supply Curve for Conservation: An Initial Examination of Issues and 
Methods," Massachusetts Energy Facilities Situig Council, June 1985. 

"Fuid Report: Rate Design Analysis," Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conservation 
Planning Council, December 18 1981. 

PRE-3ENTATI0NS 

"Adding Transmission into New York City: Needs, Benefits, and Obstacles." Presentation to 
FERC and tiie New York ISO on behalf of tiie City of New York. October 2004. 

"Plugging Into a Municipal Light Plant," With Peter Enrich and Ken Bama. Panel presenta­
tion as part of the 2004 Annual Meeting of the Massachusetts Municipal Association, January 
2004. 

"Distributed Utility Planning." With Steve Litkovitz. Presentation to the Vermont 
Distributed-Utihty-Planning Collaborative, November 1999. 
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"The Economic and Envnonmental Benefits of Gas IRP: FERC 636 and Beyond." 
Presentation as part of the Ohio Office of Energy Efficiency's seminar, "Gas Utihty 
Integrated Resource Planning," April 1994. 

"Cost Recovery and Utility Incentives." Day-long presentation as part of the Demand-Side-
Management Training Instimte's workshop, "DSM for Public Interest Groups," October 
1993. 

"Cost Allocation for Utility Ratemaking." With Siean Geller. Day-long workshop for the 
staff of the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, October 1993. 

"Comparing and Integrating DSM with Supply." Day-long presentation as part of the 
Demand-Side-Management Training Institute's workshop, "DSM for Public Interest 
Groups," October 1993. 

"DSM Cost Recovery and Rate Impacts." Presentation as part of "Effective DSM 
Collaborative Processes," a week-long training session for Ohio DSM advocates sponsored 
by the Ohio Office of Energy Efficiency, August 1993. 

"Cost-Effectiveness Analysis." Presentation as part of "Effective DSM Collaborative 
Processes," a week-long training session for Ohio DSM advocates sponsored by the Ohio 
Office of Energy Efficiency, August 1993. 

"Environmental Externalities: Current Approaches and Potential Implications for District 
Heating and Cooling" (with R. Brailove), International District Heating and Coohng 
Association 84th Annual Conference; June 1993. 

"Using the Costs of Required Controls to Incorporate the Costs of Envkonmental 
Externalities in Non-Environmental Decision-Making." Presentation at the American 
Planning Association 1992 National Planning Conference; presentation cosponsored by the 
Edison Electric Instimte. May 1992. 

"Cost Recovery and DecoupHng'* and "The Clean Air Act and Externalities in Utility 
Resource Planning" panels (session leader), DSM Advocacy Workshop; April 15 1992. 

"Overview of Integrated Resources Planning Procedures ui South Carolina and Critique of 
South Carolina Demand Side Management Pro-ams," Energy Planning Workshops; 
Columbia, S.C.; October 21 1991; 

"Least Cost Planning and Gas Utilities." Conservation Law Foundation Utihty Energy 
Efficiency Advocacy Workshop; Boston, February 28 1991. 

"Least-Cost Plannmg in a Multi-Fuel Context," NARUC Forum on Gas Integrated Resource 
Planning; Washington, D.C., February 24 1991. 

"Accounting for Extemahties: Why, Which and How?" Understanding Massachusetts' New 
Integrated Resource Management Rules; Needham, Massachusetts, November 9 1990. 

"Increasing Market Share Through Energy Efficiency." New England Gas Association Gas 
Utihty Managers' Conference; Woodstock, Vermont, September 10 1990. 
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"Quantifying and Valuing Environmental Externalities." Presentation at the Lawrence 
Berkeley Laboratory Training Program for Regulatory Staff, sponsored by the U.S. 
Department of Energy's Least-Cost Utility Planning Program; Berkeley, California, February 
2 1990; 

"Conservation in the Future of Natural Gas Local Distribution Companies," District of 
Columbia Natural Gas Seminar; Washington, D.C., May 23 1989. 

"Conservation and Load Management for Natural Gas Utilities," Massachusetts Natural Gas 
Council; Newton, Massachusetts, April 3 1989. 

New England Conference of Public Utilities Commissioners, Environmental Externalities 
Workshop; Portsmouth, New Hampshire, January 22-23 1989. 

"Assessment and Valuation of External Environmental Damages," New England Utility Rate 
Forum; Plymouth, Massachusetts, October 11 1985; "Lessons firom Massachusetts on Long 
Term Rates for QFs". 

"Reviewing Utility Supply Plans," Massachusetts Energy Facihties Siting Council; Boston, 
Massachusetts, May 30 1985. 

"Power Plant Performance," National Association of State Utility Consimier Advocates; 
WiUiamstown, Massachusetts, August 13 1984. 

"Utility Rate Shock," National Conference of State Legislatures; Boston, Massachusetts, 
August 6 1984. 

"Review and Modification of Regulatory and Rate Making Policy," National Govemors' 
Association Working Group on Nuclear Power Cost Overruns; Washington, D.C., June 20 
1984. 

"Review and Modification of Regulatory and Rate Making Policy," Annual Meeting of the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, Session on Monitoring for Risk 
Management; Detroit, Michigan, May 27 1983. 

ADVISORY ASSIGNMENTS TO REGULATORY COMMISSIONS 

District of Columbia Public Service Commission, Docket No. 834, Phase II; Least-cost 
planning procedures and goals; August 1987 to March 1988. 

Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, Docket No. 87-07-01, Phase 2; Rate 
design and cost allocations; March 1988 to June 1989. 

EXPERT TESTIMONY 

L MEFSC 78-12/MDPU 19494, Phase I; Boston Edison 1978 forecast; Massachusetts 
Attorney General; June 12 1978. 
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Appliance penetration projections, price elasticity, econometric commercial forecast, 
peak demand forecast. Joint testimony with Susan C. Geller. 

2. MEFSC 78-17; Northeast Utihties 1978 forecast; Massachusetts Attorney General; 
September 29 1978. 

Specification of economic/demographic and industrial models, apphance efficiency, 
commercial model structure and estimation. 

3. MEFSC 78-33; Eastern Utilities Associates 1978 forecast; Massachusetts Attorney 
General; November 27 1978. 

Household size, appliance efficiency, appliance penetration, price elasticity, 
commercial forecast, industrial trending, peak demand forecast. 

4. MDPU 19494; Phase H; Boston Edison Company Construction Program; 
Massachusetts Attorney General; April 1 1979. 

Review of numerous aspects of the 1978 demand forecasts of nine New England 
electric utilities, constimting 92% of projected regional demand growth, and of the 
NEPOOL demand forecast. Joint testimony with S.C. Geller. 

5. MDPU 19494; Phase II; Boston Edison Company Construction Program; 
Massachusetts Attorney General; April 1 1979. 

Reliability, capacity planning, capability responsibility allocation, customer gen­
eration, co-generation rates, reserve margins, operating reserve allocation. Joint 
testimony with S. Finger. 

6. ASLB, NRC 50-471; Pilgrim Unit 2, Boston Edison Company; Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts; June 29 1979. 

Review of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory and NEPOOL demand forecast 
models; cost-effectiveness of oil displacement; nuclear economics. Joint testimony 
with S.C. Geller. 

7. MDPU 19845; Boston Edison Time-of-Use Rate Case; Massachusetts Attorney 
General; December 4 1979. 

Critique of utility marginal cost study and proposed rates; principles of marginal cost 
principles, cost derivation, and rate design; options for reconciling costs and revenues. 
Joint testimony with S.C. Geller. Testimony eventually withdrawn due to delay m 
case. 

8. MDPU 20055; Petition of Eastern Utilities Associates, New Bedford G & E., and 
Fitchburg G & E. to purchase additional shares of Seabrook Nuclear Plant; Massa­
chusetts Attorney General; January 23 1980. 
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Review of demand forecasts of three utilities purchasing Seabrook shares; Seabrook 
power costs, including construction cost, completion date, edacity factor, O&M 
expenses, interim replacements, reserves and uncertainties; alternative energy sources, 
including conservation, cogeneration, rate reform, solar, wood and coal conversion. 

9. MDPU 20248; Petition of MMWEC to Purchase Additional Share of Seabrook 
Nuclear Plant; Massachusetts Attorney General; June 2 1980. 

Nuclear power costs; update and extension of MDPU 20055 testimony. 

10. MDPU 200; Massachusetts Electric Company Rate Case; Massachusetts Attorney 
General; June 16 1980. 

Rate design; declining blocks, promotional rates, alternative energy, demand charges, 
demand ratchets; conservation: master metering, storage heating, efficiency standards, 
restricting resistance heating. 

11. MEFSC 79-33; Eastern Utilities Associates 1979 Forecast; Massachusetts Attorney 
General; July 16 1980. 

Customer projections, consistency issues, appliance efficiency, new appliance types, 
commercial specifications, industrial data manipulation and trending, sales and resale. 

12. MDPU 243; Eastern Edison Company Rate Case; Massachusetts Attorney General; 
August 19 1980. 

Rate design: declining blocks, promotional rates, alternative energy, master metering. 

13. Texas PUC 3298; Gulf States Utilities Rate Case; East Texas Legal Services; August 
25 1980. 

Inter-class revenue allocations, mcluding production plant in-service, O&M, CWIP, 
nuclear fiiel in progress, amortization of canceled plant residential rate design; 
interruptible rates; off-peak rates. Joint testimony with M. B. Meyer. 

14. MEFSC 79-1; Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company Forecast; 
Massachusetts Attorney General; November 5 1980. 

Cost comparison methodology; nuclear cost estimates; cost of conservation, co-
generation, and solar. 

15. MDPU 472; Recovery of Residential Conservation Service Expenses; Massachusetts 
Attomey General; December 12 1980. 

Conservation as an energy source; advantages of per-kWh allocation over per-
customer-month allocation. 

16. MDPU 535; Regulations to Carry Out Section 210 of PURPA; Massachusetts 
Attomey General; January 26 1981 and February 13 1981. 
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Filing requirements, certification, qualifying facility (QF) status, extent of coverage, 
review of contracts; energy rates; capacity rates; extra benefits of QFs in specific 
areas; wheeluig; standardization of fees and charges. 

17. MEFSC 80-17; Northeast Utilities 1980 Forecast; Massachusetts Attomey General; 
March 12 1981 (not presented). 

Specification process, employment, electric heating promotion and penetration, 
commercial sales model, industrial model specification, documentation of price 
forecasts and wholesale forecast. 

18. MDPU 558; Westem Massachusetts Electric Company Rate Case; Massachusetts 
Attorney General; May 1981. 

Rate design including declining blocks, marginal cost conservation impacts, and 
promotional rates. Conservation, including terms and conditions Hmiting renewable, 
cogeneration, small power production; scope of current conservation program; 
efficient insulation levels; additional conservation opportunities. 

19. MDPU 1048; Boston Edison Plant Performance Standards; Massachusetts Attomey 
General; May 7 1982. 

Critique of company approach, data, and statistical analysis; description of com­
parative and absolute approaches to standard-setting; proposals for standards and 
reporting requirements. 

20. DCPSC FC785; Potomac Electric Power Rate Case; DC People's Counsel; July 29 
1982. 

Inter-class revenue allocations, including generation, transmission, and distribution 
plant classification; fiiel and O&M classification; distribution and service allocators. 
Marginal cost estimation, including losses. 

21. NHFUC DEl-312; Public Service of New Hampshne-Supply and Demand; 
Conservation Law Foundation, et al.; October 8 1982. 

Conservation program design, ratemaking, and effectiveness. Cost of power fix>m 
Seabrook nuclear plant, including construction cost and duration, capacity factor, 
O&M, replacements, insurance, and decommissioning. 

22. Massachusetts Division of Insurance; Hearing to Fix and Establish 1983 
Automobile Insurance Rates; Massachusetts Attomey General; October 1982. 

Profit margin calculations, including methodology, interest rates, surplus flow, tax 
flows, tax rates, and risk premium. 

23. Illinois Commerce Commission 82-0026; Commonwealth Edison Rate Case; fllinois 
Attomey General; October 15 1982. 

'T 
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Review of Cost-Bepefit Analysis for nuclear plant. Nuclear cost parameters 
(construction cost, jfc&M, capital additions, useful like, capacity factor), risks, 
discount rates, evali||tion techniques. 

24, New Mexico PSC l! 
New Mexico Attoi 

Review of Cost-B< 
forecast, nuclear a 

4; Public Service of New Mexico Application for Certification; 
^General; May 10 1983. 

fit Analysis for transmission line. Review of electricity price 
city factors, load forecast. Critique of company ratemaking 

proposals; developi|i|nt of alternative ratemaking proposal. 

2S. Connecticut Publii 
Case; Connecticut 

Cost of Seabrook raitlear power plants, including construction cost and duration, 
, capital additions, insurance and decommissioning. 

Edison Plant Performance Standards; Massachusetts Attomey 

Jtility Control Authority 830301; United flluminating Rate 
nsumers Counsel; June 17 1983. 

capacity factor, O 

26. MDPU 1509; Bos 
General; July 15 1 

Critique of comp 
capacity factor; p 

27. Massachusetts D 

Automobile Insuri 

Profit margin calc 

28. Connecticut Publ 
Power Rate Case; 
Industrial rate deal 
transmission, and 

29. MEFSC 83-24; N 
Reqmrements; M 
Febmary21984. 

Need for transmissi 
interconnection req 
losses, generation 

30. Michigan PSC UJ 
Research Group in 

Review of propose 
alternative propos 

31. MDPU 84-25; We^ 
Attomey General; M ril 6 1984. 

ipproach and statistical analysis; regression model of nuclear 
sals for standards and for standard-setting methodologies. 

lion of Insurance; Hearing to Fix and Establish 1984 
Rates; Massachusetts Attomey General; October 1983. 

ions, including methodology, interest rates. 

tility Control Authority 83-07-15; Connecticut Light and 
y Foundry; October 3 1983. 

Marginal and embedded costs; classification of generation, 
ibution expenses; demand versus energy charges. 

England Electric Sjretem Forecast of Electric Resources and 
ichusetts Attomey General; November 14 1983, Rebuttal, 

line. Stams of supply plan, especially Seabrook 2. Review of 
ments. Analysis of cost-effectiveness for power transfer, line 

ptions. 

5; Detiroit Edison Fuel Cost Recovery Plan; Public Interest 
ichigan; Febmary21 1984. 

rformance target for new nuclear power plant. Formulation of 

Massachusetts Electric Company Rate Case; Massachusetts 
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Need for Millstone J. Cost of completing and operating unit, cost-effectiveness 
compared to altematlves, and its effect on rates. Equity and incentive problems 
created by CWIP. Delign of Millstone 3 phase-in proposals to protect ratepayers: 
limitation of base-ratl treatment to fuel savings benefit of unit. 

32. MDPU 84-49 and 84|50; Fitchburg Gas & ElecOic Financing Case; Massachusetts 
Attomey General; Apikl 13 1984. 

Cost of completing aiid operating Seabrook nuclear imits. Probability of completing 
Seabrook 2. Recomm|ndations regarding FG&E and MDPU actions with respect to 
Seabrook. 

33. Michigan PSC U 77! 
Research Group in 

Review of proposed 
plants. Formulation 

34. FERCER81-749-00( 
setts Attomey Genen 

Prudence of Montai 
struction: Montaup*sl 

: earlier analyses and 
and the utilities'dela; 

35. Maine PUC 84-113; 
13 1984. 

5; Consumers Power Fuel Cost Recovery Plan; Public Interest 
chigan; April 16 1984. 

Tformance tai^ets for two existing and two new nuclear power 
altemative policy. 

and ER82-325-000; Montaup Electric Rate Cases; Massachu-
; April 27 1984. 

and Boston Edison in decisions regardmg Pilgrim 2 con-
ecision to participate, the Utilities' failine to review then-

sumptions, Montaup's failure to question Edison's decisions, 
in canceling the imit. 

tleabrook 1 Investigation; Maine Public Advocate; September 

Cost of completing | ind operating Seabrook Unit 1. Probabihty of completing 
Seabrook 1. Compariaon of Seabrook to alternatives. Rate effects. Recommendations 
regarding utility and lUC actions with respect to Seabrook. 

36. MDPU 84-145; Fitd 
General; November 

Prudence of Fitchb 
Seabrook 2 constmcti 
their earlier analyses 
and utilities' delay in 
cost and schedule es 

iburg Gas and Electric Rate Case; Massachusetts Attomey 
1984. 

and Public Service of New Hampshire in decision regardkig 
n: FGE's decision to participate, the utilities' failiu-e to review 
d assumptions, FGE's failure to question PSNH's decisions, 

alting constmction and cancehng the unit. Review of literature, 
ate histories, cost-benefit analyses, and financial feasibility. 

37. Pennsylvania PUCl R-842651; Pennsylvania Power and Light Rate Case; 
Pennsylvania Consunler Advocate; November 1984. 

Need for Susquehanm 2. Cost of operating unit, power output, cost-effectiveness 
compared to altematlves, and its effect on rates. Design of phase-in and excess 
capacity proposals tci protect ratepayers: limitation of base-rate treatment to fuel 
savings benefit of uni . 
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38. NHPUC 84-200; 

41. 

leabrook Unit 1 Investigation; New Hampshire Public Advocate; 
November 15 198k. 

Cost of completi ig and operating Seabrook Unit 1. Probabihty of completing 
Seabrook 1. Comparison of Seabrook to alternatives. Rate and financial effects. 

39. Massachusetts |fivision of Insurance; Hearing to Fix and Establish 1985 
Automobile Insuiij pice Rates; Massachusetts Attomey General; November 1984. 

Profit margin calcfilations, including methodology and implementation. 

40. MDPU 84-152: Seabrook Unit 1 Investigation; Massachusetts Attomey General; MDPU 84-152; 
Decembers \9l 

Cost ofcompletii 
Seabrook capacit 

g and operating Seabrook. Probabihty of completmg Seabrook 1. 
factors. 

Maine PUC 84-l!;i0; Central Maine Power Rate Case; Makie PUC Staff; December 
11 1984. 

Prudence of Centri il Maine Power and Boston Edison in decisions regarding Pilgrim 2 
constmction: CMJf's decision to participate, the utilities' failure to review their earlier 
analyses and assuinptions, CMP's failure to question Edison's decisions, and the 
utilities' delay in (jjmceling the unit. Pmdence of CMP in the planning and uivestment 
in Sears Island n 
estunate histories; 

clear and coal plants. Review of literature, cost and schedule 
cost-benefit analyses, and financial feasibility. 

42. Maine PUC 84-113; Seabrook2 hivestigation;MauiePUC Staff;December 14 1984. 

Prudence of Maiiie utilities and Public Service of New Hampshire in decisions 
regarding Seabroo |c 2 constmction: decisions to participate and to increase ownership 
share, the utilities!^ 
question PSNH's 
canceling the unit 
benefit analyses. 

failure to review their earlier analyses and assumptions, failm*e to 
decisions, and the utilities' delay in halting constmction and 
Review of literature, cost and schedule estimate histories, cost-
d fmancial feasibility. 

43. MDPU 1627; Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric Company Fuiancing 
Case; Massachus^ ts Executive Office of Energy Resources; January 14 1985. 

and operating Seabrook nuclear unit 1. Cost of conservation and 
completing Seabrook. Comparison of Seabrook to alternatives. 

Costofcompletin: 
other altematlves 

44. Vermont PSB 4936; Millstone 3; Costs and In-Service Date; Vermont Department of 
Public Service; Ja luary 21 1985. 

Constmction sche lule and cost of completing Millstone Unit 3. 

45. MDPU 84-276; ''. lules Governing Rates for Utility Piu*chases of Power from 
Qualifying Facilitii^s; Massachusetts Attomey General; March 25 1985, and October 
18 1985. 
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46. 

47i 

48i 

49; 

501 

51. 

Institutional and tectipological advantages of Qualifying Facilities, Potential for QF 
development. Goals; (of QF rate design. Parity with other power sources. Security 
requirements. Projecting avoided costs. Capacity credits. Pricing options. Line loss 
corrections. ' 

.i 

MDPU 85-121; In^stigation of the Reading Municipal Light Department; 
Wilmington (MA) Gbamber of Commerce; November 12 1985. 

' [ 

Calculation on returtj on investment for municipal utility. Treatment of depreciation 
and debt for ratemakiipg. Geographical discrimination in street-lighting rates. Relative 
size of volimtary paypients to Reading and other towns. Surplus and disinvestment. 
Revenue allocation.; 
Massachusetts Diylsion of Insurance; Hearing to Fix and Establish 1986 
Automobile Insuraii(Ce Rates; Massachusetts Attomey General and State Rating 
Bureau; November 1985. 

Profit margin calcul itions, including methodology, implementation, modeling of 
investment balancesj, income, and return to shareholders. 

New Mexico PSC 1 ?J33, Phase H; El Paso Electric Rate Case; New Mexico Attomey 
General; December 23 1985. 

Nuclear decommissioning fimd design. Internal and extemal fimds; risk and retum; 
fiind accumulation, jf commendations. Interim performance standard for Palo Verde 
nuclear plant. ! 

Pennsylvania PUC R-850152; Philadelphia Electric Rate Case; Utility Users 
Committee and Uni\|ersity of Pennsylvania; January 14 1986. 

Limerick 1 rate effefcts. Capacity benefits, fiiel savings, operating costs, capacity 
factors, and net ben ĵfits to ratepayers. Design of phase-in proposals. 

, i 
MDPU 85-270; Wes|em Massachusetts Electric Rate Case; Massachusetts Attomey 
General; March 19 1$86. 

Pmdence of Northeajst Utilities in generation planning related to Millstone 3 con­
stmction: decisions ijo start and continue constmction, failure to reduce ownership 
share, failure to p in^e alternatives. Review of industry literature, cost and schedule 
histories, and retrospfective cost-benefit analyses. 

Pennsylvania PUC 1^-850290; Philadelphia Electric Auxiliary Service Rates; Albert 
Einstein Medical Cettter, University of Pennsylvania and AMTRAK; March 241986. 

Review of utility pifbposals for supplementary and backup rates for small power 
producers and cogeperators. Load diversity, cost of peaking capacity, value of 
generation, price sisals , and incentives. Formulation of altemative supplementary 
rate. • ^ 
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52. New Mexico PSCJ 2004; Pubhc Service of New Mexico, Palo Verde Issues; New 
Mexico Attomey Gfeneral; May 7 1986, 

Reconunendationsj tor Power Plant Performance Standards for Palo Verde nuclear 
units 1,2, and 3. i 

53. Illinois Commerc^ Commission 86-0325; lowa-Illmois Gas and Electric Co. Rate 
Investigation; Illinois Office of Public Counsel; August 13 1986. 

Determination of excess capacity based on rehabitity and economic concems. 
Identification of stjecific units associated with excess capacity. Required reserve 
margins. | 

54. New Mexico PSC;p009; El Paso Electric Rate Moderation Program; New Mexico 
Attomey General; i^ugust 18 1986. (Not presented). 

Pmdence of EPE iii generation planning related to Palo Verde nuclear constmction, 
including failure td reduce ownership share and failure to pursue alternatives. Review 
of industry literatike, cost and schedule histories, and retrospective cost-benefit 
analyses. 

Recommendation ;|br rate-base treatment; proposal of power plant performance 
standards. J 

f 

55. City of Boston, PJiblic Improvements Commission; Transfer of Boston Edison 
District Heating Sfeam System to Boston Thermal Corporation; Boston Housing 
Autiiority; Decemlpjer 18 1986. 
History and econ(knics of steam system; possible motives of Boston Edison in 
seeking sale; p rob l^s facing Boston Thermal; information and assurances requned 
prior to Commissiipi approval of transfer. 

56. Massachusetts Division of Insurance; Hearing to Fix and Estabtish 1987 
Automobile Insuralnce Rates; Massachusetts Attomey General and State Rating 
Bureau; December 1986 and January 1987. 

Profit margin calcu} ations, includmg methodology, implementation, derivation of cash 
flows, installment income, kicome tax status, and retum to shareholders. 

57. MDPU 87-19; Petj ion for Adjudication of Development Facilitation Program; Hull 
(MA) Municipal L ^ t Plant; January 21 1987. 

58. 

Estimation of potential load growth; cost of generation, transmission, and distribution 
additions. Determmation of hook-up charges. Development of residential load 
estimation procedijre reflecting appliance ownership, dwelling size. 

New Mexico PSCif 004; Pubhc Service of New Mexico Nuclear Decommissioning 
Fund; New Mexictti Attomey General; February 19 1987. 

Decommissioning [tost and likely operating hfe of nuclear plants. Review of utility 
funding proposal. Development of altemative proposal. Ratemaking treatment. 
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59. MDPU 86-280; W( litem Massachusetts Electric Rate Case; Massachusetts Energy 
Office; March 9 19! p . 

Marginal cost rate d |sign issues. Superiority of long-run marginal cost over short-run 
marghial cost as bj^is for rate design. Relationship of consumer reaction, utihty 
planning process, ai p regulatory stmcture to rate design approach. Implementation of 
short-run and long-̂ om rate designs. Demand versus energy charges, economic 
development rates, |3ot pricing. 

60. Massachusetts Division of Insurance 87-9; 1987 Workers* Compensation Rate 
Filmg; State Rating bureau; May 1987. 

Profit margin calcMations, including methodology, implementation, surplus re­
quirements, investatent income, and effects of 1986 Tax Reform Act. 

i l 

61. Texas PUC 6184; i^ionomic Viability of Soutii Texas Nuclear Plant #2; Committee 
for Consumer Rate Relief; August 17 1987. 

i , 

STNP operating psiameter projections; capacity factor, O&M, capital additions, 
decommissionmg, iifeefiti hfe. STNP 2 cost and schedule projections. Potential for 
conservation. 

62. Minnesota PUC M-015/GR-87-223; Minnesota Power Rate Case; Mmnesota 
Department of Publfc Service; August 17 1987. 

Excess capacity on MP system; historical, current, and projected. Review of MP 
planning pmdence ] itior to and during excess; efforts to sell capacity. Cost of excess 
capacity. Recomme Jdations for ratemaking treatment. 

63. Massachusetts Dii ision of Insurance 87-27; 1988 Automobile Insurance Rates; 
Massachusetts Att<*ney General and State Rating Bureau; September 2 1987. 
Rebuttal October 8 J987. 

Underwriting profit |nargins. Effect of 1986 Tax Reform Act, Biases in calculation of 
average margins. \ 

64. MDPU 88-19; Power Sales Contract fix)m Riverside Steam and Electric to Westem 
Massachusetts Electee; Riverside Steam and Electric; November 4 1987. 

Comparison of risk rifrom QF contract and utihfy avoided cost sources. Risk of oil 
dependence. Discoitjiting cash flows to reflect risk. 

65. Massachusetts Diiision of Insurance 87-53; 1987 Workers' Compensation Rate 
Refiling; State Rati] jg Bureau; December 14 1987. 

h, 

, Profit margin ca ^ulations, including updating of data, compliance with 
Commissioner's op|er, treatment of surplus and risk, interest rate calculation, and 
investment tax rate calculation. 
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66. Massachusetts Division of Insurance; 1987 and 1988 Automobile Insurance 
Remand Rates; Massachusetts Attomey General and State Rating Bureau; Febmary 5 
1988. 

Underwriting profit margins. Provisions for income taxes on finance charges. 
Relationships bet\\feen allowed and achieved margins, between statewide and na­
tionwide data, and between profit allowances and cost projections. 

67. MDPU 86-36; Intestigation into the Pricing and Ratemaking Treatment to be 
Afforded New Electric Generating Facilities which are not Qualifying Facilities; 
Conservation Law Foundation; May 2 1988. 

Cost recovery for utility conservation programs. Compensating for lost revenues. 
Utility incentive stfuctures. 

1 
68. MDPU 88-123; Petition of Riverside Steam & Electric Company; Riverside Steam 

and Electric Comply; May 18 1988, and November 8 1988. 

Estknation of avoided costs of Westem Massachusetts Electric Company. Nuclear 
capacity factor prqjections and effects on avoided costs. Avoided cost of energy 
interchange and pdwer plant life extensions. Differences between median and ex­
pected oil prices. Savage value of cogeneration facility. Off-system energy purchase 
projections. Reconpihation of avoided cost projection. 

69. MDPU 88-67; Bosfton Gas Company; Boston Housing Authority; June 17 1988. 

Estknation of anmial avoidable costs, 1988 to 2005, and levelized avoided costs. 
Determination of î ost recovery and carrying costs for conservation investments. 
Standards for assessing conservation cost-effectiveness. Evaluation of cost-effec­
tiveness of utility f̂ mduig of proposed natural gas conservation measures. 

70. Rhode Island PUC Docket 1900; Providence Water Supply Board Tariff Filing; 
Conservation LawJFoundation, Audubon Society of Rhode Island, and League of 
Women Voters of Rhode Island; June 24 1988, 

Estknation of avoidable water supply costs. Determination of costs of water con­
servation. Conservation cost-benefit analysis. 

71. Massachusetts DiVision of Insurance 88-22; 1989 Automobile Insurance Rates; 
Massachusetts Attorney General and State Rating Bureau; Profit Issues, August 12 
1988, supplementeil August 19 1988; Losses and Expenses, September 16 1988. 

Underwriting profit margins. Effects of 1986 Tax Reform Act. Taxation of common 
stocks. Lag in tax payments. Modeling risk and retum overtime. Treatment of finance 
charges. Comparis<j)n of projected and achieved investment returns. 

72. Vermont PSB 527p, Module 6; Investigation into Least-Cost Investments, Energy 
Efficiency, Conservation, and the Management of Demand for Energy; Conservation 
Law Foundation, \|ermont Natural Resources Council, and Vermont Public Interest 
Research Group; September 26 1988. 
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Cost recovery for utility conservation programs. Compensation of utilities for revenue 
losses and timing diperences. Incentive for utility participation. 

73. Vermont House of iRepresentatives, Natural Resources Committee; House Act 
130; "Economic Au^ysis of Vermont Yankee Retirement"; Vermont Public Interest 
Research Group; February 21 1989. 

Projection of capadi|y factors, operating and maintenance expense, capital additions, 
overhead, replacemi^t power costs, and net costs of Vermont Yankee. 

74. MDPU 88-67, Phafe II; Boston Gas Company Conservation Program and Rate 
Design; Boston GaslCompany; March 6 1989. 

\ 

Estimation of avoided gas cost; treatment of non-price factors; estimation of ex­
temahties; identification of cost-effective conservation. 

75. Vermont PSB 5270; Stams Conference on Conservation and Load Management 
Policy Settlement; Cfentral Vermont Public Service, Conservation Law Foundation, 

; Vermont Natural R«|sources Coimcil, Vermont Public Interest Research Group, and 
Vermont Departm^t of Public Service; May 1 1989. 

Cost-benefit test foa( utility conservation programs. Role of extemalities. Cost re­
covery concepts andlmechanisms. Resource allocations, cost allocations, and equity 
considerations. Guitielines for conservation preapproval mechanisms. Incentive 
mechanisms and raj^svery of lost revenues. 

76- Boston Housing A«^hority Court 05099; Galhvan Boulevard Task Force vs. Boston 
Housing Authority, «t al.; Boston Housing Authority; Jime 16 1989. 

Effect of master-meiering on consumption of natural gas and electricity. Legislative 
and regulatory mandates regarding conservation. 

77. MDPU 89-100; Beaton Edison Rate Case; Massachusetts Energy Office; June 30 
1989. i 

Pmdence of BECo*si decision ^f spend $400 million fi-om 1986-88 on returning the 
Pilgrim nuclear powfr plant to service. Projections of nuclear capacity factors, O&M, 
coital additions, md overhead. Review of decommissioning cost, tax effect of 
abandonment, replatjement power cost, and plant usefiil hfe estimates. Requirements 
for pmdence and us^d-and-usefiil analyses. 

78. MDPU 88-123; Petiiion of Riverside Steam and Electric Company; Riverside Steam 
and Electric; July 24 1989. Rebuttal, October 3 1989. 

Reasonableness of M[ortheast Utihties' 1987 avoided cost estimates. Projections of 
nuclear edacity M;tors, economy purchases, and power plant operatkig life. 
Treatment of avoidable energy and capacity costs and of off-system S£des. Expected 
versus reference fiiej prices. 
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79. MDPU 89-72; Statewide Towing Association, Pohce-Ordered Towing Rates; 
Massachusetts Automobile Rating Bureau; September 13 1989. 

Review of study siipporting proposed increase in towkig rates. Critique of study 
sample and methodology. Comparison to competitive rates. Supply of towing 
services. Effects of joint products and joint sales on profitability of police-ordered 
towing. Joint testknony with I. Goodman. 

80. Vermont PSB 5330; Application of Vermont Utilities for Approval of a Firm Power 
and Energy Contract with Hydro-Quebec; Conservation Law Foundation, Vermont 
Natural Resources Council, Vermont Public hiterest Research Group; December 19 
1989. Surrebuttal Febmary 6 1990. 

Analysis of a proposed 450-MW, 20 year purchase of Hydro-Quebec power by 
twenty-four Vermont utilities. Comparison to efficiency kivestment in Vermont, 
including potential for efficiency savings. Analysis of Vermont electric energy supply. 
Identification of possible improvements to proposed contract. 

Critique of conservation potential analysis. Planning risk of large supply additions. 
I Valuation of envkionmental extemalities. 

81. MDPU 89-239; InclusionofExtemalitiesinEnergy Supply Plannmg, Acquisition and 
Dispatch for Massachusetts Utilities; December 1989; April 1990; May 1990. 

Critique of Division of Energy Resources report on extemalities. Methodology for 
evaluating external costs. Proposed values for envu-onmental and economic 
extemalities of fiiel supply and use. 

82. California PUC; Incorporation of Environmental Extemahties in Utility Planning 
and Pricing; Coalition of Energy Efficient and Renewable Technologies; February 21 
1990. 

Approaches for valuing extemalities for inclusion ki setting power purchase rates. 
Effect of uncertainty on assessing extemality values. 

83. Illinois Commerce Commission Docket 90-0038; Proceeding to Adopt a Least Cost 
Electric Energy Plan for Commonwealth Edison Company; City of Chicago; May 25 
1990. Joint rebuttal testimony with David Birr, August 14 1990. 

Problems m Commonwealth Edison's approach to demand-side management. 
Potential for cost-effective conservation. Valuing extemalities ki least-cost planning. 

84. Maryland PSC 8278; Adequacy of Baltimore Gas & Electiic's Integrated Resource 
Plan; Maryland Office of People's Counsel; September 18 1990. 

Rationale for demand-side management, and BG&E's problems in approach to DSM 
planning. Potential for cost-effective conservation. Valuation of envkonmental 
extemalities. Recommendations for short-term DSM program priorities. 
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85. Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; Integrated Resource Planning Docket; 
Indiana Office of Lftility Consumer Counselor; November 1 1990. 

Integrated resource^ planning process and methodology, includmg extemalities and 
screening tools. Incentives, screening, and evaluation of demand-side management. 
Potential of resome bidding in Indiana. 

86. MDPU 89-141, 90^73, 90-141, 90-194, and 90-270; Prelimkiary Review of Utility 
Treatment of Environmental Extemalities in October QF Filings; Boston Gas 
Company; November 5 1990. 

Generic and specific problems in Massachusetts utilities' RFPs with regard to ex­
temality valuation requirements. Recommendations for corrections. 

87. MEFSC 90-12/90-12A; Adequacy of Boston Edison Proposal to Build Combined-
Cycle Plant; Conseirvation Law Foundation; December 14 1990. 

Problems in Boston Edison's treatment of demand-side management, supply option 
analysis, and resource planning. Recommendations of mitigation options. 

88. Maine PUC 90-286; Adequacy of Conservation Program of Bangor Hydro Electric; 
Penobscot River Coalition; February 19 1991. 

Role of utility-sponsored DSM in least-cost planning. Bangor Hydro's potential for 
cost-effective conservation. Problems with Bangor Hydro's assumptions about 
customer investment ki energy efficiency measures. 

89. Virginia State Corporation Commission PUE900070; Order Establishing 
Commission Investigation; Southern Environmental Law Center; March 6 1991. 

Role of utihties in promotkig energy efficiency. Least-cost planning objectives of and 
resource acquisition guidelines for DSM. Ratemaking considerations for DSM 
investments. 

90. MDPU 90-261-A; Economics and Role of Fuel-Switchmg ki tiie DSM Program of 
the Massachusetts Electric Company; Boston Gas Company; April 17 1991. 

Role of fiiel-switching in utility DSM programs and specifically in Massachusetts 
Electric's. Establishing comparable avoided costs and comparison of electric and gas 
system costs. Updated extemality values. 

91. Private arbitratioaft; Massachusetts Refiisetech Contracmal Request for Adjustment 
to Service Fee; Massachusetts Refiisetech; May 13 1991. 

NEPCo rates for pipwer purchases fi'om the NESWC plant. Fuel price and avoided 
cost projections vsj realities. 

92. Vermont PSB 5491; Cost-Effectiveness of Central Vermont's Commitment to Hydro 
Quebec Purchases;iConservation Law Foundation; July 19 1991. 
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Changes in load forecasts and resale markets since approval of HQ purchases. Effect 
of HQ purchase on DSM. 

93. South Carolina PSC 91-216-E; Cost Recovery ofDuke Power's DSM Expenditures; 
South Carolina Department of Consumer Affairs; September 13 1991. Surrebuttal 
October 2 1991. 

Problems with conservation plans of Duke Power, including load building, cream 
skimming, and kiappropriate rate designs. 

94. Maryland PSC 8241, Phase It; Review of Baltimore Gas & Electric's Avoided Costs; 
Maryland Office of People's Counsel; September 19 1991. 

Development of dkect avoided costs for DSM. Problems with BG&E's avoided costs 
and DSM screening. Incorporation of environmental extemalities. 

95. Bucksport Planning Board; AES/Harriman Cove Shoreland Zoning Application; 
Conservation Law Foundation and Natinal Resources Council of Maine; October 1 
1991. 

New England's power surplus. Costs of bringing AES/Harriman Cove on line to back 
out existing generation. Altematives to AES. 

96. MDPU 91-131; Update of Extemalities Values Adopted ki Docket 89-239; Boston 
Gas Company; October 4 1991. Rebuttal, December 13 1991. 

Updates on pollutant extemality values. Addition of values for chlorofluorocarbons, 
air toxics, thermal pollution, and oil import premium. Review of state regulatory 
actions regarding extemalities. 

97. Florida PSC 910759; Petition of Florida Power Corporation for Detemiination of 
Need for Proposed Electrical Power Plant and Related Facilities; Floridians for 
Responsible Utility Growth; October 21 1991. 

Florida Power's obligation to pursue integrated resource planning and failure to 
establish need for proposed facility. Methods to increase scope and scale of demand-
side investment. 

98. Florida PSC 910833-EI; Petition of Tampa Electric Company for aDetemunation of 
Need for Proposed Electrical Power Plant and Related FaciHties; Floridians for 
Responsible Utility Growtii; October 31 1991. 

Tampa Electric's obligation to pursue integrated resource planning and failure to 
establish need for proposed facility. Methods to increase scope and scale of demand-
side investment. 

99. Pennsylvania PUC 1-900005, R-901880; Investigation into Demand Side 
Management by Electric Utihties; Pennsylvania Energy Office; January 10 1992. 

Appropriate cost recovery mechanism for Pennsylvania utihties. Purpose and scope of 
direct cost recovery, lost revenue recovery, and incentives. 
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100. South Carolina PSC 91-606-E; Petition of South Carolina Electric and Gas for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for a Coal-Fired Plant; South 
Carolina Department of Consumer Affairs; January 20 1992. 

Justification of plant certification under integrated resoince planning. Failures in 
SCE&G's DSM plannkig and company potential for demand-side savings. 

101. MDPU 92-92; Adequacy of Boston Edison's Street-Lighting Options; Town of 
Lexington; June 22 1992. 

Efficiency and quality of street-Hghting options. Boston Edison's treatment of high-
quality street lighting. Corrected rate proposal for the Daylux lamp. Ownership of 
public street lighting. 

102. South Carolina PSC 92-208-E; hitegrated Resource Plan of Duke Power Company; 
South Carolina Department of Consumer Affairs; August 4 1992. 

Problems with Duke Power's DSM screening process, estimation of avoided cost, 
DSM program design, and integration of demand-side and supply-side plannkig. 

103. North Carolina Utilities Commission E-lOO, Sub 64; Integrated Resource Plannmg 
Docket; Southern Environmental Law Center; September 29 1992. 

General principles of integrated resource planning, DSM screening, and program 
design. Review of the IRPs of Duke Power Company, Carolina Power & Light 
Company, and Norfli Carolina Power. 

104. Ontario Environmental Assessment Board Ontario Hydro Demand/Supply Plan 
Hearings; Environmental Extemalities Valuation and Ontario Hydro's Resource 
Planning (3 vols.); October 1992. 

Valuation of envkonmental extemalities from fossil fiiel combustion and the nuclear 
fiiel cycle. Application to Ontario Hydro's supply and demand planning. 

105. Texas PUC 110000; AppHcation of Houston Lighting and Power Company for a 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity for the DuPont Project; Destec Energy, Inc.; 
September 28 1992. 

Valuation of environmental extemalities firom fossil fiiel combustion and the 
apphcation to the evaluation of proposed cogeneration facility. 

106. Maine Board of Environmental Protection; In tiie Matter of the Basin Mills 
Hydroelectric Project Apphcation; Conservation Intervenors; November 16 1992. 

Economic and environmental effects of generation by proposed hydro-electric project. 

107. Maryland PSC 8473; Review of the Power Sales Agreement of Baltimore Gas and 
Electric with AES Northside; Maryland Office of People's Counsel; November 16 
1992. 
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Non-price scoring and unquantified benefits; DSM potential as altemative; environ­
mental costs; cost and benefit estimates. 

108, North Carolina Utilities Commission E-100, Sub 64; Analysis and Investigation of 
Least Cost Integrated Resource Planning in North Carolina; Southern Environmental 
Law Center; November 18 1992. 

Demand-side management cost recovery and incentive mechanisms. 

109. South Carolina PSC 92-209-E; In Re Carolina Power & Light Company; Soutii 
Carolina Department of Consumer Affaks; November 24 1992. 

DSM planning: objectives, process, cost-effectiveness test, comprehensiveness, lost 
opportunities. Deficiencies in CP&L's portfolio. Need for economic evaluation of 
load building. 

110 Florida Department of Environmental Regulation hearings on the Power Plant 
Siting Act; Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation, December 1992. 

Extemality valuation and application in power-plant siting. DSM potential, cost-
benefit test, and program designs. 

111. Maryland PSC 8487; Baltknore Gas and Electric Company, Electric Rate Case; 
January 13 1993. Rebuttal Testimony: Febmary 4 1993. 

Class allocation of production plant and O&M; transmission, distribution, and general 
plant; administrative and general expenses. Marginal cost and rate design. 

112. Maryland PSC 8179; for Approval of Amendment No. 2 to Potomac Edison 
Purchase Agreement with AES Warrior Run; Maryland Office of People's Counsel; 
January 29 1993. 

Economic analysis of proposed coal-fired cogeneration facility. 

113. Michigan PSC U-10102; Detroit Edison Rate Case; Michigan United Conservation 
A. Clubs; Febmary 17 1993. 

Least-cost planning; energy efficiency planning, potential, screening, avoided costs, 
cost recovery, and shareholder kicentives. 

114. Ohio PUC 91-635-EL-FOR, 92-312-EL-FOR, 92-1172-EL-ECP; Cmckmati Gas and 
Electric demand-management programs; City of Cincinnati. April 1993. 

DSM planmng, program designs, potential savings, and avoided costs. 

115. Michigan PSC U-10335; Consumers Power Rate Case; Michigan United 
Conservation Clubs; October 1993. 

Least-cost plaiming;: energy efficiency planning, potential, screening, avoided costs, 
cost recovery, and shareholder incentives. 
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116. Illinois Commerce Commission 92-0268, Electric-Energy Plan for Commonwealth 
Edison; City of Chicago. Direct testimony, Febmary 1 1994; rebuttal, September 
1994. 

Cost-effectiveness screening of demand-side management programs and measures; 
estimates by Commonwealth Edison of costs avoided by DSM and of fiiture cost, 
capacity, and performance of supply resources. 

117. FERC 2422 et al.. Application of James River-New Hampshire Electric, Public 
Service of New Hampshire, for Licensing of Hydro Power; Conservation Law 
Foundation; 1993. 

Cost-effective energy conservation available to the Pubhc Service of New Hampshire; 
power-supply options; affidavit. 

118. Vermont PSB 5270-CV-l,-3, and 5686; Central Vermont Public Service Fuel-
Switching and DSM Program Design, on behalf of the Vermont Department of Public 
Service. Direct, April 1994; rebuttal, June 1994. 

Avoided costs and screening of controlled water-heating measures; risk, rate knpacts, 
participant costs, extemalities, space- and water-heating load, beaiefit-cost tests. 

119. Florida PSC 930548-EG-930551-EQ Conservation goals for Florida electric 
utilities; Legal Envkonmental Assistance Foundation, Inc. April 1994. 

Integrated resource planning, avoided costs, rate impacts, analysis of conservation 
goals of Florida electric utilities. 

120. Vermont PSB 5724, Central Vermont PubUc Service Corporation rate request; 
Vermont Department of Public Service. Joint surrebuttal testimony with John 
Plunkett. August 1994. 

Costs avoided by DSM programs; Costs and benefits of deferring DSM programs. 

121. MDPU 94-49, Boston Edison integrated resource-management plan; Massachusetts 
Attomey General. August 1994. 

Least-cost planning, modeling, and treatment of risk. 

122. Michigan PSC U-105 54, Consumers Power Company DSM Program and Incentive; 
Michigan Conservation Clubs. November 1994. 

Critique of proposed reductions in DSM programs; discussion of appropriate 
measurements of cost-effectiveness, role of DSM in competitive power markets. 

123. Michigan PSC U-10702, Detroit Edison Company Cost Recovery, on behalf of tiie 
Residential Ratepayers Consortium. December 1994. 

Impact of proposed changes to DSM plan on energy costs and power-supply-cost-
recovety charges. Critique of proposed DSM changes; discussion of appropriate 
measurements of cost-effectiveness, role of DSM in competitive power markets. 
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124. New Jersey Board of Regulatory Comnussioners EM92030359, Environmental 
costs of proposed cogeneration; Freehold Cogeneration Associates. November 1994. 

Comparison of potential extemalities fi'om the Freehold cogeneration project with 
that from three coal technologies; support for the study "The Extemalities of Four 
Power Plants." 

125. Michigan PSC U-10671, Detroit Edison Company DSM Programs; Michigan United 
Conservation Clubs. January 1995. 

Critique of proposal to scale back DSM efforts in light of potential for competition. 
Loss of savings, increase of customer costs, and decrease of competitiveness. 
Discussion of appropriate measurements of cost-effectiveness, role of DSM ki 
competitive power markets. 

126. Michigan PSC U-10710, Power-supply-cost-recovery plan of Consumers Power 
Company; Residential Ratepayers Consortium. January 1995. 

Impact of proposed changes to DSM plan on energy costs and power-supply-cost-
recovery charges. Critique of proposed DSM changes; discussion of appropriate 
measurements of cost-effectiveness, role of DSM in competitive power markets. 

127. FERC 2458 and 2572, Bowater-Great Northern Paper hydropower licensing; 
Conservation Law Foundation, Febmary 1995. 

Comments on draff environmental impact statement relating to new licenses for two 
hydropower projects in Maine. Appficant has not adequately considered how energy 
conservation can replace energy lost due to habitat-protection or -enhancement 
measures. 

128. North Carolina Utilities Commission E~100, Sub 74, Duke Power and CaroHna 
Power & Light avoided costs; Hydro-Electric-Power Producer's Group. February 
1995. 

Critique aid proposed revision of avoided costs offered to small hydro-power 
producers by Duke Power and Carolina Power and Light. 

129. New Orleans City Council UD-92-2A and -2B, Least-cost IRP for New Orleans 
Public Service and Louisiana Power & Light; Alliance for Affordable Energy. Direct, 
Febmary 1995; rebuttal, April 1995. 

Critique of proposal to scale back DSM efforts in light of potential competition. 

130. DCPSC Formal 917, ff, Pmdence of DSM expenditures of Potomac Electric Power 
Company; Potomac Electric Power Company. Rebuttal testimony, February 1995. 

Pmdence of utility DSM investment; pmdence standards for DSM programs of the 
Potomac Electric Power Company. 

131. Ontario Energy Board EBRO 490, DSM cost recovery and lost-revenue-adjustment 
mechanism for Consumers Gas Company; Green Energy Coalition. April 1995. 
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DSM cost recovery. Lost-revenue^adjustment mechanism for Consumers Gas 
Company. 

132. New Orleans City Council CD-85-1, New Orleans Public Service rate kicrease; 
Alliance for Affordable Energy. Rebuttal, May 1995. 

Allocation of costs and benefits to rate classes. 

133. MDPU Docket DPU-95-40, Mass. Electric cost-allocation; Massachusetts Attomey 
General. June 1995. 

Allocation of costs to rate classes. Critique of cost-of-service study. Imphcations for 
industry restmcturing. 

134. Maryland PSC 8697, Baltknore Gas & Electric gas rate increase; Maryland Office of 
People's Counsel. July 1995 

Rate design, cost-of-service smdy, and revenue allocation. 

135. North Carolina Utilities Commission E-2, Sub 669. December 1995. 

Need for new capacity. Energy-conservation potential and model programs. 

136. Arizona Commeire Commission U-1933-95-317, Tucson Electric Power rate 
increase; Residential Utility Consumer Office. January 1996. 

Review of proposed rate settlement. Used-and-usefiihiess of plant. Rate design. DSM 
potential. 

137. Ohio PUC 95-203-EL-FOR; Campaign for an Energy-Efficient Ohio. Febmary 1996 

Long-term forecast of Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company, especially its DSM 
portfolio. Opportunities for further cost-effective DSM savings. Tests of cost 
effectiveness. Role of DSM in light of industry restmcturing; altematives to 
ti^ditional utility DSM. 

138 Vermont PSB 5835; Veraiont Department of Pubhc Service. Febmary 1996. 

Design of load-management rates of Central Vermont Public Service Company. 

139. Maryland PSC 8720, Washington Gas Light DSM; Maryland Office of People's 
Counsel. May 1996. 

Avoided costs of Washington Gas Light Company; integrated least-cost planning. 

140. MDPU DPU 96-100; Massachusetts Utilities' Stranded Costs; Massachusetts 
A. Attomey General. Oral testimony in support of "estimation of Market Value, Stranded 

Investment, and Restmcturing Gams for Major Massachusetts Utilities," July 1996. 

Stranded costs. Calculation of loss or gain. Valuation of utility assets. 

141. MDPU DPU 96-70; Massachusetts Attomey General. July 1996. 

Market-based allocation of gas-supply costs of Essex County Gas Company. 
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142. MDPU DPU 96-60; Massachusetts Attomey General. Dkect testimony, July 1996; 
sun-ebuttal, August 1996. 

Market-based allocation of gas-supply costs of Fall River Gas Company. 

143. Maryland PSC 8725; Maryland Office of People's Counsel. July 1996. 

Proposed merger of Baltimore Gas & Electric Company, Potomac Electric Power 
Company^ and Constellation Enei;gy. Cost allocation of meiger benefits and rate 
reductions. 

144. New Hampshire PUC DR 96-150, Public Service Company of New Hampshire 
stranded costs; New Hampshire Office of Consumer Advocate. December 1996. 

Market price of capacity and energy; value of generation plant; restmcturing gain and 
stranded investment; legal status of PSNH acquisition premium; interim stranded-cost 
charges. 

145. Ontario Energy Board EBRO 495, LRAM and shared-savings incentive for DSM 
performance of Consumers Gas; Green Energy Coalition. March 1997. 

LRAM and shared-savings incentive mechanisms in rates for the Consumers Gas 
Company Ltd. 

146. New York PSC Case 96-E-0897, Consolidated Edison restmcturing plan; City of 
New York. April 1997. 

Electric-utility competition and restmcturing; critique of proposed settlement of 
Consolidated Edison Company; stranded costs; market power; rates; market access. 

147. Vermont PSB 5980, proposed statewide energy plan; Vermont Department of Pubhc 
Service. Direct, August 1997; rebuttal, December 1997. 

Justification for and estimation of statewide avoided costs; guidelines for distributed 
IRP. 

148. MDPU 96-23, Boston Edison restmcturing settlement; Utility Workers Union of 
America. September 1997. 

Performance incentives proposed for the Boston Edison company. 

149. Vermont PSB 5983, Green Mountain Power rate increase; Vermont Depalment of 
Public Service. Direct, October 1997; rebuttal, December 1997. 

In three separate pieces of prefiled testimony, addressed the Green Moimtaki Power 
Corporation's (1) distributed-utility-planning efforts, (2) avoided costs, and (3) 
pmdence of decisions relating to a power purchase from Hydro-Quebec. 

150. MDPU 97-63, Boston Edison proposed reoi:ganization; Utility Workers Union of 
America. October 1997. 
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Increased costs and risks to ratepayers and shareholders from proposed reorgani­
zation; risks of diversification; diversion of capital from regulated to unregulated 
affihates; reduction in Commission authority. 

151. MDTE 97-111, Commonwealth Energy proposed restmcturing; Cape Cod Light 
Compact. Joint testknony with Jonathan Wallach, January 1998. 

Critique of proposed restmcturing plan filed to satisfy requirements of the electric-
utihty restmcturing act of 1997. Failure of the plan to foster competition and promote 
tiie pubhc interest. 

152. NH PUC Docket DR 97-241, Connecticut Valley Electric fiiel and purchased-power 
adjustments; City of Claremont, N.H. Febmary 1998. 

Pmdence of continued power piurchase from affiliate; market cost of power, pmdence 
disallowances and cost-of-service ratemaking. 

153. Maryland PSC 8774; APS-DQE merger; Maryland Office of People's Counsel. 
Febmary 1998. 

Power-supply arrangements between APS's operating subsidiaries; power-supply 
savings; market power. 

154. Vermont PSB 6018, Central Vermont Public Service Co. rate increase; Vermont 
Department of Public Service. Febmary 1998. 

Pmdence of decisions relating to a power purchase fi-om Hydro-Quebec. Reason­
ableness of avoided-cost estimates. Quality of DU planning. 

155. Maine PUC 97-580, Central Maine Power restmcturing and rates; Maine Office of 
Pubhc Advocate. May 1998; Surrebuttal, August 1998. 

Determination of stranded costs; gains from sales of fossil, hydro, and biomass plant; 
troatment of deferred taxes; incentives for stranded-cost mitigation; rate design. 

156. MDTE 98-89, purchase of Boston Edison municipal streetlighting, Towns of 
Lexington and Acton. Affidavit, August 1998. 

Valuation of municipal streetHghting; depreciation; ^pUcability of unbundled rate. 

157. Vermont PSB 6107, Green Mountain Power rate kicrease, Vermont Department of 
Pubhc Service. Direct, September 1998; Surrebuttal drafted but not filed, November 
2000. 

Pmdence of decisions relating to a power purchase from Hydro-Quebec. Least-cost 
planning and pmdence. Quality of DU planning. 

158. MDTE 97-120, Westem Massachusetts Electric Company proposed restmcturing; 
Massachusetts Attomey General. Joint testimony with Jonathan Wallach, October 
1998. Jokit surrebuttal with Jonathan Wallach, January 1999. 
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Market value of the three Millstone nuclear imits under varying assumptions of plant 
performance and market prices. Independent forecast of wholesale market prices. 
Value of Pilgrim and TMI-1 asset sales. 

159. Maryland PSC 8794 and 8804; BG&E restmcttiring and rates; Maryland Office of 
People's Counsel. Direct, December 1998; rebuttal, March 1999. 

Implementation of restmcturing. Valuation of generation assets fixim comparable-
sales and cash-flow analyses. Determmation of stranded cost or gain. 

160. Maryland PSC 8795; Delmarva Power & Light restmcturing and rates; Maryland 
Office of People's Counsel. December 1998. 

Implementation of restmcmring. Valuation of generation assets and purchases from 
comparable-sales and cash-flow analyses. Determination of stranded cost or gain. 

161. Maryland PSC 8797; Potomac Edison Company restmcturing and rates; Maryland 
Office of People's Counsel. Direct, January 1999; rebuttal, March 1999. 

Implementation of restmcturing. Valuation of generation assets and purchases from 
comparable-sales and cash-flow analyses. Detemiination of stranded cost or gam. 

162. Connecticut DPUC 99-02-05; Connecticut Light and Power Company stranded 
costs; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. April 1999. 

Projections of market price. Valuation of purchase agreements and nuclear and non-
nuclear assets from comparable-sales and cash-flow analyses. 

163. Connecticut DPUC 99-03-04; United Ulumkiating Company stranded costs; 
Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. April 1999. 

Proj ections of market price. Valuation of purchase agreements and nuclear assets fi'om 
comparable-sales and cash-flow analyses. 

164. Washington UTC UE-981627; PacifiCorp-Scottish Power Merger, Office of tiie 
Attomey General. June 1999. 

Review of proposed performance standards and valuation of performance. Review of 
proposed low-income assistance. 

165. Utah PSC 98-2035-04; PacifiCorp-Scottish Power Merger, Utah Committee of 
Consumer Services. June 1999. 

Review of proposed performance standards and valuation of performance. 

166. Connecticut DPUC 99-03-35; United Illuminating Company proposed standard 
offer; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. July 1999. 

Design of standard offer by rate class. Design of price adjustments to preserve rate 
decrease. Market valuations of nuclear plants. Short-term stranded cost 
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167. Connecticut DPUC 99-03-36; Connecticut Light and Power Company proposed 
standard offer; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. Direct, July 1999; 
Supplemental, July 1999. 

Design of standard offer by rate class. Design of price adjustments to preserve rate 
decrease. Market valuations of nuclear plants. Short-term stranded cost. 

168. W. Virginia PSC 98-0452-E-GI; electric-industty restiiicturing, West Virginia 
Consumer Advocate. July 1999. 

Market value of generating assets of, and restmcturing gain for, Potomac Edison, 
Monongahela Power, and Appalachian Power. Comparable-sales and cash-flow 
analyses. 

169. Ontario Energy Board RP-1999-0034; Ontario Performance-Based Rates; Green 
Energy Coahtion. September 1999. 

Rate design. Recovery of demand-side-raanagement costs under PBR. Incremental 
costs. 

170. Connecticut DPUC 99-08-01; standards for utility restmcturing; Connecticut Office 
of Consumer Coimsel. Direct, November 1999; Supplemental January 2000. 

Appropriate role of regulation. T&D reliabiUty and service quatity. Perforaiance 
standards and customer guarantees. Assessing generation adequacy in a competitive 
market. 

171. Connecticut Superior Court CV 99-049-7239; Connecticut Light and Power 
Company stranded costs; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. Affidavit, 
December 1999, 

Errors of the CDPUC in deriving discoimted-cash-flow valuations for Millstone and 
Seabrook, and in setting minimum bid price. 

172. Connecticut Superior Court CV 99-049-7597; United flluminating Company 
stranded costs; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. December 1999. 

Errors of the CDPUC, in its discounted-cash-flow computations, in selecting perform­
ance assiunptions for Seabrook, and in setting mkiknum bid price. 

173. Ontario Energy Board RP-1999-0044; Ontario Hydro transmission-cost allocation 
and rate design; Green Energy Coalition. January 2000. 

Cost allocation and rate design. Net vs. gross load billing. Export and wheelkig-
through transactions. Envkonmental implications of utility proposals. 

174. Utah PSC 99-2035-03; PacifiCorp Sale of Centraliaplant, mine, andrelated facihties; 
Utah Committee of Consumer Services. January 2000. 

Pmdence of sale and management of auction. Benefits to ratepayers. Allocation and 
rate treatment of gain. 
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175. Connecticut DPUC 99-09-12; Nuclear Divestiture by Connecticut Light & Power 
and United Illuminating; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. January 2000. 

Market for nuclear assets. Optknal stmcture of auctions. Value of minority rights. 
Timing of divestitme. 

176. Ontario Energy Board RP-1999-0017; Union Gas PBR proposal; Green Energy 
Coalition. March 2000. 

Lost-revenue-adjustment and shared-savings incentive mechanisms for Union Gas 
DSM programs. Standards for review of targets and achievements, computation of 
lost revenues. Need for DSM expenditure tme-up mechanism. 

177. NY PSC 99-S-1621; Consolidated Edison steam rates; City of New York. April 2000. 

Allocation of costs of former cogeneration plants, and of net proceeds of asset sale. 
Economic justification for steam-supply plans. Depreciation rates. Weather 
normalization and other rate adjustments. 

178. Maine PUC 99-666; Central Makie Power altemative rate plan; Maine Public 
Advocate. Direct, May 2000; Surrebuttal, August 2000. 

Likely merger savings. Savkigs and rate reductions fi-om recent mergers. Implications 
for rates. 

179. MEFSB 97-4; MMWEC gas-pipehne proposal; Town of Wilbraham, Mass. June 
2000. 

Economic justification for natural-gas pipelkie. Role and jurisdiction of EFSB, 

180. Connecticut DPUC 99-09-03; Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation Merger and Rate 
Plan; Connecticut office of Consumer Counsel. September 2000. 

Performance-based ratemaking m hght of mergers. Allocation of savkigs from merger. 
Earnings-sharing mechanism. 

181. Connecticut DPUC 99-09-12RE01; Proposed Millstone Sale; Connecticut Office of 
Consumer Counsel. November 2000. 

Requirements for review of auction of generation assets. Allocation of proceeds 
between units. 

182. MDTE 01-25; Purchase of Sti-eetUghts from Commonwealtii Electtic; Cape Light 
Compact. January 2001 

Municipal purchase of streetlights; Calculation of purchase price under state law; 
Determination of accumulated depreciation by asset. 

183. Connecticut DPUC 00-12-01 and 99-09-12RE03; Connecticut Light & Power rate 
design and standard offer; Connecticut Office of Consiuner Counsel. March 2001. 
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Rate design and standard offer under restmcturing law; Future rate impacts; 
Transition to restmctured regime; Comparison of Connecticut and Califomia 
restmcturing challenges. 

184. Vermont PSB 6460 & 6120; Centtal Vemiont Pubhc Service rates; Vermont 
Department of Public Service. Direct, March 2001; Surrebuttal, April 2001. 

Review of decision in early 1990s to commit to long-term uneconomic purchase fix)m 
Hydro Quebec. Calculation of present damages fix)m impmdence. 

185. New Jersey BPU EM00020106; Atiantic City Electric Company sale of fossil plants; 
New Jersey Ratepayer Advocate. Affidavit, May 2001. 

Comparison of power-supply contracts. Comparison of plant costs to replacement 
power cost. Allocation of sales proceeds between subsidiaries. 

186. New Jersey BPU GM00080564; Public Service Electric and Gas tt^sfer of gas 
supply contracts; New Jersey Ratepayer Advocate. Direct, May 2001. 

Transfer of gas transportation contracts to unregulated affiliate. Potential for market 
power in wholesale gas supply and electric generation. Importance of rehable gas 
supply. Valuation of contracts. Effect of proposed requkements contract on rates. 
Regulation and design of standard-offer service. 

187. Connecticut DPUC 99-04-18 Phase 3, 99-09-03 Phase 2; Soutiiera Connecticut 
Namral Gas and Connecticut Natural Gas rates and charges; Connecticut Office of 
Consumer Counsel. Direct, June 2001; Supplemental, July 2001. 

Identifying, quantifykig, and allocatkig merger-related gas-supply savings between 
ratepayers and shareholders. Establishing baselkies. Allocations between affiliates. 
Unaccounted-for gas. 

188. New Jersey BPU EX01050303; New Jersey electric companies' procurement of 
basic supply; New Jersey Ratepayer Advocate. August 2001. 

-Review of proposed statewide auction for purchase of power requirements. Market 
power. Risks to ratepayers of proposed auction. 

189. NY PSC OO-E-1208; Consolidated Edison rates; City of New York. October 2001. 

Geogrqihic allocation of stranded costs. Locational and postage-stamp rates. 
Causation of stranded costs. Relationship between market prices for power and 
stranded costs. 

190. MDTE 01-56, Berkshire Gas Company; Massachusetts Attomey General. October 
2001. 

Allocation of gas costs by load shape and season. Competition and cost allocation. 

191. New Jersey BPU EM00020106; Atiantic City Electric proposed sale of fossil plants; 
New Jersey Ratepayer Advocate. December 2001, 
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Current market value of generating plants vs. proposed purchase price. 

192. Vermont PSB 6545; Vermont Yankee proposed sale; Vermont Department of Public 
Service. Direct, January 2002. 

Comparison of sales price to other nuclear sales. Evaluation of auction design and 
implementation. Review of auction manager's valuation of bids. 

193. Connecticut Siting Council 217; Connecticut Light & Power proposed transmission 
line firom Plumtree to Norwalk; Connecticut Office of Consiuner Counsel. March 
2002. 

Nature of transmission problems. Potential fm: conservation and distributed resources 
to defer, reduce or avoid transmission investment. CL&P transmission planning 
process. Joint testimony with John Plunkett. 

194. Vermont PSB 6596; Citizens Utilities Rates; Vermont Department of PubHc Service. 
Direct, March 2002; Rebuttal, May 2002. 

Review of 1991 decision to commit to long-term uneconomic purchase from Hydro 
Quebec. Altematives; role of transmission constraints. Calculation of present damages 
fitjm imprudence. 

195. Connecticut DPUC 01-10-10; United Illuminatkig rate plan; Connecticut Office of 
Consumer Counsel. April 2002 

Allocation of excess earnings between shareholders and ratepayers. Asymmetry in 
treatment of over- and under-earning. Accelerated amortization of stranded costs. 
Effects of power-supply developments on ratepayer risks. Effect of proposed rate plan 
on utility risks and requked retum. 

196. ConnecticutDPUC01-12-13RE01;Seabrookproposedsale;ConnecticutOfficeof 
Consumer Counsel. July 2002 

Comparison of sales price to other nuclear sales. Evaluation of auction design and 
implementation. Assessment of valuation of purchased-power contracts. 

197. Ontario EB RP-2002-0120; Review of transmission-system code; Green Energy 
Coalition. October 2002. 

Cost allocation. Transmission charges. Societal cost-effectiveness. Environmental 
extemalities. 

198. New Jersey BPU ER02080507; Jersey Central Power & Light rates; N.J. Division of 
tiie Ratepayer Advocate. Phase I December 2002; Phase ff (oral) July 2003. 

Pmdence of procurement of electrical supply. Documentation of procurement deci­
sions. Comparison of costs for subsidiaries with fixed versus flow-through cost 
recovery. 

199. Connecticut DPUC 03-07-02; CL&P rates; AARP. October 2003 
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Proposed distribution kivestments, including pmdence of prior management of 
distribution system and utility's failure to make investments previously fimded in 
rates. Cost controls. Application of rate cap. Legislative intent. 

200. Connecticut DPUC 03-07-01; CL&P transitional standard offer; AARP. November 
2003. 

Apphcation of rate cap. Legislative intent. 

201. Vermont PSB 6596; Vermont Electric Power Company and Green Mountain Power 
Northwest Reliability transmission plan; Conservation Law Foundation. December 
2003. 

Inadequacies of proposed transmission plan. Failure of to perform least-cost planning. 
Distributed resources. 

202. Ohio PUC Case 03-2144-EL-ATA; Ohio Edison , Cleveland Electric, and Toledo 
Edison Cos. rates and transition charges; Green Mountam Energy Co. Dkect Febmary 
2004. 

Pricing of standard-offer service in competitive markets. Critique of anticompetitive 
features of proposed standard-offer supply, including non-bypassable charges. 

203. NY PSC Cases 03-G-1671 & 03-S-1672; Coi^olidated Edison Company Steam and 
Gas Rates; City of New York. Dkect March 2004; Rebuttal April 2004; Settlement 
June 2004. 

Pmdence and cost allocation for the East River Repowerkig Project. Gas and steam 
energy conservation. Opportunities for cogeneration at existing steam plants. 

204. NY PSC 04-E-0572; Consohdated Edison rates and performance; City of New York. 
Dkect, September 2004; rebuttal, October 2004. 

Consohdated Edison's role in promoting adequate supply and demand resources. Inte­
grated resource and T&D planning. Performance-based ratemaking and streetlighting. 

205. Ontario EB RP 2004-0188; cost recovery and DSM for Ontario electric-distribution 
utilities; Green Energy Coalition. Exhibit, December 2004. 

Differences in ratemaking requirements for customer-side conservation and demand 
management versus utility-side efficiency improvements. Recovery of lost revenues 
or incentives. Reconciliation mechanism. 

206. MDTE 04-65; Cambridge Electric Light Co. stt-eethghtkig; City of Cambridge. 
Direct, October 2004; Supplemental January 2005. 

Calculation of purchase price of street lights by the City of Cambridge. 

207. NY PSC 04-W-1221; rates, mles, charges, and regulations of United Water New 
Rochelle; Town of Eastchester and City of New Rochelle. Direct, Febmary 2005. 
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Size and financing of proposed interconnection. Rate design. Water-mams replace­
ment and related cost recovery Lost and unaccoimted-for water. 

208. NY PSC 05-M-0090; system-benefits charge; City of New York. Comments, March 
2005. 

Assessment and scope of, and potential for. New York system-benefits charges. 

209. Maryland PSC 9036; Baltimore Gas & Electric rates; Maryland Office of People's 
Coimsel. Direct, August 2005. 

Allocation of costs. Design of rates. Intermptible and firm rates. 

210. British Columbia Utilities Commission Project No. 3698388, British Columbia 
Hydro resource-acquisition plan; British Columbia Sustainable Energy Association 
and Sierra Club of Canada BC Chapter. Direct, September 2005. 

Renewable energy and DSM. Economic tests of cost-effectiveness. Costs avoided by 
DSM. 

211. Connecticut DPUC 05-07-18; financial effect of long-term power contracts; 
Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. Dkect September 2005. 

Assessment of effect of DSM, distributed generation, and capacity purchases on 
financial condition of utilities. 

212. Connecticut DPUC 03-07-01RE03 & 03-07-15RE02; incentives for power 
procurement; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. Direct, September 2005. 
Additional Testimony, April 2006. 

Utihty obligations for generation procurement. Application of standards for utility 
incentives. Identification and quantification of effects of timing, load characteristics, 
and product definition. 

213. Connecticut DPUC Docket 05-10-03; Connecticut L&P; time-of-use, intermptible 
and seasonal rates; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. Direct and 
Supplemental Testimony Febmary 2006. 

Seasonal and time-of-use differentiation of generation, congestion, transmission and 
distribution costs; fixed and variable peak-period timing; identification of pricing 
seasons and seasonal peak periods; cost-effectiveness of tkne-of-use rates. 

214. Ontario Energy Board Case EB-2005-0520; Union Gas rates; School Energy 
Coalition. Evidence, April 2006. 

Rate design related to splittmg commercial rate class kito two classes: new break 
point, cost allocation, customer charges, commodity rate blocks. 

215. Ontario Energy Board Case EB-2006-0021; natural gas demand-side-management 
generic issues proceeding; School Energy Coalition. Evidence, June 2006. 
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Multi-year planning and budgetkig; lost-revenue adjustment mechanism; determinkig 
savings for incentives; oversight; program screening. 

216. Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission Cause Nos. 42943 and 43046; Vectren 
Energy DSM proceedkigs; Citizens Action Coalition. Direct, Jime 2006. 

Rate decoupling and energy-efficiency goals. 

217. Pennsylvania PUC Docket No. 00061346; Duquesne Lightmg; Real-time prickig; 
PennFuture. Direct, July 2006; surrebuttal August 2006. 

Real-time and time-dependent pricing; benefits of time-dependent prickig; 
appropriate metering technology; real-time rate design and customer information 

218. Pennsylvania PUC Docket No. R-00061366, et al.; rate-transition-plan proceedkigs 
of Metropolitan Edison and Pennsylvania Electric; Real-time pricing; PennFuture. 
Direct, July 2006; surrebuttal August 2006. 

Real-time and time-dependent pricing; appropriate metering technology; real-time 
rate design and customer information. 

219. Connecticut DPUC 06-01 -08; Connecticut L&P procurement of power for standard 
service and last-resort service; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. Reports and 
technical hearings September and October 2006. 

Conduct of auction; review of bids; comparison to market prices; selection of winnkig 
bidders. 

220. Connecticut DPUC 06-01-08; United Illmninating procurement of power for 
standard service and last-resort service; Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel. 
Reports and technical hearings August and November 2006. 

Conduct of auction; review of bids; comparison to market prices; selection of winnkig 
bidders. 

221. NY PSC Case No. 06-M-1017; poHcies, practices, and procedures for utility 
commodity supply service; City of New York. Comments, November and December 
2006. 

Multi-year contracts, long-term planning, new resources, procurement by utihties and 
other entities, cost recovery. 

222. Connecticut DPUC 06-01-08; procurement of power for standard service and last-
resort service, lessons learned; Connecticut Office Of Consumer Counsel. Comments 
and Technical Conferences December 2006 and January 2007. 

Sharing of data and sources; benchmark prices; need for predictability, transparency 
and adequate review; utility-owned resources; long-term firm contracts. 
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