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1 I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

2 Q. Please state your name and business address. 

3 A. My name is Stephen J. Baron. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, 

4 hic. ("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, 

5 Georgia 30075. 

6 

7 Q, What is your occupation and by who are you employed? 

8 A. I am the President and a Principal of Kennedy and Associates, a firm of utility rate, 

9 planning, and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia. 

10 

11 Q, Please describe briefly the nature of the consulting services provided by 

12 Kennedy and Associates. 

13 A. Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric and gas utility 

14 industries. Our clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consum^^. 

15 The firm provides expertise in system planning, load forecastmg, financial analysis, 

16 cost-of-service, and rate design. Current clients include the Georgia and Louisiana 

17 Public Service Commissions, and industrial consumer groups throughout the United 

18 States, My educational background and professional experience are summarized on 

19 Baron Exhibit _ (SJB-1). 

20 

J, Kennedy and Associates, Inc, 
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1 Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding? 

2 A. I am testifying on behalf of The Ohio Energy Group ("OEG"), a group of large 

3 industrial customers of The Toledo Edison Company ('TE"), Ohio Edison 

4 Company ("OE") and The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company ("CET'), 

5 hereinafter referred to as *the Companies". The members of OEG who take service 

6 fi-om the Companies are: Air Products & Chemicals, Inc., AK Steel Corporation, 

7 Alcoa Inc., ArcelorMittal, BP-Husky Refining, Inc., Brush Wellman Inc., Chrysler 

8 LLC, E.L DuPont de Nemours & Co., Ford Motor Company, Johns Manville 

9 (Berkshire Hathaway), North Star BlueScope Steel, LLC, PPG Industries, Inc., 

10 Republic Engineered Products, Inc., Sxinoco Toledo Refinery, Severstal Warren, 

11 Inc. (formerly WCI Steel, Inc.,) Worthington Industries and Linde, Inc. 

12 

13 Q. Have you previously presented testimony in any of the Companies' cas^ ui 

14 Ohio? 

15 A. Yes. I have previously testified m Case Nos. 88-171 and 88-170. I have also 

16 testified in Case Nos. 99-1212, 99-1213, and 99-1214, the 2000 proceedmgs in 

17 which the Companies' rates were unbundled and the Companies were restructured 

18 to implement retail competition. I also have testified in Case Nos. 07-551, 07-552, 

19 07-553 and 07-554, and have filed testimony in Case Nos. 08-124 and 08-125. 

20 Finally, I have testified in the Companies' MRO proceeding. Case No. 08-936-EL-

21 SSO. 
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1 

2 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

3 A. r am addressing a number of issues raised by the Companies' proposed ESP 

4 associated with its requested rates and riders. First, I will be addressing the 

5 Companies' proposed Long Term and Short Term ESP SSO procurements. I will 

6 address the impact of the Companies' discuss the Companies' proposed contracts 

7 for generation supply fi*om FES and discuss an alternative procurement strategy 

8 using an active portfolio approach. ̂  

9 

10 I also will also discuss the Companies' proposals on large industrial rate schedules 

11 and the lack of a reasonable mitigation proposal m it plan. In this regard, I will 

12 discuss an OEG proposal to mitigate the rate increases proposed in the Companies' 

13 ESPs (or alternative ESPs approved by Ihe Commission) that will promote 

14 economic development. 

15 

16 I will also address the Companies' proposed Economic Load Response rider 

17 ("ELR") and recommend appropriate adjustments that will make the rider more 

18 reasonable. 

19 

20 I will also address the Companies' proposed non-bypassable 1 cent per kWh 

21 generation charge associated with provider of last resort (POLR) risk. This charge. 
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1 which is included in the generation rate for each Company, is designed to 

2 compensate the Companies for supplier risk in providing POLR standard offer 

3 service. I will recommend adjustments to this charge. 

4 

5 Q. Would you please summarize your testimony? 

6 A. Yes. 

7 

8 1. As discussed by OEG witness Lane Kollen, the Companies' proposed Long 

9 Term ESP generation rate is not reasonable. As an alternative, OEG recommends 

10 that the Companies issue requests for proposals for all facets of wholesale 

11 generation supply sufficient to meet their POLR requirements. The ultimate goal 

12 should be a least cost portfolio of wholesale generating resources to supply those 

13 consumers who do not shop. The shopping risk, or POLR responsibility, shoiald be 

14 retained by the Companies. 

15 

16 2. The Companies' Short Term ESP proposal is not reasonable and should be 

17 modified. If a long term ESP is not in place, OEG recommends that the Companies 

18 purchase energy via the MISO day-ahead market. The existing generation rates less 

19 RTCs as they naturally expire should be continued, subject to an adjustment to 

OEG witness Lane Kollen also addresses the Companies' Long Term ESP SSO procurement proposal. 
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1 reflect the difference between the revenues produced by the current effective 

2 generation rates and the cost of actual purchases from the MISO day-ahead market. 

4 3. The Companies' proposed rate increases in 2009 under the ESP do not 

5 consider the state policy to facilitate Ohio's competitiveness in the global economy. 

6 In particular, The Companies' ESP rate proposals fail to adequately mitigate the 

7 increases to large industrial customers. In some cases, the Companies are proposing 

8 industrial customer increases in 2009 (versus 2008) of more than 33%, while 

9 proposing rate reductions to the commercial customer class. No matter how 

10 wholesale power for non-shoppers is procured, the increases for each Company 

11 should be modified using the following three principles: 

12 • Residential rates should reflect the increases suggested by the Companies 
13 (if the filed ESP rates are adopted) and not be charged any costs associated 
14 with rate mitigation under diis plan. If alternative wholesale generation 
15 rates are approved, then residential rates should be adjusted accordingly 
16 to recover the residential class share of costs, without any additional 
17 mitigation charges produced under this plan. 
18 
19 " N o rate schedule should receive an increase greater than "2 Times'* the 
20 average increase. 
21 
22 • No rate schedule should receive a rate decrease if other schedules get an 
23 increase. 
24 
25 
26 This rate mitigation plan moderates the fiill effect of wholesale price increases by 

27 increasmg the non-bypassable EDR charge to non-residential customers. This plan 
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1 is revenue neutral to the utilities and promotes economic development and job 

2 retention. 

3 

4 4. The Companies have incorporated a 1 cent per kWh charge in the 

5 base generation rates of each Company to provide compensation to the Companies 

6 due to then* obtigations to provide POLR service to customer, who may switch to an 

7 alternative supplier during the term of the ESP. This charge is non-bypassable and 

8 is included m the ESP generation rates (via Rider GEN) and separately charged to 

9 shopping customers via Rider MDS. This charge should be waived for ESP 

10 customers who either: a) agree to forego their right to shop during the three year 

11 term of the ESP; or b) agree to not take service under the ESP and, in the event of a 

12 retum to POLR service, agree to waive their right to take service xmder the ESP and 

13 accept market based rates. 

14 

15 5. The Companies have proposed an Economic Load Response ("ELR") rider 

16 that offers existing interruptible and special contract interruptible customers an 

17 option to receive additional interruptible credits if these customers agree to an 

18 unlimited number of economic interruptions. OEG recommends that the proposed 

19 ELR rider be modified as follows: 

20 a.. Economic interruptions will be invoked when the day-ahead LMP 
21 exceeds 125% of the ESP generation rate for three consecutive hours 
22 
23 b. Economic interruptions are limited to 1,000 hours annually. 
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1 

2 6. The Companies are proposmg a Capacity Cost Adjustment Rider ("CCA") 

3 to recover the costs of additional required reserves during the months of May 

4 through September, in the event tiiat the FES capacity available to tiie Companies is 

5 insufficient to provide such reserves. It is inappropriate to charge this capacity rider 

6 to interruptible load. The requirement to obtain sufficient annual planning reserves 

7 is an obligation of the Companies, based on their firm load, not int^ruptible load. 
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1 n. LONG TERM AND SHORT TERM ESP PROCUREMENTS 

2 

3 Q. OEG witness Kollen has raised concerns regarding the reasonableness of the 

4 Companies' proposed Long Term ESP procurement rates in his testimony. Do 

5 you have any recommendations for an alternative approach that could be used 

6 by the Companies to procure POLR supplies under the Long Term ESP? 

7 A. Yes. In my testimony in Case No. 08-936-EL-SSO, which concerned the 

8 Companies' MRO procurement, I recommended that an active portfoUo approach be 

9 used to obtain the necessary wholesale generation supplies for the distribution 

10 Companies' non-shopping customers. A similar procurement approach should be 

11 implemented to obtain generation supply for the ESP as well. 

12 

13 Q. Would you describe approach that you recommend to obtain POLR 

14 generation service for the Companies? 

15 A. The Companies should issue requests for proposals for all facets of wholesale 

16 generation supply sufficient to meet its POLR requirements. The ultimate goal 

17 should be a least cost portfolio of wholesale generating resources to supply those 

18 consumers who do not shop. The retail shopping risk, or POLR responsibility, 

19 should be retained by the Companies. The Companies should be fully 

20 compensated for this risk by rates set by this Commission. The POLR risk should 

21 not be outsoiirced to the wholesale generation suppliers. 
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1 

2 Q. Why are you proposing an ESP procurement process that places the POLR 

3 risk on Toledo Edison, Ohio Edison and CEI, instead of FES or other 

4 wholesale suppliers? 

5 A. A procurement process wherein the Companies obtain, via a competitive sealed 

6 bid RFP process, blocks of wholesale power, rather than full requirements service, 

7 places the risk of POLR supply on the Compaiues. As a result, the cost of 

8 wholesale generation should be significantly reduced. The supplier risks inherent 

9 in a full requirements POLR service solicitation were quantified by the 

10 Companies' witness Scott Jones in this case. Dr. Jones explained how third 

11 parties who bid on supplying non-shopping load must factor in many different 

12 types of retail risk. According to Dr. Jones, when utilities out-source the 

13 responsibility and risk of POLR supply to third parties, the result is a retail mark-

14 up over the wholesale generation price of between 17% - 40%. Keep in mind that 

15 this retail mark-up is over and above the already high FERC regulated wholesale 

16 market generation prices established throu^ the MISO or PJM locational 

17 marginal price (LMP) process. 

18 

19 Table 1 sxmimarizes the "margins," in excess of the wholesale cost of generation 

20 that Dr. Jones has estimated for the years 2009 through 2011 under a competitive 

21 full requirements solicitation. 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Table 1 
Estimated Procurement Margins in Excess of FERC Regulated Wliolesale IVIarket Price* 

2009 2010 2011 Total 

Direct $4,422,960,216 $4,220,202,509 $4,391,580,987 $13,034,743,712 

Retail Margin above Market $ 751,974,961 $1,455,254,033 $1,751,336,935 $ 3,958,5$5,929 

Total Cost to Retail Customers $5,174,935,177 $5,675,458,542 $6,142,917,922 $16,993,309,641 

* Source: Direct Testimony of Scott Jones. Exhibits 8,9 and 10 

As can be seen fi*om Dr. Jones' analysis, the estimated retail ''margins" that 

customers would have to pay over and above the market based wholesale 

generation cost are nearly $4 billion during the three year period This is 

equivalent to a margin of $22.86 per mWh. This is a very substantial payment 

that may be reduced if the Companies procure wholesale blocks of power, use the 

MISO market for load following and absorb the POLR risk themselves. 

Q. Should the Companies be permitted to recover all of their competitively bid 

generation supply costs under your proposal? 

A. Yes, to the extent that such costs were prudentiy incurred. The Companies should 

conduct a competitive procurement using an RFP process for wholesale blocks of 

power and other necessary generation services to meet POLR load. Based on a 

reasonable mix of fixed block wholesale contracts and spot pxirchase and sales 
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1 contracts (to deal with load following, sales forecast variation, shopping 

2 migration, etc.) the Companies would effectively absorb the risks cited by Dr. 

3 Jones. The reasonable costs associated with these ptirchases to meet customer 

4 load should be recovered firom customers who take POLR service, subject to 

5 Commission approval. Under this procurement approach, the Commission would 

6 have oversight on the level and recovery of the implicit "risk premiums" being 

7 charged to customers. The Commission would therefore have the ability to keep 

8 the retail risk premium below the $4 billion amount estimated by Dr. Jones (an 

9 average of $ 1.33 billion per year). 

10 

11 Q. Have you reviewed the Companies proposal to implement a Short Term ESP, 

12 in the event that the Conunission has not made a determination on the ESP 

13 proposal in time to implement it by January 1,2009? 

14 A. Yes. The Short Term ESP, which must be approved by the Commission by 

15 November 14, 2008 or it is automatically withdrawn, is an offer by the Companies 

16 to the Commission for a temporary SSO Pricing plan that will be in effect for the 

17 period January 1, 2009 through April 30, 2009. If the Commission approves the 

18 Short Term ESP, according to the Companies application, "the Commission will 

19 have established known rates that will be in effect on January 1, 2009, in the event 

20 that there is no approved ESP acceptable to the Companies within the 150 day 

21 period provided pursuant to Am. Sub. S. B.221." 
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2 The rates and terms of the Short Term ESP are the same as those of the longer term 

3 ESP except that the average base generation rate is 7.75 cents/kWh (6.75 cents/kWh 

4 current charge, 1.0 cents/kWh deferred). 

5 

6 Q. How does this proposed average base generation rate of 7.75 cents/kWTi 

7 compare to the proposed longer term ESP average generation rate for 2009? 

8 A. The longer term ESP proposal requests a 7.50 cenl/kWh average generation rate for 

9 2009. The Short Term ESP generation rate is tiius 3.3% greater than the Long Term 

10 ESP proposed base generation rate for 2009. 

11 

12 Q. Do you have any concerns with the Companies' proposed Short Term ESP 

13 proposal? 

14 A. Yes. For the reasons discussed in Mr. Kollen's testimony regardmg the proposed 

15 Long Term ESP generation rates, I believe that the Short Term ESP proposal is not 

16 reasonable and should be modified. 

17 

18 Q. How should the Companies' Short Term ESP pricing proposal be modified? 

19 A. OEG recommends that the Companies purchase energy for non-shopping customers 

20 via the MISO day-ahead market. The Companies' existing generation rates should 

^ Certain provisions of the longer term ESP do not apply related to Green Resources and the Economic 
Development Rider. 
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1 be contmued, subject to an adjustment to reflect the difference between the revenues 

2 produced by the currently effective generation rates and the cost of actual purchases 

3 from the MISO day-ahead market. In addition, the RTC should be eliminated Scorn 

4 current rates as it expires.^ 

5 

6 Q. What mechanism should be established to implement this proposed Short 

7 Term ESP? 

8 A. The most appropriate mechanism would be to implement a purchased power 

9 recovery rider that would compute the difference between the costs each month 

10 associated with power purchases and the revenues produced via the existing 

11 generation rates. The Companies should be permitted to recover all of then* costs 

12 associated with obtaining the POLR supply that are not recovered via the existing 

13 generation rates or other riders (such as the transmission cost recovery rider). This 

14 would include ancillary services, capacity costs, congestion charges and any other 

15 costs incurred, in excess of the revenues produced by the existing generation rates 

16 (less RTC as it naturally expires) and the existing transmission charges. 

17 

18 Q. Have you made any analysis of the estimated cost of acquiring energy on the 

19 MISO day-ahead market for 2009? 

20 A. Yes, I have summarized my analysis in Table 2, which follows. Based on tiie July 

21 15, 2008 analysis of PJM West and Cinergy Hub forward prices presented by Mr. 

^ The RTC will terminate at the end of 2008 for OE and TE customers. 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

Graves, the expected price for energy and capacity for the four months ending April 

2009 would be 7.249 cents/kWh. Using an updated analysis of the same PJM West 

and Cinergy Hub forward prices as of September 19, 2008, the expected price for 

energy and capacity for the four months ending April 2009 would be 6.185 

cents/kWh. The difference between the 6.185 cent/kWh rate and the Companies' 

proposed Short Term ESP generation rate of 7.75 cents/kWh is $294 million for the 

four month period January to April 2009. 

Table 2 
Average of Cinergy Hub and PJM West Forward Prices 

Month 

Jan-09 
Feb-09 
Mar-Og 
Apr-09 

Jan-Apr Avg. 

Capacity Cost Rate ($/mW/day) 
Peak Load + Reserves 

Capacity Cost (@ 120 Days) 

Total Cost 

MWH Sales 

$/mWh 

Julv 15. 2008 

366.491,657 
322,780,327 
279,537,902 
282,923.809 

1,251,733.695 

69.17 
13.327 

$110,619,431 

$1,362,353,125 

18,794,716 

$72.49 

Sept. 19. 2008 

301,744,112 
265.802,942 
239.778.174 
244.497.973 

1.051.823.202 

69.17 
13.327 

$110,619,431 

$1,162,442,633 

18,794.716 

$61.85 

Q. Should the Companies, or their agent, employ hedging to provide more stable 

prices during this four month period? 
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1 A. My recommendation would be to permit the Companies, via their agent, to engage 

2 in hedging, if that is determined to be cost effective. 

3 

4 Q. Are you recommending that the Companies participate directly in the MISO 

5 day-ahead market? 

6 A. Not necessarily. The Companies can either elect to participate directiy in the MISO 

7 market or issue an RFP to obtain this product from a third party. The Companies 

8 should also evaluate the costs and benefits of purchasing financial hedges. 
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1 III. OEG PROPOSED RATE MITIGATION PLAN 

2 

3 Q. Would you address the Companies' proposals to mitigate rate increases under 

4 their respective ESP*s? 

5 A. As discussed by various Companies' witnesses (e.g., David Blank, Gregg Hussing) 

6 in their testimony, the Companies have proposed a number of so-called "rate 

7 mitigation" riders that are designed to facilitate a reasonable transition from the 

8 current RSP rates to the proposed rates that would otherwise prevail under thdr 

9 respective ESP's. For example, Mr. Hussing testifies at page 5, line 9 of his 

10 testimony that: 

11 The transition from historic rate levels and structures to proposed rates 

12 must be accomplished through a reasoned and gradual approach in 
13 order to accomplish the objective of mit^adng customer impacts* 
14 Incorporating the concept of gradualism is a useful tool In managing 
15 overall customer impacts resulting from rate design objectives. 
16 

17 

18 Q. Do you agree with Mr. Hussing's stated rate mitigation objectives in this case? 

19 A. While I agree with the Companies' stated objectives, a review of the proposed rate 

20 increases under the ESP's shows that the utilities have not come close to 

21 incorporating gradualism into their rate proposals and have failed to adequately 

22 mitigate the increases to large industrial customers. 

23 
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1 Q. What increases are the Companies proposing for 2009 under their respective 

2 ESP's? 

3 A. Table 3 below summarizes the percentage rate increases by rate class for each 

4 Company in 2009, compared to 2008 rate levels. Rate GT is the transmission 

5 voltage rate used to serve large mdustrial customers. As can be seen, for some rate 

6 schedules (for example, Ohio Edison rate GT, Cleveland Electric Illuminating rate 

7 GT and Toledo Edison rate GT), the proposed ESP increases are many multiples of 

8 the average retail increases for those Companies. In the case of Toledo Edison, the 

9 Company is proposing to increase the GT mdustrial rate by 33.8%, compared to an 

10 average retail mcrease of 6.96%. At the same time, Toledo Edison is proposing 

11 significant rate reductions for the commercial customer classes. The GT industrial 

12 rate increase is nearly 5 times as large as the average increase. This cannot possibly 

13 be consistent with the concept of gradualism supported by Mr. Hussing. 

14 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Table 3 
Companies' Proposed Rate Increases 

RATE CODE 

RS 

GS 

GP 

GSU 

i ^̂  
1 POL 

STL 

TRF 

CONTRACTS 

TOTAL COMPANY 

2009 / 2008 
OE 

2.38% 

2.53% 

5.33% 

8.69% 

19.63% 

2.46% 

11.53% 

12.38% 

5.23% 

Percentage 
CE 

6.17% 

4.77% 

2.23% 

1.74% 

13.50% 

26.29% 

17.20% 

21.33% 

-6.92% 

4.62% 

Increases 
I i 

5.73% 

-6.92% 

-10.27% 

-14.88% 

33.83% 

1617% 

1.92% 

-25.66% 

6.96% 

Q. Do the increases shown in Table 3 reflect aU of the Companies' proposed 

mitigation assistance? 

A. Yes. These include the full extent of the Companies' limited attempts at mitigation. 

It should be obvious that these rate mitigation proposals are simply insufficient to 

accomplish any reasonable gradualism objective, contrary to the stated objectives of 

the Companies that I quoted earlier. 

Q. Are the increases proposed in the ESP's consistent with Ohio state policy, as 

required in Ohio Revised Code §4928.02 and SB 221? 

A. No, not in my opinion. ORC §4928.02(A) and (N) provide clear guidance to the 

Commission in evaluating the Companies' ESP. These policy objectives are: 
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1 (A) Ensure the availability to consumers of adequate, reliable, safe, 
2 effldent, nondiscriminatory, and reasonably priced retail electric 
3 service; 
4 
5 (N) Facilitate the state's effectiveness in the global economy. 

7 

8 Increases for the Companies' largest industrial manufacturing firms in the range of 

9 25% to 34%, compared to retail average increases in the 5% range, do not comport 

10 with Ohio state policy requiring reasonably priced electric service and clearly do not 

11 "facilitate the state's effectiveness in the global economy." A more substantial and 

12 reasonable mitigation plan is required. 

13 

14 While reasonably priced electric power will not save Ohio's manufacturing sector 

15 by itself, it will help. From January 2000 to the first quarter of 2008, Ohio's goods-

16 producing industries (manufacturing, construction, natural resources, and mining) 

17 lost 23.3% of their employment. In tiie last eight montiis tiiis rate of decline has 

18 accelerated. From January 2008 to August 2008, Ohio's unemployment rate 

19 increased by 34.5% (from 5.5% to 7,4%). This is 115,888 additional unemployed 

20 workers. Heavy manufacturing is concentrated in the Companies' service 

21 territories. According to the Ohio Department of Development, in 2007, Ohio had 

22 201 large manufacturing plants. Of this total, 161 are located in counties served by 

23 the Companies. 

24 
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1 Q. Can the Commission improve the rate mitigation plan proposed by the 

2 Companies to accomplish the statutory objectives? 

3 A. Yes. The Commission can improve the proposed rate mitigation plan to more 

4 reasonably apply the concepts of gradualism to the ESP rates in order to promote 

5 state policies, especially economic development. In a number of prior caseSj the 

6 PUCO has adopted the regulatory concept of gradualism in ^proving increases to 

7 rate classes. 

8 

9 Q. Has OEG developed an alternative rate aUocation methodology that promotes 

10 the pohcy objectives of the state ? 

11 A. Yes. OEG recommends that the approved ESP revenue mcreases for non-shopping 

12 customers be allocated to retail rate schedules using the following three principles: 

13 1. Residential rates should reflect the increases suggested by the 
14 Companies (if the filed ESP rates are adopted) and not be charged 
15 any costs associated with rate mit^ation under this plan. If 
16 alternative wholesale generation rates are approved, flien residential 
17 rates should be adjusted accordingly to recover the residential class 
18 share of costs, without any additional mitigation charges produced 
19 under this plan. 
20 
21 2. No rate schedule should receive an increase greater than "2 Times" 
22 the retail average increase. 
23 
24 3. No rate schedule should receive a rate decrease if other schedules 
25 get an increase. 
26 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

These three principles should be adopted by the Commission no matter how 

wholesale generation supply is obtained for non-shopping load. These three 

principles can and should be applied even if the wholesale supply proposal from 

FES is rejected. 

Baron Exhibit (̂SJB-2) presents tiie results of the OEG Rate Mitigation Plan as 

applied to the FES offer. This Table is for illustrative purposes only, as I believe the 

FES generation supply proposal is not reasonable and should be rejected. Table 4 

summarizes the 2009 (versus 2008) increases for each rate schedule under the FES 

offer. 

11 

12 

Table 4 
OEG Mitigated Proposed 

RATE CODE 

RS 

GS 

GP 

GSU 

i GT 

POL 

STL 

TRF 

CONTRACTS 

TOTAL COMPANY 

Rate Increases 

2009 / 2008 Percentage 
OE 

2.38% 

5.31% 

8.18% 

10.47% 

10.47% 

5.23% 

10.47% 

10.47% 

5.23% 

CE 

6.17% 

4.61% 

2.09% 

1.60% 

9.24% 

9.24% 

9.24% 

9.24% 

0.00% 

4.62% 

Increases 
I E 

5.73% 

4.74% 

0.96% 

0.00% 

13.93% 

13.93% 

13.77% 

0.00% 

6.96% 
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1 Q. Would you describe the methodology used to mitigate the increases for each of 

2 the Companies' rate schedules? 

3 A. Yes. First, as stated above, OEG is not proposing any changes for residential rate 

4 schedules.'* The OEG mitigation analysis begins by first determining the maximum 

5 increase for each non-residential rate schedule, based on the "2 Times" the ava*age 

6 retail increase criterion. The next step is to reallocate the revenue deficiency 

7 produced by the "2 Tunes" limitation to all non-residential rate schedules. Finally, 

8 rate schedules that continue to show a mte decrease are adjusted such that there is a 

9 "0" increase for that rate, with the resulting excess revenues used to reduce the 

10 increases for all non-residential rates. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Q 

A 

Q 

Have you made any special adjustments for the CEI Contract rate class? 

No. At this point, I have treated this rate class similarly to all other CEI non­

residential classes. To the extent that all, or a portion or the revenue adjustment 

shown for this rate class in my analysis are precluded by the terms of the contract, 

my recommendation is to allocate the shortfall to all non-residential classes in the 

manner that I have followed in my analysis. 

Do you have a recommendation to specifically implement the OEG Economic 

Development Plan? 

•* Of course, to the extent that the Commission authorizes a lower overaU ESP increase, residential rates 
would be adjusted to reflect these changes. 
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1 A. Yes. The mitigation should be accomplished via the charges and credits in the 

2 Companies' proposed Economic Development Rider ("EDR"). As stated in the 

3 Direct Testimony of Companies' witness Hussing at page 8, line 17, "[T]he purpose 

4 of the Economic Development Rider is to promote gradualism and mitigate overall 

5 bill impacts to customers through a series of credits and charges." I e^ree fiilly with 

6 Mr. Hussing's testimony wherein he states: "...it is better to proactively address 

7 disproportionate rate impacts typically felt by those customers previously served on 

8 tariffs below average rates in order to promote economic stability."^ The OEG 

9 Mitigation Plan is consistent with this objective and OEG recommends that each 

10 Company's EDR be modified to incorporate tiie provisions of the OEG plan. In 

11 addition to the fact that the rationale for the OEG Rate Mitigation plan is to facilitate 

12 Ohio state policy, amounts charged to each rate schedule via the EDR should be 

13 non-bypassable, which will facilitate the implementation of the mitigation plan and 

14 ensure that any revenue shortfalls are fiilly recovered by the Companies. 

15 

16 Q. What effect will these proposed changes to the non-bypasable EDR rider have 

17 on shopping and POLR risk to the utilities? 

18 A. OEG's plan moderates the fiill effect of wholesale cost increases to the industrial 

19 class by increasing the non-bypassable EDR charge on non-residential customers. 

20 Industrial customers will have an mcentive to remain on standard offer service. This 

21 will reduce POLR risks to the utilities. This will benefit all non-shopping customers 

Hussing Direct at page 9, line 2. 



Stephen J. Baron 
Page 24 

1 customers by minimizing the retail risk premium that must be added to the 

2 wholesale generation price. By reducing the utilities' POLR risk, OEG's proposal 

3 will tend to drive down the $4 billion retail risk premium Company witness Dr. 

4 Jones has forecasted. 

5 

6 I believe this plan promotes the overall economic interests of Ohio. The 

7 Commission has a choice: numerous high cost shopping options, or low rates. 

8 

9 Q. Will the OEG Rate Mitigation Plan produce State-wide economic benefits by 

10 lowering the industrial power rate? 

11 A. Yes. The primary effect of the OEG rate mitigation plan is a reduction in what 

12 otherwise would be very large electric rate increases to Ohio manufacturing 

13 facilities. Such increases will adversely affect the econonuc viability of these 

14 customers and potentially lead to increases in the decline of the Ohio manufacturing 

15 base, and employment. When an auto manufacturing or steel plant closes, those 

16 jobs are likely gone forever. The market share that was served by the closed auto or 

17 steel plant is then absorbed by a manufacturer in another state or anotiier country. 

18 Unlike commercial customers, industrial customers in Ohio face national and 

19 international competition. Therefore, growing and maintaining industrial operations 

20 through reasonable electric rates is consistent with SB 221's policy goal to 

21 facilitate the state's effectiveness in the global economy." 
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IV. MINIMUM DEFAULT SERVICE CHARGE 

3 Q. Have you reviewed the Companies' proposal to incorporate a 1 cent per kWh 

4 non-bypassable minimum default charge in their generation rates? 

5 A. Yes. As described by Companies' witness Kevin Warvell on page 8 of his Direct 

6 Testimony, the Companies have incorporated a 1 cent p«* kWh chaiige in the base 

7 generation rates of each Company to provide compensation to the Companies due to 

8 their obligations to provide POLR service to customers, who may switch to an 

9 alternative supplier during the term of the ESP. In particular, if the Companies 

10 procure generation for ESP load and a portion of this load elects to shop during the 

11 ESP (presumably due to lower market prices), the Companies would fece excess 

12 capacity for which they would receive insufficient revenues. Altematively, if more 

13 customers take POLR service than expected due to higher market prices, the 

14 Companies would be required to make market purchases at higher prices. To 

15 mitigate this market risk, according to Mr. Warvell, the Companies must purchase 

16 hedges. 

17 

18 Q. How is this cost being recovered under the Companies' ESP? 

19 A. This charge is non-bypassable and is included in the ESP generation rates (via Rider 

20 GEN) and separately charged to shopping customers via Rider MDS. 

21 
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1 Q. Do you oppose the inclusion of this charge in the ESP generation rate? 

2 A. No. However, as I will discuss, it should be waived for ESP customers who either: 

3 a) Agree to forego their right to shop during the three year term of the 
4 ESP 
5 OR 
6 
7 b) Agree to not take service under the ESP and, in the event of a return 
8 to POLR service, agree to waive their right to take service under flie 
9 ESP and accept market based rates. 

10 

11 

12 Q. Would you please explain your proposed modification to the Companies' 

13 minimum default service charge? 

14 A. The MDS charge is essentially designed to compensate the Companies for the 

15 volumetric risk incurred to provide POLR service that is subject to shopping 

16 migration (either to or from an alternative suppHer). POLR suppliers face this risk 

17 for the reasons cited by Mr. Warvell and I do not dispute his testimony on this issue. 

18 However, to the extent that the ESP can be modified to eliminate this risk for some 

19 ESP customers, these customers should not be charged the costs associated with 

20 volumetric risk. 

21 

22 Q. Would you explain your specific proposal? 

23 A. Yes. According to Mr. Warvell's testimony, the Companies have determined that 1 

24 cent per kWh of the overall generation rate is associated with compensating the 
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1 distribution utilities for shopping risk. If a customer, by election, agrees to either 

2 remain an ESP customer for the entfre three year plan term, or agrees to not take the 

3 ESP POLR generation rate during the three year plan because the customer elects to 

4 shop, and further agrees to take market priced service in the event of a retum to 

5 POLR service, the Companies would not incur any of the risks identified by Mr. 

6 Warvell in support of the 1 cent per kWh minimum default service charge. 

7 Therefore, these customers should not be charged the 1 cent rate. For customers 

8 agreeing to remain ESP customers for the entire three year ESP term, the generation 

9 rate (Rider GEN) should be reduced by 1 cent per kWh. For customers that shop 

10 and agree not to take the ESP POLR rate if they retum to POLR service during the 

11 three year period, the Companies' proposed Rider MDS should be waived. 

12 

13 Q. Would your recommendation regarding the applicability of POLR charges to 

14 shopping and non-shopping customers apply only in the event that the 

15 Commission adopts the Companies' proposed ESP plan? 

16 A. No. As a matter of principle, the recommendation that I am making regarduig the 

17 application of POLR charges to ESP customers who elect to waive their option to 

18 shop during the term of the ESP or agree to shop and only retum to POLR service at 

19 market prices would apply, regardless of the final structure of the Commission 

20 approved ESP plan for the Companies. 
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ECONOMIC LOAD RESPONSE RIDER 

3 Q. Would you please briefly describe the Economic Load Response rider 

4 ("ELR")? 

5 A. The ELR rider offers existing interruptible and special contract interruptible 

6 customers an option to receive additional interruptible credits if these customers 

7 agree to an unlimited number of economic interruptions. These economic 

8 interruptions would be triggered when the market price of power exceeds the ESP 

9 generation rate. At this point, customers would be permitted to buy-through the 

10 interruption at market prices. Effectively, if a customer elects the ELR rider, the 

11 customer would pay market based rates when market prices exceed the ESP 

12 generation rate and the ESP generation rate otherwise. 

13 

14 Q. Do you believe that the terms of the ELR rider are reasonable? 

15 A. No. While OEG supports the ELR rider and its goals of rate mitigation, the terms of 

16 the rider are not reasonable and would likely result in customers foregoing the rider, 

17 thus causing potential benefits to these customers and to the Companies' firm 

18 customers from being achieved. In the Companies' July 2007 Application to 

19 Establish a Competitive Bidding Process ("CBP", Case No. 07-796-EL-ATA), tiie 

20 Companies proposed a similar ELR rider, yet one with more reasonable terms. 

21 
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1 Q. Would you describe the terms of the Companies 2007 CBP Economic Load 

2 Response Program ("LRP")? 

3 A. The optional LRP proposal m tiie 2007 CBP case was smiilar to the ELR rider 

4 provisions in this case except for two very important differences. First, economic 

5 interruptions would only be called in the event that the day-ahead locational 

6 marginal price ("LMP") exceeded 125% of the competitive bid price This is in 

7 contrast to the Companies' ELR proposal in this case that initiates an economic 

8 intermption in the event that tiie day-ahead LMP exceeds the ESP generation rate 

9 (GEN rider and GPI rider). 

10 

11 The second very important difference between the 2007 proposal and the current 

12 ESP ELR rider is that the 2007 proposal limited the number of economic 

13 interruptions to 1000 hoiirs annually. The current ELR proposal has no limitation 

14 on the maximum annual hours of economic interruption. For large industrial 

15 manufacturing customers, this 1000 hour limitation, while significant, is a risk that 

16 can be assessed by the customer. The ESP ELR proposal, with no Ihnitation 

17 (effectively 8,760 hours limitation), is highly risky for customers, which creates a 

18 significant barrier to participation. 

19 

20 Q. Do you have a recommendation to modify the ESP ELR rider? 
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1 A. Yes. OEG recommends that the two terms that I just discussed from the 2007 CBP 

2 case be adopted for the ELR. These two modifications to the ELR are: 

3 1. Economic interruptions will be invoked when the day-ahead LMP exceeds 
4 125% of the ESP generation rate for three consecutive hours 
5 
6 2, Economic interruptions are limited to 1,000 hours aimually. 
7 

8 

9 Q. Do you have any concerns about the proposed basic $1.95 per kW month 

10 interruptible credit to reflect the value of avoided capacity? 

11 A. Yes. In the Direct Testimony of Companies' witness Scott Jones at page 13, line 9, 

12 he testifies that the appropriate capacity cost for the Companies is $2.20 per kW 

13 month. This cost, when adjusted by a 13.5% factor (as used by Dr. Jones in his 

14 Exhibit 4) equates to a $2.50 per kW month interruptible credit. The Companies 

15 should be required to justify why a $1.95 credit is just and reasonable in light of Dr. 

16 Jones' testimony. 

17 

18 Q. Do you have any comments on the Companies' proposed methodology to 

19 determine the amount of interruptible load each month that wiU receive an 

20 interruptible credit? 

21 A. Yes. The Companies have proposed to calculate the monthly interruptible credit 

22 on the basis of Realizable Curtailable Load ("RCL"), which is determined 

23 annually by the difference between a customer's firm load and its average hourly 
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1 demand ("AHD") during the hours of noon to 6:00 pm during the months of June 

2 through August. Effectively, the RCL on which customers will receive 

3 interruptible credits is limited to a customer's average on-peak load (less firm 

4 load), rather than a customer's on-peak load (less firm load). Notwithstanding 

5 this calculation, customers are required to curtail down to their firm load during 

6 any hour required by the Companies', if they request either an emergency or 

7 economic interruption. To the extent that a customer has a peak load in the on-

8 peak period that may substantially exceed the customer's AHD (average on-peak 

9 load), the Companies are not providing compensation for this interruptible load. 

10 

11 Q. Do you agree with this method of calculating the RCL? 

12 A. No. The RCL should be computed based on the difference between a customer's 

13 on-peak load (used for billing purposes) and its firm load. From a planning 

14 standpoint, a utility would be required to provide capacity sufficient to meet its 

15 firm load requirements. To the extent that an interruptible customer has an on-

16 peak load that is subject to curtailment down to a firm load level, the customer 

17 should receive credit for the full amount of its load that is subject to curtailment. 

18 

19 Q. Are there any additional issues that you would like to address regarding the 

20 Companies' ESP riders? 
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1 A. Yes. The Companies are proposing a Capacity Cost Adjustment Rider (*'CCA") to 

2 recover the costs of additional required reserves during the months of May through 

3 September, in the ev^t that the FES capacity available to the Companies is 

4 insufficient to provide such reserves. The costs associated with such purchases are 

5 to be recovered from POLR customers via a bypassable charge. 

6 

7 Q. Do you oppose the Companies proposed Capacity Cost Adjustment Rider? 

8 A. Yes, in part. Though I do not oppose the proposed rider as it would apply to firm 

9 POLR load, it is inappropriate to charge this capacity rider to interruptible load. The 

10 requirement to obtain sufficient annual plaiming reserves is an obligation of the 

11 Companies, based on then* firm load, not interruptible load. As a result, it would be 

12 inappropriate to apply this charge to interruptible load, for which the Companies do 

13 not need to obtain planrung reserves. In particular, pursuant to the FERC's Order on 

14 the MISO Resource Adequacy Proposal (Order in FERC Docket No. ER08-394-

15 000, issued March 26, 2008), planning reserve requirements for MISO members 

16 will be based on Load Serving Entity peak loads, excluding "Load Modifying 

17 Resources." Interruptible load represents one of the designated Load Modifying 

18 Resources. The Companies will not be required to obtain planning reserves for 

19 interruptible load, and therefore should not charge the CCA rider to mterruptible 

20 customers. 

21 
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1 Q, Does that complete your Direct Testimony? 

2 A. Yes. 
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Professional Qualiflcations 

Of 

Stephen J. Baron 

Mr. Baron graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant couisework in Mathematics and Computer 

Science. In 1974, he received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also from the 

University of Florida. His areas of specialization were econometrics, statistics, and public 

utility economics. His thesis concemed the development of an econometric model to 

forecast electricity sales in the State of Florida, for which he received a grant from the Pubhc 

Utility Research Center of the University of Florida. In addition, he has advanced study and 

coursework in time series analysis and dynamic model building. 

Mr. Baron has more than thirty years of experience in the electric utility industry in the areas 

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis. 

Following the completion of my graduate work in economics, he joined the staff of tiie 

Florida Public Service Commission in August of 1974 as a Rate Economist. His 

responsibilities included the analysis of rate cases for electric, telephone, and gas utihties, as 

well as the preparation of cross-examination material and the preparation of staff 

recommendations. 

In December 1975, he joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco Services, Inc. 

J, KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years he worked for Ebasco, he received successive 

promotions, ultimately to the position of Vice President of Energy Management Services of 

Ebasco Business Consulting Company. His responsibilities included the management of a 

staff of consultants engaged in providing services in the areas of econometric modeling, load 

and energy forecasting, production cost modeling, planning, cost-of-service analysis, 

cogeneration, and load management. 

He joined the pubhc accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand in 1982 as a Manager of the 

Atlanta Office of the V^ty Regulatory and Advisory Services Group. In tiiis capacity he 

was responsible for the operation and management of the Atianta office. His duties included 

the technical and administrative supervision of the staff, budgeting, recruiting, and mariceting 

as well as project management on client engagements. At Coopers & Lybrand, he 

specialized in utihty cost analysis, forecastmg, load analysis, economic analysis, and 

planning. 

In January 1984, he joined the consulting firm of Kennedy and Associates as a Vice 

President and Principal Mr. Baron became President of the firm in January 1991. 

During the course of my career, he has provided consulting services to more than thirty 

utility, industrial, and Public Service Commission clients, including three international utitity 

clients. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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He has presented numerous papers and published an article entitied "How to Rate Load 

Management Programs" in the March 1979 edition of "Electrical World." His article on 

"Standby Electric Rates" was published in the November 8, 1984 issue of "Public Utilities 

Fortnightly." In February of 1984, he completed a detailed analysis entitied "Load Data 

Transfer Techniques" on behalf of the Electric Power Research Institute, which published 

the study. 

Mr. Baron has presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, 

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, 

Ohio, Pennsylvaiua, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission and in United States Bankmptcy Court. A list of his 

specific regulatory appearances follows. 
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Date 

4/81 

4/81 

6/81 

2/84 

3/84 

5/84 

10/84 

^̂ m 

1/85 

2/85 

3/85 

3/85 

3/85 

5/85 

5/85 

Case 

203(B) 

ER-81-42 

U-1933 

8924 

84^38-U 

830470-EI 

84-199-U 

R-842651 

85^5 

1-840381 

9243 

3498-U 

R-842632 

84-249 

Jur isd ic t . 

KY 

MO 

AZ 

KY 

AR 

FL 

AR 

PA 

ME 

PA 

KY 

GA 

PA 

AR 

City of 

Santa 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Kansas Cily Power 

& Light Co. 

Arizona Corporation 

Commission 

Airco Carbide 

Arttansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

Florida Industrial 

Power Users'Group 

Artansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

Lehigh Valley 

Power Commiftfie 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users'Group 

Alcan Aluminum 

Corp.,etal. 

Attorney General 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Arttansas FIftctrIc 
Energy Consumera 

Chamber of 
Commerce 

Uii l i tv 

Louisville Gas 

& Electric Co. 

Kansas City 
Power* Light Co. 

Tucson Electric 

Co. 

Louisville Gas 

AFIedricCo. 

Arkansas Power 

& Light Co. 

Florida Power 
Corp. 

Arkansas Power 
andL^htCo. 

Pennsylvania 
Power & Light 
Co. 

Central Maine 

Power Co. 

Philadelphia 
Electric Co. 

Louisville Gas 

& Electric Co. 

Georgia Power 

Co. 

West Penn Power 

Ca 

Arl<ansas Power & 
Light Co. 

Santa Clara 
Municipal 

E x h i b i t (SJB-1) 
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Subject 

Cost-<rf-6en/ice. 

Forecasting. 

Forecasting planning. 

Revenue requirements, 
cost-of-«ewice. forecasting, 
weather normaiizatkin. 

Excess capacity, cost-of-

servKe, rate design. 

Allocation of fixed costs, 
load ar^i capacity balance, and 
reserve margin. Diversification 
ofutiltty. 

Cost alk)catk)n and rate design. 

Intemiptible rates, excess 
capacity, and phase-in. 

Intenuptible rate design. 

Load and energy forecast 

Economics of completing fossil 
generating unit 

Load and energy forecasting, 
generation planning economics. 

Generation planning economics, 
pmdence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit 

Cost-of-senflce. rate design 
retum multipliers. 

C(ist-of-«ervice, rate design. 
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Date 

6/85 

6/85 

7/85 

10/85 

10/85 

2/85 

3/85 

2/86 

3/86 

3/86 

5/86 

8/86 

10/86 

12/86 

Case 

84-768-
E42T 

E-7 

Sub 391 

29046 

85-043-U 

85-63 

ER-

8507698 

R-850220 

R-850220 

85-299U 

85-726-
EL-AIR 

86-081-
E-GI 

E-7 
Sub 408 

U-17378 

38063 

Jur isd lc t . 

Clara 
WV 

NC 

NY 

AR 

ME 

NJ 

PA 

PA 

AR 

OH 

WV 

NC 

LA 

IN 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

West Virginia 

Industrial 

Intervenors 

Carolina 

Industrials 
(CIGFURIII) 

Industrial 
Energy Users 
Association 

Arlonsas Gas 
Consumers 

Airoo Industrial 
Gases 

AirPnjductsand 
Chemk^ls 

West Penn Power 

Industrial 
Inten/enors 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
intervenors 

Arkansas Elecbic 
Energy Consurrters 

Industrial Electric 
Consumers Group 

West Virginia 
Energy Users 
Gnaup 

Carolina Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Louisiana RihBc 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Util i ty 

Monongahela 
Power Co. 

DukePcwerCo. 

Orange and 
Rockland 

Arklajnc. 

Central Maine 
Power Co. 

Jersey Central 

Power & Light Co. 

West Penn Power Co, 

West Penn Power Co. 

Aritansas Power 
&LightCa 

Ohio Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Duke Power Co. 

Gulf States 
UtHities 

Indiana & Michigan 
PoviterCo. 
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Sublect 

Generation planning economics, 
prudence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit 

Cost-of-servk:e. rate design, 
intemjptible rate design. 

Cost-of-«en/tee, rate design. 

Regulatory polk:y, gas cost-c4-
servtae, rate design. 

Feasibility of interruptible 

rates, avoided cost 

Rate design. 

optimal resen/e, prudence, 
off-system sales guarantee plan. 

optimal reserve margins, 

prudence, (System sales 

guarantee plan. 

Cost-of-sewtee, rate design, 
revenue dislributton. 

Cost-of-senfice, rate design, 
intenruptible rates. 

Generatkin planning economk^, 
prudence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit 

Cost-of-service, rate design, 

intenujitlble rates. 

Excess capacity, economc 
analysis of purchased power. 

Intemjptibter^es. 
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Date 

3/87 

4/87 

5/87 

5/87 

5/87 

5/87 

6/87 

6/87 

7/87 

8/87 

9/87 

10/87 

10/87 

Case 

EL-86-
5 3 ^ 1 
EL-86-
57-001 

U-17282 

87-023-

E-C 

87-072-

E-G1 

86-524-
E-SG 

9781 

3673-U 

U-17282 

85-10-22 

3673-U 

R-85022D 

R-870651 

1-860025 

Jur isd ic t . 

Federal 

Energy 
Regulatory 
Commission 

(FERC) 

LA 

WV 

WV 

WV 

KY 

GA 

LA 

CT 

GA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commisston 
Staff 

Louisiana Rtblir 
Sen/toe Commission 
Slafi 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

West Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Group 

West Virginia 
Energy Users' Group 

Kentucky Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Georgia Publk; 
Servfce Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Conwfiisslon 
Staff 

Connecticut 
Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

West Penn Power 
industrial 

Intervenors 

Duquesne 
industrial 
Intervenors 

Pennsylvania 

Industrial 
Intenrenors 

Util i ty 

Gutf Slates 

Utilities, 
RoiithemCo. 

GulfStetes 
Utilities 

Monor̂ gahela 
Power Co. 

ri4onongahela 
Power Ca 

Monongahela 
Power Co. 

LouisvilteGas 
& Electric Co. 

Georgia Power Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilittes 

Connecticut 
Ught& Power Co. 

Georgia Power Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Duquesne Light Co. 

E x h i b i t (SJB-1) 

Page 6 o f 19 

Subject 

Cost/benefit analysis of unit 

power sales contract 

1 nad forecasting and imprudence 
damages. River Bend Nuclear unit 

Interruptibte rates. 

Analyze Mon Power's fuelling 

and examine the reasonableness 

of MPS claims. 

Economic dispatching of 
pimped storage hydrci unit. 

Analysis of impact of 1986Tax 

RefomnAcL 

Eoonomk: pmdence, evaluation 
ofVogttenudearunit-kad 
forecasting, planning. 

Phase-in plan for River Bend 

Nudearunit 

Methodotogy for refunding 

rate moder^ion fund. 

Test year sales and revenue 
forecast 

Excess capacity, reriability 
of generating system. 

Interruptible rate, cost-of-
sen/ice, revenue allocatkxi, 
rate design. 

Proposed rules for cogeneration, 

avoided cost, rate recovery. 
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Date 

10/87 

10/87 

12/87 

3/88 

3/88 

5/88 

6/88 

7/88 

7/88 

11/88 

11/88 

3/89 

Case 

E-015/ 
GR-87-223 

8702-EI 

87-07-01 

10064 

87-183-TF 

Jurisdict. 

MN 

FL 

CT 

KY 

AR 

870171C001 PA 

870172C005 PA 

88-171- OH 
EL-AIR 
88-170-
EL-AIR 
Interim Rate Case 

Appeal 
ofPSC 

R-aafl989 

88-171-
EL-AIR 
88-170-
EL-AIR 

870216/283 
284/286 

19th 
Judidal 
Docket 
U-17282 

PA 

OH 

PA 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Taconite 
Intervenors 

Occidentel Chemk^ 
Corp. 

Connertknjt Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Ker̂ ucky industiial 
Eneigy Consumers 

Ari(3nsas Electric 
Consumers 

GPU Industrial 
Inten/enors 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

Industrial Energy 
Consunfiers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commisswn 
Circuit 
Court of Louisiana 

United States 
Steel 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Ludlum 
Corp. 

Utility 

Minnesota Powrer 
& Light Co. 

Florida Power Corp. 

ConnectffiutUgW 
Power Co. 

Louisvi(teGas& 
Electric Co. 

Aritansas Power & 
LigiitCo. 

Metropolrten 
FdRonCo. 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

Cleveland Electric/ 
Toledo Edison 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Carnegie Gas 

aevelanrlFlftctrIc/ 
Toledo Edison, 
General Rate Case. 

West Penn Power Co. 

E x h i b i t (SJB-1) 

Page 7 o f 19 

Subject 

Excess capaoty, power and 
cost-of-«eivfce, rate design. 

Revenue forecasbng, weatiJer 
normalizalion. 

Excess capacity, nuclear plant 
phase-in. 

Revenue forecast weather 
normaiizatjon rate treatment 
of cancelled plant 

Stendby/badtup electric rates. 

CogeneraSon deferral 
nnechanism, modificafion of energy 
cost recovery (ECR). 

Cogenerattendefenal 
mechanism, nnodificatton of energy 
cost recovery (ECR). 

Financial analysis/need for 
interim rate relief. 

Load forecasting, imprudence 
damages. 

Gas cost-of-sewtee, rate 
design. 

Weather normalization of 
peak toads, excess capadty, 
regulatory poltoy. 

Cateulated avokted capacity, 
recovery of capadty payments. 
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Date 

8/89 

8/89 

9/89 

10/89 

11/89 

1/90 

5/90 

6/90 

9/90 

12/90 

12/90 

12/90 

1/91 

Case 

8555 

3840-U 

2087 

2262 

38728 

u-17282 

H9(l3fi6 

R-901609 

8278 

U-9346 

Rebuttal 

U-17282 
Phase IV 

90-205 

90-12-03 
Interim 

Jurisdict 

TX 

GA 

NM 

NM 

IN 

LA 

PA 

PA 

MD 

Mi 

LA 

ME 

CT 

E x p e r t TestinrH>ny A p p e a r a n c e s 

o f 

S t e p h e n J . B a r o n 

A s o f S e p t e m b e r 2 0 0 8 

Party 

Ocddental Chemical 

Corp. 

Georgia Pubtto 
Sen/ice Commisston 

Attorney General 

of New Mexico 

New Mexk» Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utility Rates 

Louisiana PI ihic 
ServfceCommisston 
Steff 

GPU Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Amico Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Ludlum 
Corp. 

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

Assodation of 
Businesses Advocating 
Tariff Equity 

Louisiana Publk; 
Sen/ice Commisston 
Steff 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Util i ty 

Houston Lighting 

&PowwCo. 

Georgia Power Co. 

PiihlfcServKeCa 
ofNewMexkx) 

PuNKSewtoeCo. 

ofNewM^ico 

Indiana Michigan 

Power Ca 

Gulf States 

Utilities 

Metropoiiten 

Edison Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 
EtectricCo. 

Consumers Power 

Co. 

Gutf States 
Utiiities 

Central Maine Power 
Co. 

ConnectKirt Light 
& Power Co. 
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Subject 

Cost-of-5enflce, rate design. 

Revenue forecasting, weather 

nonnalization. 

Pnidence-Pak) Verde Nudear 
Units1,2£md 3. toad fore­
casting. 

Fuel adjustment dause, off-
system sales, cost-of-servtee. 
rate design, marginal cost 

Excess capadty, capadty 
equalizatton, jurisdictional 
cost aHocatkm, rate design. 

JurisdKttongd cost aitocation, 

O&M^pense analysis. 

Non-utHity generator cost 
recovery. 

Altocatton of QF demand charges 
in the fuel cost, cost^-
service. rate design. 

Cost-of-^ervice, rate design, 
revenue aitocation. 

Demand-side management 
environmentel externalities. 

Revenue requirements, 
jurisdkntonaiaitocatton. 

Investigation inte 

interruptible sen/toe and rates, 

Interim rate relief, financial 
analysis, dass revenue allocation. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of September 2008 

Date 

5/91 

8/91 

8/91 

8/91 

9/91 

9/91 

10/91 

Case 

90-12-03 
Phase II 

E-7, SUB 
SUB 487 

8341 

Phase 1 

91-372 

EL-UNC 

P-910511 
P-910512 

91-231 

-E-NC 

8341-

Phase 11 

10/91 U-172B2 

Note: No testimony 

was profiled on this, 

11/91 

12/91 

12/91 

U-17949 
Subdocket/ 

9H10-
EL-AIR 

P-880286 

Jurisdict. 

CT 

NC 

MD 

OH 

PA 

WV 

MD 

LA 

LA 

OH 

PA 

Party 

ConnfiTticut Industrial 
E n ^ y Consumers 

North Carolina 
Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Westvaco Corp. 

Armco Steel Co., LP. 

Allegheny Ludlum Corp., 
Amnco Advanced 
Materials Co.. 
The West Penn Power 
industrial Users' Group 

West Virginia Energy 

Users'Group 

Westvaco Corp, 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/ice Commission 
Steff 

Louisiana Public 

Sen/tee Commission 

Staff 

Arnico Steel Co., 
Air Products & 
Chemicals, Inc. 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Ludlum Corp. 

Utility 

Connecticut Light 

& Power Co. 

Duke Power Co. 

Potomac Fdisnn Co. 

Cincinnati Gas & 

Electric Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 

Co. 

Potomac Edison Co. 

GulfStetes 

Utilittes 

South Central 
Bell Telephone Co. 
and proposed meiger with 
Rni ithem Befl Telephone Co. 

Cincinnati Gas 
&Elecb1cCo. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Sublect 

Revenue requirements, cost-c -̂
service, rate design, demand-side 
management 

Revenue requirements, wst 
aitocation, rate design, demand-
side management 

Cost allocatfon, rate design, 

1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. 

Economic analysis of 

cogeneration, avoki cost rate. 

Economic analysis of proposed 
CWIP Rider for1990 Clean Air 
Act Arriendments expenditures. 

Economfc analysis rf proposed 

CWIP Rkler for 1990 Clean Air 

Act Amendments expenditures. 

Economto analysis of proposed 
CWIP Riderfbr 1990 Clean Air 
Act Amendments expenditupes. 

Results of comprehensive 
management audit 

Analysis of South Central 
Bell's restnjcturing and 

Rate design, intemiptrhle 
rates. 

Evaluation of appropriate 
avokied capadty costs-
QF projects. 
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Date 

1/92 

6/92 

8/92 

8/92 

9/92 

10/92 

12/92 

12/92 

1/93 

2/93 

4/93 

7/93 

8/93 

9/93 

Case 

C-913424 

92-02-19 

2437 

Jur isdict . 

PA 

CT 

NM 

R-Q0922314 PA 

39314 ID 

M-0092Q312 PA 
C-007 

U-17949 LA 

R-00922378 PA 

8487 

E002/GR-
92-1185 

EC92 
21000 
ER92-8Q6-
000 

[Rebuttal) 

93-0114-

E-C 

930759-EG 

M-009 
30406 

MD 

MN 

Federal 
Energy 
Regulatory 
Commisston 

WV 

FL 

PA 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
o f 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Duquesne intenuptible 

Complainants 

Connecticut Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

NewMextoo 
Industrial Intervenors 

GPU Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utility Rates 

The GPU Industrial 

Intervenors 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commission 

Steff 
Ai moo Advanced 

Materials Co. 
The WPP Industrial 
Intenrenors 

The Maryland 
Industrial Group 

North Ster Steel Co. 
Praxair, Ina 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/ice Commisston 
Steff 

Airco Gases 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users'Group 

Lehigh Valley 
Power Committee 

Uti l i ty 

Duquesne Light Ca 

Yankee Gas Co. 

Publto Servfce Co. 

of New Mexico 

M^politen Edison 

Co. 

Indiana ftfichigan 
Power Co. 

Pennsylvania 
EtedricCo. 

,<^ith Central Bel! 

Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 

FlftrtricCo. 

Northern Stetes 

Power Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilitfes/Entergy 
agreement 

Monongahela Power 

Co. 

Generic-Eledric 

Utilities 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 
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Subiect 

industiiaiintenfuptibterate. 

Rate design. 

Cost-of-«ervlce. 

Cost-of-service, rate 

design, energy cost rate. 

Cost-of-^en/fce, rate design, 
energy oost rate, rate treatment. 

Cosl-ef-Bervrce, rate design, 
energy cost rate, rate treatment 

Management audit 

Cost-of-servtoe, rate design, 
energy cost rate, SO2 altowance 
rate treatment 

Etectric oost-of-senrk» and 
rate design, gas rate design 
(flexibte rates). 

Intemjptible rates. 

Merger of GSU into Entergy 
System; impact on system 

Intemiptibte rates. 

Cost recovery and alkx^on 
of DSM costs. 

Ratemaking treatment of 
off-^tem sales revenues. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of September 2008 

Date 

11/93 

12/93 

4/94 

sm 

7/94 

7/94 

8/94 

9/94 

9/94 

9/94 

10/94 

11/94 

2/95 

Case 

346 

U-17735 

E-015/ 
GR-94-001 

U-20178 

Jur isdict . 

KY 

LA 

MN 

LA 

R-00942986 PA 

94-0035-
E42T 

EC94 
13-000 

R-<)0943 
081 

R-00943 
081C0Q01 

U-17735 

U-19904 

5258-U 

EC94-7-000 

WV 

Federal 
Energy 
Regulatory 

Commission 
PA 

LA 

LA 

GA 

FERC 
ER94-898-000 

941-430EG CO 

Party 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers 

Louisiana Pubito 
Service Commisston 

Steff 

Large Power Inten/enors 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Amnco, Inc.; 
West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/toe Commisston 

Lehigh Valley 

Power Committee 

Louisiana Publto 

Sen/Ice Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/ice Commission 

Georgia Public 
Sen/ice Commisston 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commisston 

CF&l Steel, LP. 

Uti l i ty 

Generic-Gas 

Utilities 

Cajun Etectric 
Power Cooperative 

Minnesote Power 
Co. 

Louisiana Powers. 

Light Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 

Co. 

GulfStetes 
Utilittes/Entergy 

Pennsylvania Pubfic 
Utility Commission 

Cajun Etectric 
Power Cooperative 

GulfStetes 
Utilities 

SouthemBell 
Tetephone& 

TetegraphCo. 

El Paso Etectric 
and Central and 

Southwest 

Publto Servtoe 
Company of 
Colorado 

Subiect 

Aitocation of gas pipeline 
transition coste - FERC Order 636. 

Nuctear plant prudence, 

forecasting, excess capadty. 

Cost alto(7ition, rate design, 
rate phase-in pten, 

Analysis of least cost 

integrated resource pten and 
demand-skte management program. 

Cost-of-«enrtoe. aitocation of 

rate increase, rate design. 
emisston altowance sates, and 
operations and maintenance expense. 

Cost-of-sennce. aitocation of 
rate increase, and rate design. 

Analysis of extended resen/e 
shutdown units and violation of 
system agreement by Entergy. 

Analysis of tntenruptibte rate 
terms and conditions, avaitebflity. 

Evaluation of appropriate avokied 

rostrate. 

Revenue requirements. 

Proposals to address competition 
in teteoommunication maritets. 

Merger economics, transmisston 
equahzafon hoW hannteas 

proposals. 

Interruptibte rates, 

cost-of-«en/tee. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of September 2008 

Date 

4/95 

6/95 

8/95 

10/95 

10/95 

10/95 

11/95 

7/96 

7/96 

8/96 

9/96 

2/97 

6/97 

Case 

R-00943271 

Jurisdlct. 

PA 

C-00913424 PA 

C-00946104 

ER95-112 

-000 

U-21485 

ER95-1042 

-000 

U-214a5 

1-940032 

U-21496 

8725 

U-17735 

U-22092 

R-973877 

Civil 
Action 
No. 
94-11474 

FERC 

LA 

FERC 

LA 

PA 

LA 

MD 

LA 

LA 

PA 

USBank-
mptcy 
Court 
MiddtoDistric 

of Louisiana 

Party 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Duquesne Intemiptible 
Complainants 

Louisiana Publto 
Servtoe Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 
Servtoe Commission 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Comrrssston 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers of 

Pennsylvania 

Louisiana Piihifc 

Sen/ice Commission 

Maryland Industrial 

Group 

Louisiana Pnhlto 
Sen/toe Commission 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/toe Commission 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Louisiana PI ihlto 
Sen/Ice Commission 

Utility 

Pennsylvania Power 

au^tco. 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Entergy Sen/toes. 

Inc. 

Gulf Slates 
Utilities Company 

System Eneigy 

Resources. Ina 

GulfStetes 

Utilities Co. 

Stetewde-
all utilities 

Central Louisiana 
EtectricCo. 

Baltimore Gas & 
Etec. Co., Potomac 
Etec. Power Co., 
Constellstinn Energy 
Co. 

Cajun Etectric 
Power Cooperative 

Entergy Gulf 

Stetes, Inc. 

PECO Energy Co. 

Cajun Etectric 
Power Cooperative 

Subject 

Cost-of-servtoe, aitocation of 
rate increase, rate design, 
interruptibte rates. 

Intemiptibte rates. 

Open Access Transmisskan 
Tariffe-Whotesate 

Nuclear decommisstoning, 
revenue requiremente, 
capitel sfructure. 

Nuctear (tecommissioning, 
revenue requirements. 

Nuclear decommisstoning and 
cost of debt capitel, capitel 
stnjcture. 

Retel competition issues. 

Revenue requirement 
analysis. 

Ratemaking issues 

assodated witii a Merger. 

Revenue reqiirements. 

Decommisstoning, weather 
nonnalization, capitel 
structure. 

Competitive restructuring 
policy issues, stranded cost 
transitton charges. 

Confimnation of reorganiTRtton 
plan; analysis of rate pattts 
produced by competing plans. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC, 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

6/97 R-973953 PA 

6/97 8738 MD 

PliiladelphteArea 

Industrial Energy 

Users Group 

Mfu îand Industrial 

Group 

PECO Energy Co. 

Generic 

Retai competition issues, rate 
unbund&ng, stranded cost 
analysis. 

Retell competitton issues 

7/97 R-973954 PA 

10/97 97-204 KY 

10/97 R-97400a PA 

10/97 R-974009 PA 

11/97 U-22491 LA 

11/97 P-971255 PA 

12/97 R-973981 PA 

12/97 R-974104 PA 

3/98 U-22092 

(Allocated Stranded 

Cost Issues) 

3/98 U-22092 

9/98 U-17735 

12/98 8794 

LA 

MD 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Atoan Aluminum Corp. 

Southwire Co. 

Metropolitan Edison 
Industrial Users 

Pennsylvania Etectric 
Industrial Customer 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/ice Commission 

PhlladelF îa Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

West Penn Power 

Industiial Inten/enors 

Duquesne Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/l(» Corrmiisslon 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commisston 

Maryland Industrial 

Group and 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 

Big River 

Electric Corp. 

Meboporiten Edisnn 

Co. 

Pennsytvante 

FiectricCo. 

Entergy Gulf 

Stetes, Inc. 

Enron Eneigy 
Sen/toes Power. Inc./ 
PECO Energy 

West Penn 
Power Co. 

Duquesne 

Light Ca 

Gutf States 
Utilities Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities, Inc. 

Cajun Etectric 
Power Cooperative. 
Ina 

Baltimore Gas 
andFloctricCo. 

Retell competiiion issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost ane^ls. 

Analysis of cost of servtoe issues 
- Big Rivers Restmcturing Plan 

Retell competition Issues, rate 
unbundKng. strandi^ cost analysis. 

Retell competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded oost analysis. 

Decommisstoning, weather 
nomiaiizatton, capitel 
stnjcture. 

Analysis of Retell 
Restructuring Proposal. 

Retail competition issues, rate 

unbundling, stranded cost 
analysis. 
Retell competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost 
analysis. 

Retell competition, stranded 
cost quantification. 

Stranded cost quantiftoation, 
restnicfuring issues. 

Revenue requirements analysis, 
weather nomnalization. 

FIfirAic utitity restiiicturing, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC, 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of September 2008 

Utility Subject 

12/98 U-23358 

5/99 EC-98-
{Ctoss-AQmi 
Answering Testimony) 

5/99 9M26 
(Response 

Testimony) 

6/99 98-0452 

7/99 99-03-35 

LA 

FERC 

KY 

WV 

CT 

7/99 Adversary U.S. 

Proceeding Bankruptcy 

No. 98-1065 Court 

7/99 99-03-06 

10/99 U-24182 

12/99 U-17735 

03/00 U-17735 

03/00 99-1658-
EL-ETP 

CT 

LA 

LA 

LA 

OH 

Millennium Inorganto 

Chemicals Inc. 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/ice Commisston 

Louisiana Pubito 

Sen«'ice Commission 

Kentucky Industrial 

Utility Customers, Inc. 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Connecticut Industrial 
\Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Publto 

Service Commisston 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 

Servtoe Commisston 

Louisiana Pubito 

Service Commisston 

Louisiana Public 

Senflce Commission 

AK Steel Corporation 

Entergy Gutf 
Stetes. Inc. 

American Etectric 
Power Co. & Central 
South West Corp. 

LouisvilteGas 
& Etectric Co. 

Appalachian Power, 
Monongahela Power, 
& Potomac Edison 
Compantes 

United Illuminating 
Company 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Connecticut Light 

& Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf 

States, inc. 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

Cincinnati Gas & 
EtectricCo. 

unbundling. 

Nuctear decomntisstoning, weather 
normalization, Entergy System 
Agreement 

Merger issues related to 
market power mitigation proposals. 

Peribmnance based regutetton, 
setttement proposal issues, 
cross-subskfies between etechic. 

gasservtoes. 

Electric utility festnicfiiring. 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Electric utility restnidiiring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Motion to dissolve 
preliminary injunction. 

Etectric utili^ restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Nuctear decommisstoning. weattwr 
nonnalization, Entergy System 
Agreemenl 

AnanlystofPmpnsed 
Contract Rates, Maricet Rates. 

Evaluation of Cooper^ive 

Power Contract Elections 

Etectric utility restructuriig, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
Unbundling. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

08/00 

08/00 

10/00 

12*00 

12/00 

04/01 

10/01 

11/01 

11/01 

03/02 

06/02 

07/02 

98-0452 WVA 
E-GI 

00-1050 WVA 
E-T 

00-1051-E-T 

SOAH 473- TX 
00-1020 
PUC 2234 

U-24993 iA 

ELOO-66- U 

000&EROQ-2854 
EL95-33^2 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

WestVirginte 
Energy Users Group 

The Dallas-Fort Worth 
Hospitel Council and 
The Coalition of 
Independent Colteges 
And Universities 

Louisiana Publto 
Senrice Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 

Sen/toe Commission 

U-21453, LA Louisiana Pi iNto 
U-20925, Servtoe Commission 
U-22092 
{Subdocket B) 

Addressing Contested Issues 

14000-U GA 

U-25687 U 

U-25965 LA 

001148-EI FL 

U-25965 U 

U-21453 LA 

Georgte Publto 
Service Commisston 
Adversary Steff 

Louisiana Publto 

Service Commission 

101 lisiana Publto 
Sen/toe Coiriinisston 

South Florida Hospitel 
and Heaitî care Assoc. 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Commisston 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/toe Commission 

Appalachten Power Co. 

American Etectric Co. 

MonPouirerCo. 
Potomac Edison Co. 

TXU, Inc. 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Inc. 

Entergy Swtoes inc. 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Inc. 

Georgia Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Inc. 

Generic 

Ftorida Power & 
Light Company 

Entergy Gulf Stetes 
Entergy Louisiana 

SWEPCO, AEP 

Electric utility restnjcturing 
rate unbundling. 

Etectric utility restructuring 
rate unbundling. 

Etectric utility restructuring 
rate unbundling. 

Nuclear decomm^ioning, 
revenue requirements. 

Inter̂ Company System 
Agreement Modiftoations for 
retell competition, interruptibte toad. 

JurisdKltonal Business Separation • 
Texas Restaicbiring Pten 

Test year revenue forecast 

Nuctear decommissioning requireiDents 

transmisston revenues. 

Independent Transmisston Company 
("Transco"). RTO rate design. 

Retell cost of servtoe, rate 

design, resource ptenning and 

demand stoe management 

RTO Issues 

iurisdtotional Business Sep. 
Texas Restiucturing Plan. 

J, KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



Date 

08/02 

0BIQ2 

11/02 

01/03 

02/03 

04/03 

11/03 

11/03 

12/03 

Case Jurisdlct. 

U-25888 LA 

EL01- FERC 
88-000 

02S-315EG CO 

U-17735 LA 

02S-594E CO 

U-26527 LA 

ERO3-753-0OO FERC 

ER03-583-000 FERC 
ER03-583-001 
ER03-583-002 

ER03-681-000, 

ER03-681-001 

ER03-682-000, 
ER03-682-001 
ER03-682-002 

U-27136 LA 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Louisiana Publto 
Servtoe Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 

Sen/toe Commission 

CF&l Steels. Climax 
Molybdenum Co. 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Commisston 

Crippte Creek and 
Victor GnW Mining Co. 

Louisiana Publto 
Servtoe Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Commisston 
Steff 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Commisston 

Louisiana Publto 
Servtoe Commisston 

Utility 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 
Entergy Gulf Stetes. Inc 

Entergy Senrices Inc 

and tiie Entergy 

Operating Compantes 

Publto Servtoe Co. of 

Colorado 

Louisiana Coops 

Aquite, Inc 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

Entergy Sen/toes, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Con^nles 

Entergy Senrtces, Inc, 
the Entergy Operating 
Compantes, EWO Mariret-
Ing, LP, and Entergy 
Power, inc 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc 

Exh ib i t (SJB-1) 
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Sublect 

Modiftoations to tite Inter-
Company System Agreement 
Production Cost Fqiialization. 

Modifications to the Inter-
Company System Agreement 
Pnsductton Cost Equalizatton. 

Fuel Ar^iistment Clause 

Contract Issues 

Revenue requirements, 
purchased power. 

Weather normalizatton, power 
purchase expenses, System 
Agreement expenses. 

Proposed modifications to 
System AgreementTariffMSS4. 

Evaluation of Wholesate Purchased 
Power Contracts. 

Evaluation of Whdesate Purchased 

Power Contracts. 

01/04 E-01345- AZKroger Company Arizona Pubito Servtoe Co. Revenue aitocation 
03-0437 

02/04 00032071 PA Duquesne Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Duquesne Light Company Provider of last resort Issues. 

03/04 03A-436E CO CF&l Steel, LP and 
Climax Molybedenum 

Publto Service Company 

of Cotorado 

Purchased Power Adjustment Clause. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party titility , S u ^ e c ^ 

04/04 2003-00433 KY 
2003-00434 

0^/04 03S-539E CO 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

Cripple Creek, Vtotor Gold 
Mining Co., Goodrich Corp. 
Hofcim(U.S.,), Inc.and 
TTieTraneCo. 

Louisvflle Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Senrice Rate Design 
Kentucky Utilities Co. 

Aquila, Inc Cost of Sen/toe, Rate Design 

Intem^ble Rates 

06/04 R-00049255 PA 

10/04 04S-164E CO 

03/05 Case No. KY 
2004-00426 
Case No. 
2004-00421 

PP&L Industrial Customer 

Alliance PPLICA 

CF&l Steel Company, Climax 

Mines 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

PPL Etedric Utilities Corp. 

Public Sen/toe Company 
of Cotorado 

Kentucky Utilities 

Louisvilte Gas & Electric Co. 

Cost of sennce, rate design, 
tsuiff issues and transmisston 
senrice charge. 

Cost of servtoe. rate design, 

Interruptible F^tes. 

Envir<»imentet cost recovery. 

06/05 050045-El FL 

07/05 U-28155 LA 

09/05 Case Nos. WVA 

05-0402-E-CN 

05-0750-E-PC 

South Florida Hospitel 
and Healthcare Assoc 

Louisiana Publto 
Service Comrrnsston Steff 

West Virginia Energy 

Users Group 

Ftorida Power & 
Light Company 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 
Entergy GiM States. Inc 

Mon Power Co. 
Potomac Edison Co. 

Retell cost of sen/toe. rate 

Independent Coordinator of 
Transmisston - Cosl/Benefit 

Environmental cost recovery, 

Securitization, Financing Order 

01/06 2005-00341 KY 

03/06 U-22092 LA 

04/06 U-25116 LA 

Kentucky Industilal 

Utility Customers, Inc 

Louisiana Publto Service 
Commisston Steff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commisston Staff 

Kentucky Power Company 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

Entergy Louisiana. Inc 

Cost of senrice, rate design, 
tansmisston expenses. Congestion 
Cost Recovery Mechanism 
Separation of EGSI into Texas and 
Louisiana Companies. 

Transmission Prudence Investigation 

06/06 R-00061346 PA 

C0001-0005 

06/06 R-00061366 

R-fl0061367 

P-00062213 
P-Q0062214 

Duquesne Industrial 
Inten/enors &IECPA 

Met-Ed industilal Energy 
Users Group and Penelec 
Industilal Customer 
Alliance 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Metropoiiten Edison Co. 

Pennsylvemte Etectric Co. 

Cost of Sen/ice, Rate Design, Transmisston 
Service Charge, Tariff Issues 

Generation Rate Cap, Tr^ismisston Senrtoe 
Charge, Cost of Servtoe. Rate Design, Tariff 
Issues 

07/06 U-22092 LA 

Sub^ 
Louisiana Publto Sen/toe 
Commisston Staff 

Entergy Gulf Stetes, Inc Separation of EGSI into Texas and 

Louistena Compantes. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



Date 

07/06 

08/06 

11/06 

01/07 

03/07 

05/07 

05/07 

06A)7 

07/07 

09/07 

11/07 

1/08 

1/08 

2A)B 

2/08 

Case Jurisdict. 
Case No. KY 
2006-00130 
Case No. 
2006-00129 

Case No. VA 
PUE-2006-00065 

DocNc CT 
97-01-15RE02 

Case No. WV 
06-0960-E42T 

U-29764 LA 

Case No, OH 
07-63-EL-UNC 

R-00049255 PA 
Remand 

R-00072155 PA 

Doc No. CO 

07F-037E 

Doc. No. Wl 
05-UR-103 

ER07-682-O0D FERC 

Doc No. WY 

20000-277-ER-07 

Case No, OH 
07-551 

ER07-956 FERC 

Doc No. PA 
P-00072342 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, inc 

Old Dominton Committee 

For Fair Utility Rates 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

West Virginia Eneigy 

Users Group 

Louisiana Public Servtoe 

Commisston Staff 

Ohto Energy Group 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance PPUCA 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance PPUCA 

Gateway Canyons LLC 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/toe Commisston 
Steff 

Cimarex Energy Company 

Ohto Energy Group 

Louisiana Publto 
Servtoe Commisston 
Staff 

West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

Utility 

Kwitucky Utilities 
Louisvilte Gas &Fterlric Co. 

Appalachian Power Ca 

Connecticut Ught& Power 

United llkiminating 

Mon Power Co. 
Potomac Edison Co. 

Entergy GuH Slates. Inc 
Enteigy Louisiana, LLC 

Ohto Power, Cdtimbus 
Southern Power 

PPL Ftertric Utilities Corp. 

PPL Etectric Utilities Corp. 

Grand Valtey Power Coop. 

Wisconsin Etectric Power Co 

Entergy Servfces. Inc, 
and tiie Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

Rocky Mountein Power 
(PacifiCorp) 

Ohto Edison, TolPdn Edison 
Cteveland Etectric mimiinating 

Entergy Servtoes. Inc 
and tiie Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

West Penn Power Co. 

Exh ib i t (SJB-1) 
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Sublect 

Environmentel cost recovery. 

Cost Aitocation, Aitocation of Revenue Incr, 
0ff-6ystem Sates margin rate treabnent 

Rate unbundling issues. 

Retell Cost of Servtoe 
Revenue apportfonment 

lmpil97ientation of FERC Dedsion 
Jurisdtotional & Rate Class Aitocation 

Environmentel Surcharge Rate Design 

Cost of servtoe. rate design. 
Idi iff issues ̂ id transmisston 
sen/toe charge. 

Cnstofseivtae. rate design, 
teriff issues. 

Distribution Une Cost Aitocation 

Cost of Sen/ice, rate design, teriff 
Issues, Intemiptibte rates. 

Proposed mo(ffcations to 
System Agreement Schedute MS&3. 
Cost functionalization issues. 

Vintage Pricing. Margtoal Cost Pricing 
Projected Test Year 

Class CostofSenflce, Rate Restnjcturing, 

Apportionment of Revenue Increase to 
RateSchedutes 
Enterg/s Compltence Rling 

System Agreement Bandwidtti 
Catoiilations. 

Default Service Plan issues. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



Date 

3/08 

05/08 

6/08 

7/08 

08/08 

Case Jur isd ic t . 

Doc No. AZ 
E-01933A-05-0650 

0a^278 WVA 
E-GI 

Case No. OH 
08-124-EL-ATA 

Docket No, UT 
07-035-93 
Doc, No, Wl 

6690-UR-119 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Kroger Company 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Ohto Energy Grcxip 

Kroger Company 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Util i ty 

Tiifson Electric Power Co. 

Appalachian Power Ca 

AmerfcanEtectiicCo. 

Ohto Edison. Toledo Edison 
CtevetendFtertto Illuminating 

Rocky Mountein Power Co. 

Wisconsin Power 
andUghtCa 

E x h i b i t (SJB-1) 
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Subiect 

Cost of Sen/toe, Rate Design 

Expanded Net Energy Cost "ENEC 
Analysis. 

Recovery of Deferred Fuel Cost 

Cost of Sen/tee, R ^ Design 

Cost of Senrice. rate design, teriff 
Issues, IntBTuptibte rates. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



BEFORE THE 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF OIHO 

INRE: IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF OHIO EDISON COMPANY, THE 
CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING 
COMPANY, AND THE TOLEDO EDISON 
COMPANY FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A STANDARD SERVICE 
OFFER PURSUANT TO R.C. § 4928.143 IN 
THE FORM OF AN ELECTRIC SECURITY 
PLAN 

CASE NO. 08-935-EL-SSO 

EXHIBIT_(SJB-2) 

OF 

STEPHEN J. BARON 

ON BEHALF OF 

THE OHIO ENERGY GROUP 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
ROSWELL, GEORGIA 



Baron Exhiblt_{SJB-2) 
Scheduled 
Pagei of 2 

OEG RATE MITIGATION PLAN 
CASE NO. 08-B35-EL-SSO 
OHIO EDISON COMPANY 
ANNUALIZED RATE IMPACTS AT 2009 VS 2008 RATES 

PROPO^DAMJUALIZED 

LINE NO. RATE CODE 
lft> 

CLASSY DESCRIPTION 
t6i 

CUSTOMER kWh 
BILLS SALES 
ra (D> 

AVBtAGE 
RATES-

.£> 

REVENUE 
2008 

(F) 

PROPOSED 
RATES-

3009 
(G) 

($) 

REVENUE-
2000 
tH) 

(i) 

2009/2008 

% INCREASE 

W 

% OF TOTAL 
REVENUE-

2000 

y> 

(*) 

Initial 

Increase 

f.) 
h 

1 RS RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

2 GS GENERAL SERVICE-SECONDARY 

3 GP GENERAL SERVICE - PRIMARY 

4 GSU GENERAL SERVICE-SUBTRANSMISSION 

5 GT GENERAL SERVICE - TRANSMISSION 

B PCa. PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIGHTING SERVICE 

7 STL STREET UGHTlMG SEtWlCE 

8 TRF TRAFFIC LIGHTING SERVICE 

a TOTAL COMPANY 

1,163,837 

1,293,323 

13,244 

1,214 

2,336 

35,000 

18,303 

46,957 

(KWH) 

9,226,981.525 

7,001,256,380 

3,215,783.887 

086,594,660 

5,402,453,751 

37,646,793 

126,15*.l&t 

22,306.480 

$0.11391 

$0.10S9S 

$0.0&540 

$0.07252 

$0.06006 

$aie27S 

$0.08624 

$0.(K782 

$1,050,050,746 

8742,018,527 

$274,610,326 

S71.549.520 

$324.45^.963 

$6,881,169 

$mS?S.2B8 

$1,204,003 

($) 
$0,118% 

$0.10867 

S0.080QS 

S0.07B82 

S0.07185 

$0.18727 

S0.08B18 

$0.06497 

(*) 
$1,075,035,035 

$760,803,306 

$280,255,833 

$77,763,743 

$388,161,341 

$7,050,284 

$12,133,986 

$1,455,162 

2 ^ % 

2.53* 

5.33% 

8.69% 

19.63% 

2.46% 

11.53% 

12.38% 

12,574,223 26,018,267.630 $0.76471 $2,482.650.563 $0.31434 $2.612,550.590 

41.18% $24,985,180 

29.12% $18,784,779 

11i)7% $14,636,507 

2.98% $6,214,123 

14.86% $63,704,378 

a27% $169,09e 

o je% $i,®4,e&8 

0.06% $160,259 

100% $ia8.00B.(H8 

NOTE: 
StiBsl Bghlrig contains ESIP. 



OEG FUTE MITIGATION PLAN 
CASE NO 06-93S-EL-SSO 
OHIO EDISON COMPANY 
ANNUALIZED RATE IMPACTS AT 2009 VS 2008 RATES 

Baron Exhibit_(SJB-2) 
Schedule A 
Page 2 of 2 

LINE NO. RATE CODE CLASS / CESCRIPTION 

'-hAPhm 
INCREASE @ REVENUE IN 

200% EXCESS OF 
OFAVemGE CAP 

RECOVERY 
OF REVENUE 
SHORTFALL 

h f n GATED 
REVENLE 

INCREASE 1 

MITIGATED 
MITIGATED 2009/2006 
REVENUE % 

INCREASE 2 INO^EASE 

iiL (B) (L) 

($) 
$109,985,668 $ 

$77,654,832 $ 

$28,730,872 % 

$7,487,018 $ 

$33,955,555 J 

$720,140 S 

$1,138,556 $ 

$135,516 $ 

$ 

m 
w -

• 

20,748,823 

116,142 

24.743 

29,889.709 $ 

(N) 

$20,037,648 $ 

$7,618,272 $ 

$2,046,102 $ 

SO $ 

$185,687 $ 

$0 $ 

$0 $ 

29,889^709 

(0) 

<i{ 
$24,985,189 

38,822,427 

22.254,779 

8,262,225 

33.055,655 

354,782 

1.138,556 

1»,516 

$129,900,026 __ 

(P) 

$24,065,189 

39,379,697 

22,466,652 

7,487.918 

33.956.555 

359,946 

1.136.556 

135,516 

$129,009,028 

\^ 
(%) 

2.38* 

5.31% 

8.18% 

10.47% 

10-47% 

5.23% 

10.47% 

10.47% 

5.23% 

1 RS RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

2 GS GENERAL SERVICE-SECONDARY 

3 GP GENERAL SERVICE - PRIMARY 

4 GSU GENERAL SERVICE'SUBTRANSMISSION 

5 GT GENERAL SERVICE -TRANSMISSION 

6 POL PraVATE OUTDOOR LIGHTING SERVICE 

7 STL STREET LIGHTING SERVICE 

8 TRF TRAFFIC LIGHTING SERVICE 

9 TOTAL COMPANY 

NOTE: 
Street lighting contains ESIP. 



OEG (UkTE UmGATIOHPLAH 
CASE NO. 0»O3^EL-SSO 

THE CLEVELAND ELECTFIC laUMIWATING COMPANY 

ANNUALIZED RATE IMPACTS AT 2009 VS 1008 PATHS 

WORK PAPER REFERENCE NO(S): SCHEDULES 3A-C. 5A-T 

BaiM Ejdi lbOSJB-2) 
SchsduleB 
Page 1 of 2 

PROPOSED ANNUAU2ED 

LINE NO. FJATECODE 

(A) 

C L A S S ; DESCRIPTION 

(B) 

CtJSTCMER 

BILLS 
fCl 

SALES 

(01 

(KWH) 

AVERAGE 

RATES. 

200a 

IE) -

REVENUE 

2D0S 

(F) 

PROPOSED 

RATES-

2009 

(G) 

(S) 

F^VENUE. 

2009 

2008/2008 

% 
INCREASE 

% OF TOTAL 

REVENUE-

(J) 

(*) 

bMMI 

{K) 

m 
1 RS RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

; GS GeJERAL SERVICE - SECONDARY 

3 GP GENERAL SERVICE - PRIMARY 

4 GSU GENERAL SERVICE - SUSTT»NSMISSICN 

5 GT GENERAL ^RVICE - TRANSMISSION 

e POL PRIVATE OUTDOOR LIGHTlNQSERVIce 

7 STL STREET LIGHTING SERVICE 

8 TRF TRAFFIC LIGHTING SERVICE 

9 CONTRACTS CEI CONTRACTS 

10 TOTAL COMPANY 

NOTE; 

Annuallzvd Dictribulian rBt*3in2D0S.with ratss Bltadiue May 300S, 

1,085,501 5,803,870.01! 

951.0D1 7.3aa,Se2.821 

38,124 

i».eo3 

7.552 3,161.131.758 

120 724,838,757 

127.936.342 

.042 %B27.310 

252 2,359.065.558 

tO.11473 1642,980,1)54 

ta.110ia tt13.S8T.40t 

to 09015 {30,272.881 

38-08304 3382,511.781 

30.06310 t46,7S3241 

38.18229 310.43 O M 

U.14Da2 317,9e3X>22 

3004857 $1,400^181 

30.04303 3I01,5SS,051 

W.12181 

SD.11S43 

sa.092ia 

30.08449 

S0.07172 

10.20491 

10.18481 

soosass 

30.04008 

1682,613.180 

SSS2.704,883 

S30.D48.S7S 

S26T .070.871 

551,973,835 

513,174,055 

S2I.08B.401 

$1,808,671 

$94,535,142 

6.17% 

4.77* 

2.23« 

1.74% 

13.50* 

26.28% 

17,20% 

21.33% 

.6.02% 

B.gSaflBB 19.793.471,408 W.eSS78 H ,926,788,693 30.95431 tZ.015,814,887 4 Bg% 

33 68% 

42.30% 

1.34% 

)e5% 

1.05% 

1674.018 

st.saaoao 

S3,005.37S 

t2fla.seo 

100% 389.025.804 

http://tt13.S8T.40t


OEG RATE MITIGATION PLAN 
CASE NO. 0B-935.fL.SSD 

THE CLEVELAM3 ELECTT ÎC IlLUfcBNATING COMPANY 

ANNUALIZED RATE IMPACTS AT 2006 VS 2008 RATES 

WORK PAPER REFERENCE Nt)(S): SCHEDULES 3A-C. 5A-T 

Bansn E9dilbiLJSJB-2] 
Schedules 
Page2of2 

LINE NO. RATE CODE 

(A) 
ClASS / DESCRIPTION 

(61 

-CAPPto- -

INCREASES 

200* 

OF AVERAGE 

(Li •• 

(SI 

REVENUE IN 

EXCESS OF 

CAP 

(M) 

15) 

RECOVERY 

OF REVENUE 

&1DRTFALL 

(Nl 

n 

^eTlGATEO 

REVENUE 

INCREASE 1 

(01 

(3) 

MITIGATED 

REVENUE 

INCREASES 

\n u 

REMOVING 

RATE 

DECREASE 

(Q) 

\ i \ 

MITIGATED 

REVEtWE 

INCREASES 

(R) 

2000/2008 

» INCREAK 

[SI 

(«) 

POL 

STL 

TRF 

RESIQENTIAL SERVICE 

GENERAL SERVICE - SECONDARY 

GENERAL SERVICE - PRIMARY 

GENERAL SERVICE - SUBTTWNSMISSION 

GENERAL SERVICE - TRANSMISSION 

PRIVATE OOTUOOR LIGHTING SERVICE 

STREET LIGHTING SERVICE 

TRAFFIC LIGHTING SERVICE 

9 CONTRACTS CEI CONTRACTS 

10 TOTAL COMPANY 

NOTE. 

Annualize OiaMMitian rstei \n ̂ 009. witti ratas aftaciiva htay 2009 

$58,414,993 

$75,208,240 

$2,707,489 

$24,258,311 

$4,231,883 

$983,943 

$1,ee^7oa 

$129,379 

30,384,918 

1,948,811 

1.778,712 

1,432,871 

169.211 

$3.649,414 t 

3132,447 t 

$1,143,081 $ 

$0 3 

30 I 

30 $ 

$39,853,128 

42.486.660 3 

806,465 3 

B.711.141 $ 

4.231,en $ 

e63,M0 t 

1.882.708 3 

120.379 3 

(6.610,317} $ 

339.553.125 

42438,889 

304.465 

5.711.141 

4,231.663 

953.949 

LoezToa 

128,370 

(6fl19.317) 

$0 i 

to s 

$0 $ 

30 S 

SO « 

$0 $ 

30 S 

317 3 

37,547.619 

631,272 

4,206M8 

4,231M3 

oeafiAa 

1.602.706 

129,37B 

817% 

4.61% 

Z09% 

1.60% 

9.24% 

a24% 

924% 

0.24% 

5.320.605 $ 89,025,804 $ 89.025.804 $ 

http://0B-935.fL.SSD


Baron Exhibit_(SJB-2) 
Schedule C 
Page 1 0 ( 2 

OEG RATE MITIGATION PLAN 
CAS E NO. 08^3 5-EL-5 SO 

TWE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY 

ANNUALIZED RATE IMPACTS AT2009VS 2008 RATES 

WORK PAPER REFERENCE NO(S); SCHEDULES 3A-C, 5A-T 

PR(3P03ED ANNUALIZED 

LINENO. RATt CODE CLASS/DESCRIPTION SALES 

CURRENT 

AVERAGE 

RATES-

PROPOSED 

FffVENUE RATES - REVENUE• 

2009 / 2008 % OF TOTAL 

% REVENUE-

INCREASE 2009 

RM«nue 

(A) (Bl 

n. 
(E) IF) |G) (H) (J) JO. 

1 RS RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

2 GS GENERAL SERVICE - SECONDARY 

3 GP GENERAL SERVICE- PRIMARY 

a GSU iSENERALSERVlCe-SLIBTRANSMISSION 

5 GT GENERAL SERVICE-TRANSMISSION 

B POL PRIVATE OUTDOORLIGHTINGSERVICE 

7 STL STREET LIGHTING SERVICE 

8 TRF TRAFFIC LIGHTING SERVICE 

9 TOTAL COMPANY 

408,340 

4.071 

10.378 

44.105 

5,064 

(KWHt ($) (*} 

2,481.168.258 30,11692 $290,090,704 $0,12381 $306,707,712 fi.73« 

2.246.161,611 10 12438 3279,379,142 $0,11578 $280,055,157 -6.62% 

1.136.765,822 M.00B17 $112,735,395 $0.08898 $101,154,225 -10.27% 

103.321,038 $O.OS733 19,014,762 30,07433 $7,672,923 -14.88% 

4,6?2.S83.633 SO 0S172 $236,113,335 30.06922 $320,004,535 33.83% 

11,3ie,642 30.16217 31,835,222 $0.13839 32,131,889 16,17% 

49,992,042 $0.14137 $7,062,146 I0.1439B 17.197.932 1.92% 

7,842,996 30.11247 SS82.072 S0.QS361 $655,729 -25.66% 

(%) (I) 

30,50% $16,617,008 

25.66% -$19,333,965 

10.06% -Sl l .581,170 

0.76% -$1,341,839 

31,82% $80,891,200 

0.21% $296,877 

0,72% $135,787 

0.07% -$226,343 

3,805,323 10,859,470,042 $0.89543 $940.112,777 $0.86791 31.005.560,112 s.as% 100% $68.467,335 



OEG RATE MITIGATION PLAN 
CASENO,08-935EL-aSQ 

THE TOLEDO EOISON COMPANY 

A M N U A L I Z E D RATE IMPACTS AT 2009 VS 2006 RATES 

W O R K PAPER REFERENCE NO(S): SCHEDULES 3A-C, 5A-T 

Baran Bdifblt_(SJ&-2) 
Schedule C 
Page 2 of 2 

LIHENO. RATE CODE 

(A) 

CUSS/DESCRIPTION 

(B) 

•CAPPED-

INCREASE @ 

200% 

OF AVERAGE 

(L) 

m 

REVa4UEIN 

EXCESS OF 

CAP 

(Ml 

IS) 

RECOVERY 

OFREVEIVUe 

SHORTFALL 

(N) 

MITIGATED 

REVEWUe 

INCREASE 1 

lot 
(J) 

MITIGATED 

REVENUE 

INCREASE 2 

(P) 

(SI 

RB.KIVING 

RATE 

DECREASE 

(0 ) 

(SI 

MITIGATED 

REVENUE 

INCREASES 

(R) 

(i) 

UITIOATED 

2009 * a » 8 

% INCREASE 

(S) 

1 RS R E S I D E N T I A L S E R V I C E 

2 GS GENERAL SERVICE- SECONDARY 

3 GP GENERALSERVICE- PRIMARY 

4 GSU GENERALSERVICE-SUBTRANSMISSION 

5 GT GENERAL SERVICE - TRANSMISSION 

fl POL PRIVATE OUTDOORLIGHTINGSERVICE 

7 STL STREET LIGHTINGSERVICE 

8 TRF TRAFFIC LIGHTINGSERVICE 

9 TOTAL COMPANY 

$40,402,528 $ 

$38,910,668 $ 

$15,701,278 $ 

31,255,535 S 

$33,302,627 S 47.338,573 

$255,601 $ 41,076 

$083,564 $ 

$122,851 S 

$32,878,028 S 

$12,738,630 $ 

3970,068 $ 

$0 3 

$0 $ 

3910.014 $ 

$32,002 3 

13,554.043 S 13.597.827 

1.207.466 S 1.224.409 

(371,773) S 

33.302.827 S 

255,601 $ 

1,045.601 $ 

(143.441) $ 

(3ro.481) 

3.302,627 

255,801 

SO 

$0 

$370,481 

$0 

10 

$18,617,008 

$ 13,231.668 

$ 1.087,587 

s 

$ 33,302,627 

$ 255,601 

S 972,643 

$ 

5.73% 

4.74% 

0.06% 

0 0 0 % 

13.03% 

13-93% 

13.77% 

0.00% 

47,629.648 S 47.fl29,< 65,487.336 * 85.467.335 S 1.812 $ 65.467,335 6.96% 


