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1 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 

2 CHARLES W. KING 

3 

4 Q. Please state your name, position and business address. 

5 A. My name is Charles W. King. I am President of the economic consulting firm of 

6 Snavely King Majoros O'Connor & Lee, Inc. ("Snavely King"). My business 

7 address is 1111 14'̂  Street, N.W., Suite 300, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

8 Q. Please describe Snavely King. 

9 A. Snavely King, formerly Snavely, King & Associates, Inc., was founded by the 

10 late Carl M. Snavely and myself in 1970 to conduct research on a consulting basis 

11 into the rates, revenues, costs and economic performance of regulated firms and 

12 industries. The firm has a professional staff of 12 economists, accountants, 

13 engineers and cost analysts. Most of its work involves the development, 

14 preparation and presentation of expert witness testimony before federal and state 

15 regulatory agencies. Over the course of its 38-year history, members of the firm 

16 have participated in over 1000 proceedings before almost all of the state 

17 commissions and all Federal commissions that regulate the utilities or 

18 transportation industries. 

19 Q. Have you prepared a summary of your qualifications and experience? 

20 A. Yes. Attachment A is a summary of my qualifications and experience. 

21 Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in regulatory proceedings? 

22 A. Yes. Attachment B is a tabulation of my appearances as an expert witness before 

23 state and federal regulatory agencies. 

24 Q. For whom are you appearing in this proceeding? 

25 A. I am appearing on behalf of the Ohio Energy Group ("OEG"). The members of 

26 OEG who take service from Ohio Power or Columbus Southem Power are: AK 
27 Steel Corporation, ArcelorMittal USA, BP-Husky Refining, Bmsh Wellman, B.L, 



1 DuPont de Nemours & Company, Ford Motor Company, GE Aviation, Griffin 

2 Wheel, PPG hidustries Inc., The Procter & Gamble Co., Republic Engineered 

3 Products, Inc., Severstal Wheeling (formerly Wheeling Pittsburgh Steel), and 

4 Worthington Industries. 

5 

6 Q. What is the objective of your testimony? 

7 

8 A. The objective of my testimony is to recommend a methodology for implementing 

9 the "significantly excessive eamings" test embodied in the Am. Substitute Senate 

10 Bill No. 221 ("S.B.221"). The significantly excessive eamings test is found in 

11 Section 4928.143(F) of the Revised Code of Ohio. Applied to 2007 data, the 

12 methodology I recommend results in thresholds for significantly excessive 

13 eamings as follows: Columbus Southem 14.20%; Ohio Power 14.23%. 

14 

15 Q. What does this section of S.B. 221 say? 

16 

17 A, Section (F) states as follows: 

18 With regard to the provisions that are included in an electric security 

19 plan under this section, the commission shall consider, following the end 

20 of each annual period of the plan, if any such adjustments resulted in 

21 excessive eamings as measured by whether the eamed retum on common 

22 equity of the electric distribution utility is significantiy in excess of the 

23 retum on common equity tiiat was eamed during the same period by 

24 publicly traded companies, including utilities, that face comparable 

25 business and financial risk, with such adjustments for capital stmcture as 

26 may be appropriate. 

27 

28 Q. In addition to meeting these statutory requirements, what other 

29 attributes should a '^significantly excessive earnings" test have? 

30 



1 A. The test should be as simple and straightforward as possible, while still bemg 

2 fair to the utilities and their ratepayers. These criteria mean that the 

3 methodology for establishing the baseline retum should be based on publicly 

4 available and clearly defined data, that it require a minimimi of judgment or 

5 discretion, and that to the extent possible it should be equally applicable to all 

6 of the major electric utilities serving Ohio retail customers. Once the baseline 

7 is established, it is necessary for the Commission to use its judgment in 

8 setting the threshold over which eamings would be significantiy excessive. 

9 

10 Q. How will you proceed to develop a methodology that conforms to these 

11 criteria? 

12 

13 A. The language requires the identification of a group or groups of utilities and other 

14 companies that bear the same business and financial risk as the subject Ohio 

15 electric utilities. Pursuant to this requirement, I will identify two comparison 

16 groups, one of utilities and the other of non-utilities. I will adjust the eamed 

17 retums of each group to match the risks faced by the two AEP companies 

18 operating in Ohio. I will then average the utility and non-utility retums to derive 

19 a base line eamed level of retum. The final step is to apply an adder that 

20 describes the margin over this base line equity retum that should be allowed 

21 before the eamings are considered significantly excessive. 

22 

23 Q. Have you identified utilities that are comparable to the AEP companies that 

24 provide retail electric service in Ohio? 

25 

26 A. Yes. The AEP companies - Columbus Southem and Ohio Power — are both 

27 vertically integrated companies whose generation, distribution and transmission 

28 facilities are regulated by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio ("PUCO") and 

29 the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC"). Most of the publicly 

30 traded electric utility companies in the country conform to varying degrees to this 

31 pattem. Many still have their generation function regulated, but even those 



1 companies often engage in off-system sales at market based rates. For this 

2 reason, I have used the entire list of electric utilities, with one exception^, in 

3 Value Line's Datafile. This list consists of 64 publicly traded companies. 

4 

5 Q. What was the average retum on equity of these companies during the most 

6 recent year? 

7 

8 A. Schedule 1 of my Exhibit ^(CW^-1) presents die net income and the year-

9 end equity amounts for each company for 2007 as reported in Value Line's 

10 Datafile. The average of the eamed retums on equity for the 64 electric utilities is 

11 10.68 percent. 

12 

13 Q. Have you identified non-utility companies that are comparable to the two 

14 AEP Ohio companies? 

15 

16 A. That is a more difficult task because non-utility companies are intrinsically 

17 different fi'om utilities. None have fi*anchised monopolies, and none have their 

18 eamings constrained or protected by rate base/rate-of-retum regulation. However, 

19 the statute requires that an effort be made to find non-utility companies that are as 

20 close to the subject Ohio companies as possible. The eamed retums of the 

21 resultant sample of companies can then be adjusted for any measurable 

22 differences in risk. 

23 

24 Accordingly, I began with the 5,688 companies that are found in the Value Line 

25 Datafile. I first eliminated the electric, gas and water utilities, which reduced the 

26 Ust to 5,587 companies. I then examined the capital intensity of the electric 

27 utilities and foxmd that with only a handful of exceptions, the ratio of gross plant 

28 to revenue ranged between 1.2 and 5.0. Using these parameters, I found that 657 

29 non-utility companies fall within these limits. 

30 

That exception is the Evergreen Energy Co. which experienced a return on equity of-175% in 2007, 



1 I then sought to eliminate small companies which would have higher retum 

2 requirements than utilities, and particularly AEP which has over $46 billion in 

3 gross plant. Eliminating all companies with gross plant less than $1 billion 

4 reduced the list to 260 companies. Finally, I had to eliminate any companies for 

5 which Value Line had not calculated a beta, since I proposed to use the beta 

6 measure as the test of relative risk. The final list came to 219 companies. Those 

7 companies are listed in Schedule 2 of my Exhibit No. (CWK-1). 

8 

9 Q. What was the average retum on equity of these non-utility companies? 

10 

11 A. The average retum on year-end 2007 equity of these companies was 14.14 

12 percent? 

13 

14 Q. Can this return on equity be considered comparable to the Ohio AEP 

15 Companies? 

16 

17 A. No. These companies are much riskier than the AEP's Ohio utilities. 

18 

19 Q. How can you adjust the non-utilities' average retum to match the risk of the 

20 two Ohio utilities of AEP? 

21 

22 A. For this purpose, I use the "beta" measure as generated by Value Line. Beta is a 

23 measure of the co-variance of each stock with that of the overall stock market. 

24 The overall stock market's beta is 1.00. To the extent that beta is greater than 

25 1.00, the stock displays greater volatility and higher risk than the market. Betas 

26 less than 1.00 indicate less volatility and lower risk. The beta reflects all forms of 

27 risk, so it is the one comprehensive measure of risk that is available for most 

28 traded stocks. 

29 

30 The betas for each of the 219 comparable non-utility companies are presented in 

31 column H of Schedule 2 of Exhibit No. (CWK-1). The average beta for tiie 



1 entire group is 1.08, reflecting the fact that these companies are, on average, more 

2 risky than the average for the market. 

3 

4 In order to adjust for this higher level of risk, I identified the average beta of the 

5 electric utitity comparison group. That average, shovra in Column E of Schedule 

6 3 of Exhibit No. ^(CWK-l), is .89, indicating a lower level of risk tiian tiie 

7 non-utility group. 

8 

9 On schedule 4 of my exhibit I adjust the average retum for tiie 219 non-utility 

10 companies to reflect the much lower risk associated with utility operations. For 

11 this purpose, I use the Capital Asset Pricing Model, which applies the beta to a 

12 risk premium of stock retums over bond yields. While there are many measures 

13 of the risk premixmi, the average historical risk premium between 1926 and 2008 

14 has averaged about seven percent.^ Since we are measuring historical eamed 

15 retums, this average is arguably appropriate for use as a risk adjustment. I apply 

16 the difference between the 1.08 beta of tiie non-utility group and the .89 beta of 

17 the utility group, which is .19, to the seven percentage point risk premium to 

18 derive an adjustment of 132 basis points, or 1.32 percent. A reduction of 1.32 

19 percent to the average non-utility eamed retum of 14.14 percent yields a risk-

20 adjusted retum of 12.82 percent. 

21 

22 Q. You have now calculated the risk-adjusted equity retums of both the utilities 

23 and the non-utilities. Are there any further adjustments that need to be 

24 made? 

25 

26 A. Yes. There is one further adjustment that should be made, and that is to recognize 

27 the financial risk differences of the AEP Ohio companies relative to the utility and 

28 non-utility comparison groups. Columbus Southem has a ratio of equity to total 

29 capital of 47.3 percent, and Ohio Power has a ratio of 47.7 percent. Schedule 3 

30 shows that the utility comparison group has a slightly less risky ratio of 49.2 

Stocks, Bonds, Bills and Inflation. 2008 Yearbook, Ibbotson Associates 



1 percent, and Schedule 2 shows that the non-utility group's ratio is even less risky 

2 at 51.7 percent. 

3 

4 On Schedule 5 of Exhibit No. (CWK-1), I have adjusted both tiie utility and 

5 non-utility equity retums to recognize these differences in financial risk resulting 

6 fi-om different capital stmctures. In both cases, I have computed a pre-tax retum 

7 on total capital using, as the cost of debt, the 7.31 percent September 2008 yield 

8 on Moody's Baa corporate bonds as reported by the Federal Reserve. 1 have used 

9 the average equity percentage of the 64 electric utilities of 49.2 percent fi*om 

10 Schedule 3, and the non-utility equity percentage of 57.1 percent fi'om Schedule 

11 2. 

12 

13 My adjustment recognizes the fact that the level of eamed pre-tax net operating 

14 income is independent of the capital stracture. On line 9 of Schedule 5,1 set the 

15 pre-tax retum on capital at the levels of the 64 electric utilities (1L90%) and the 

16 risk adjusted non-utility sample (13.86%). I then derive the retum on equity for 

17 each AEP company by subtracting the weighted debt cost (line 14) fi'om the 

18 composite retum on capital of each sample group (line 9). In line 16,1 de-weight 

19 the equity retums, and in line 18 I apply the companies' tax factors to derive the 

20 retum on equity for each AEP company based on the two samples of comparable 

21 companies. In line 20, I average those equity returns to derive the base line 

22 comparable retum on year-end equity for each company. They are: 

23 • Columbus Soutiiem 12.20% 
24 • Ohio Power 12.22% 
25 
26 Q. What adder is appropriate to take these base line equity retums to the level 

27 of "significantly excessive?" 

28 

29 A. Here, it is necessary for the Commission to exercise its own judgment because 

30 there is no objective, generally accepted measure of a "significantiy excessive 

31 return." I suggest the use of tiie adders that the FERC awards to encourage 

32 investment by utilities in major innovative transmission lines. FERC provides a 



1 50 basis point adder for participation in Regional Transmission Organizations and 

2 another adder of up to 150 basis points as an incentive for investment. FERC 

3 apparently regards that these adders are fully sufficient to encourage risky 

4 investments in transmission lines that must traverse difficult terrain and encounter 

5 siting resistance. Anything more would be significantiy excessive. 

6 

7 Q. Using FERC's 200 basis point adder, what would be the threshold of 

8 "significantly excessive earnings" on common equity? 

9 

10 A. If we add 200 basis points to the base line retums on year-end equity, the 

11 thresholds of significantly excessive eamings are: 

12 - Columbus Southem 14.20% 
13 • Ohio Power 14.22% 
14 

15 

16 Q. Are you recommending that the Commission adopt your methodology, but 

17 not these specific threshold numbers? 

18 

19 A. Yes. These threshold numbers are merely illustrative of the results that are 

20 derived from the methodology that I recommend. The first application of the 

21 significantly excessive eamings test will be in 2010 and based on eamed retums 

22 in 2009. The numbers may be quite different then. 

23 
24 Q. With regard to the adder to the base line earned retums, why haven't you 

25 adopted the statistical confidence levels that the utilities' witnesses have 

26 recommended? 

27 

28 A. The use of statistical confidence ranges would limit any finding of excessive 

29 eamings to so few observations that the test would become a cipher. A two-tailed 

30 95 percent confidence interval would mean that only 2.5 percent of ail 

31 observations in the sample company groups would be deemed to have excessive 

32 eamings. A 90 percent confidence interval would increase that proportion to five 



1 percent. These intervals virtually ensure that no Ohio utility would ever be found 

2 to have experienced significantly excessive eamings. 

3 

4 Another objection to the use of set confidence intervals is that they "hard wire" 

5 the definition of significantly excessive eamings in a manner that provides the 

6 PUCO with little or no flexibility. As the testimony and exhibits of Dr. Makhija 

7 demonstrates, the application of a 95 percent confidence interval to utility and 

8 non-utility company equity retums can lead to a very high excessive eamings 

9 threshold based on 2007 data. But 2007 was a relatively prosperous year. It now 

10 appears that in 2009, the first year that the significantly excessive eamings test is 

11 applied, eamings will probably be dramatically lower. The application of the Dr. 

12 Makhija's 95 percent confidence interval will likely result in a much lower 

13 threshold, one that could conceivably deprive the AEP companies of what would 

14 otherwise be judged adequate eamings. The Commission must retain the 

15 flexibility to adjust its excessive eamings test to reflect the circumstances of the 

16 day. 

17 

18 Q. Does this complete you testimony? 

19 

20 A. Yes. It does. 

10 



Exhibit No, _(CWK-1) 
Schedule 1 

Comparable Electric Utilities 
Retum on Equity 

Name 

1 Allegheny Energy 
2 Allet^ 
3 Alliant Energy 
4 Ameren Corp 
5 AmericanEleo Power 
6 Avista Corp 
7 Black Hills 
8 Central Vennont Public Svc. 
9 Centerpoinl Energy 

10 CH Energy Group 
11 CtecoCorp 
12 CMS Energy Corp 
13 Consolidated Edison 
14 Constellation Energy 
15 Dominion Resources 
16 DPL Inc 
17 DTE Energy 
18 Duke Energy 
19 Edison lnterr\ational 
20 El Paso Electric 
21 Empire District Electric Co 
22 Energy East Corp 
23 Entergy Corp 
24 Exelon Corp 
25 FirstEnergy Corp 
26 Florida Public Utilities 
27 Fortis Inc 
28 FPL Group 
29 Great Plains Energy 
30 Hawaiian Electric 
31 IDACORP. Inc. 
32 Integrys Energy 
33 ITC Holdings Corp 
34 Maine & Maritimes Co 
35 MDU Resources 
36 MGE Energy 
37 Nisource Inc 
3B Northeast Utilities 
39 Northwestem Corp. 
40 Nstar 
41 OGE Energy 
42 Otter Tail Corp 
43 Pepco Holdings 
44 PG & E Corp 
45 Pinnacle West Capita 
46 PNM Resources 
47 Portland General 
48 PPL Corp 
49 Progress Energy 
50 Public Sen/ices Enterprises 
51 Puget Energy Inc 
52 Scana Corp 
53 Sempra Energy 
54 Sierra Pacific Res 
55 Southem Co 
56 TECO Energy 
57 UIL Holdings 
58 UniSource Energy 
59 Unltil Corp 
50 Vectren Corp 
61 Westar Energy 
62 Wilmington Capital M 
63 Wisconsin Energy 
64 Xcel Energy 

(MMIIong of Dollars) 
Ticker 

Symbol 

AYE 
ALE 
LNT 
AEE 
AEP 
AVA 
BKH 
CV 
CNP 
CHG 
CNL 
CMS 
ED 
CEG 
D 
DPL 
DTE 
DUK 
EIX 
EE 
EDE 
EAS 
ETR 
EXC 
FE 
FPU 
FTS.TO 
FPL 
GXP 
HE 
IDA 
TEG 
ITC 
MAM 
MDU 
MGEE 
Nl 
NU 
NWE 
NST 
OGE 
OTTR 
POM 
PCG 
PNW 
PNM 
POR 
PPL 
PGN 
PEG 
PSD 
SCG 
SRE 
SRP 
SO 
TE 
UIL 
UNS 
UTL 
W C 
WR 
WCMA.T0 
WEC 
XEL 

Year-end 
Common 

Equity 
2.534.7 

742.6 
2,662.5 
6,730.0 

10.076.0 
914.0 
969.9 
188.4 

1,810.0 
522.2 

1,009.9 
2,116.0 
8.862.0 
5,327.0 
9,390.0 

871.7 
5.353.0 

21,199.0 
8,393.0 

666.5 
539.2 

3,206.0 
7.836.8 

10.133.0 
8,977.0 

48.9 
2.595.0 

10.735.0 
1,566.3 
1.273.5 
1,207.3 
3.232.7 

563.1 
42.9 

2,515.6 
427.7 

5,076.6 
2,908.3 

823.0 
1,701.9 
1.680.9 

523.2 
4.018.4 
8.645.0 
3,531.6 
1.691.9 
1,316.0 
5.538.0 
8.417.5 
7.295.0 
2.521.9 
2.963.0 
8,315.0 
2,996.6 

12.337.0 
2.017.0 

464.3 
690.1 
100.3 

1.233.7 
1,826.0 

20.0 
3.098.0 
6.296.8 

Pre Tax 
Income 

666.8 
137.2 
576.6 
986.0 

1,666.0 
62.8 

145.8 
22.6 

594.0 
65.4 

105.2 
287.0 

1,388.0 
1.200.6 
2,133.0 

334.3 
610.0 

2,234.0 
1,643.0 

109.2 
47.6 

366.5 
1,674.4 
4,176.0 
2,192.0 

5.0 
242.0 

1.680.0 
230.7 
144.9 
96.0 

267.1 
109.9 

4.7 
512.8 

76.7 
484.1 
360.9 

85.6 
356.9 
360.9 

81.9 
488.7 

1,545.0 
449.7 

63.1 
219.0 

1,304.0 
1,027.0 
2,383.0 

267,3 
467.0 

1.659.0 
284.9 

2,617.0 
309.6 

77.2 
97.5 
13.2 

219.2 
232.2 

0.0 
554.1 
870.4 

Income 
Tax 

250.8 
47.7 

255.8 
330.0 
516.0 

24.3 
45.6 

6.8 
195.0 
21.9 
25.6 

108.0 
452.0 
404.2 
713.0 
122.5 
153.0 
712.0 
492.0 

34.5 
14.4 

114.1 
514.4 

1,446.0 
883.0 

1.7 
33.2 

368.0 
71.5 
51.4 
13.7 
86.0 
36.7 

2.0 
190.0 
27.9 

172.1 
109.4 
32.4 

133.4 
116.7 
28.0 

192.2 
539.0 
160.9 

3.2 
74.0 

270.0 
334.0 

1,060.0 
72.6 

140.0 
524.0 

87.6 
835.0 
126.0 

30.5 
39.1 
4.5 

76.0 
63.8 

0.0 
216.4 
294.6 

Post-Tax 
Income 

416.0 
89.5 

320.8 
656.0 

1.150.0 
38.5 

100.1 
15.8 

399.0 
43.5 
79.6 

179.0 
936.0 
796.4 

1.420.0 
211.8 
457.0 

1.622.0 
1,151.0 

74.6 
33.2 

252.4 
1.160.0 
2,730.0 
1.309.0 

3.3 
208.8 

1.312.0 
159.2 
93.6 
82.3 

181.1 
73.3 

2.6 
322.8 

48.8 
312.0 
251.5 

53.2 
223.5 
244.2 

54.0 
296.5 

1.006.0 
298.8 

59.9 
145.0 

1.034.0 
693.0 

1,323.0 
184.8 
327.0 

1,135.0 
197.3 

1.782.0 
183.6 
46.7 
68.4 

8.7 
143.2 
168.4 

0.0 
337.7 
575.9 

R«tumon 
Equity 

16.41% 
12.05% 
12.05% 
9.76% 

11.41% 
4.21% 

10.32% 
8.39% 

22.04% 
8.33% 
7.88% 
8.46% 

10.57% 
14.95% 
16.12% 
24.30% 

7.81% 
7.18% 

13.71% 
11.22% 
6.15% 
7.87% 

14.80% 
26.94% 
14.58% 
6.75% 
e.05% 

12.22% 
10.16% 
7.36% 
6.81% 
5.60% 

13.02% 
6.10% 

12.83% 
11.42% 
6.15% 
8.65% 
6.46% 

13.13% 
14.53% 
10.31% 
7.38% 

11.77% 
8.46% 
3.54% 

11.02% 
18.67% 
8.23% 

18.14% 
7.33% 

11.07% 
13.65% 
6.58% 

14.44% 
9.10% 

10.06% 
8.46% 
8.67% 

11.61% 
9.22% 
0.10% 

10.90% 
9.15% 

Average 10.68% 
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ExhItNt No. _{CWK-1) 
Schedule 3 

Electric Utility Comparison Group 
Equity Percentages and Betas 

Name 

1 Allegheny Energy 
2 Allete 
3 Alliant Energy 
4 Ameren Corp 
6 AmericanElec Power 
6 Avista Corp 
7 Black Hills 
8 Central Vemiont Public Svc. 
9 Centerpoint Energy 
10 CH Energy Group 
11 Cleco Corp 
12 CMS Energy Corp 
13 Consolidated Edison 
14 Constellation Energy 
15 Dominion Resources 
16 DPL Inc 
17 DTE Energy 
18 Duke Energy 
19 Edison International 
20 El Paso Fiftctric 
21 Empire District Electric Co 
22 Energy East Corp 
23 Entergy Corp 
24 Exelon Corp 
25 FirstEnergy Corp 
26 Florida Public Utilities 
27 Fortisinc 
28 FPL Group 
29 Great Plains Energy 
30 Hawaiian Electric 
31 IDACORP. Inc. 
32 Integrys Energy 
33 ITC Holdings Corp 
34 Maine & Maritimes Co 
35 MDU Resources 
36 MGE Energy 
37 Nisource Inc 
38 Northeast Utilities 
39 Northwestem Corp. 
40 Nstar 
41 OGE Energy 
42 otter Tail Corp 
43 Pepco Holdings 
44 PG&E Corp 
45 Pinnacle West Capita 
46 PNM Resources 
47 Portland General 
48 PPL Corp 
49 Progress Energy 
50 Public Services Enterprises 
51 Puget Energy Inc 
52 Scana Corp 
53 Sempra Energy 
54 Sierra Pacific Res 
55 Southern Co 
56 TECO Energy 
57 UIL Holdings 
58 U nisource E n e ^ 
59 UnitUCorp 
60 Vectren Corp 
61 Westar Energy 
62 Wilmington Capital M 
63 Wisconsin Energy 
64 Xcei Energy 

A 

Ticker 
Symbol 

AYE 
ALE 
LNT 
AEE 
AEP 
AVA 
BKH 
CV 
CNP 
CHG 
CNL 
CMS 
EO 
CEG 
D 
DPL 
DTE 
DUK 
EIX 
EE 
EDE 
EAS 
ETR 
EXC 
FE 
FPU 
FTS.TO 
FPL 
GXP 
HE 
IDA 
TEG 
ITC 
MAM 
MDU 
MGEE 
Nl 
NU 
NWE 
NST 
OGE 
OTTR 
POM 
PCG 
PNW 
PNM 
POR 
PPL 
PGN 
PEG 
PSD 
SCG 
SRE 
SRP 
SO 
TE 
UIL 
UNS 
UTL 
W C 
WR 
WCMA.T 
WEC 
XEL 

B c 
{$ Millions) 

Year-end 
Common 

Equity 
2,534.7 

742.6 
2.662.5 
6,730.0 

10,076.0 
914.0 
969.9 
188.4 

1.810.0 
522.2 

1,009.9 
2.116.0 
8.852.0 
5,327.0 
9,390,0 

871.7 
5,853.0 

21,199.0 
8,393.0 

666.5 
539.2 

3,206.0 
7.836.8 

10.133.0 
8.977.0 

48.9 
2,595.0 

10,735.0 
1,566.3 
1,273.6 
1.207.3 
3.232.7 

563.1 
42.9 

2,515.6 
427.7 

6,076.6 
2,908.3 

823.0 
1,701.9 
1.680.9 

523.2 
4,018.4 
8,545.0 
3,531.6 
1.691.9 
1.316.0 
6,638.0 
8,417.5 
7.295.0 
2.521.9 
2,963.0 
8,316.0 
2,996.6 

12,337.0 
2.017.0 

464.3 
690.1 
100.3 

1.233.7 
1,826.0 

20.0 
3.098.0 
6,296.8 

Total 
Reported 
Capital 
6,479.3 
1.153.5 
4.329.5 

12.638.0 
24,342.0 

1,548.9 
1.534.2 

311.8 
10.174.0 

948.1 
1,780.5 
8,212.0 

16,687.0 
10.190.7 
22.898.0 

2,437.1 
12,824.0 
30.697.0 
18.375.0 

1.321.6 
1,081.1 
7,108.7 

17.902.0 
22.189.0 
17.846.0 

98.9 
7,666.0 

22,015.0 
2.709.8 
2,501.8 
2.364.2 
5,652.0 
2,041.5 

70.4 
3.678.1 

660.1 
10.671.0 
5,974.6 
1.648.4 
4.248.2 
3.025.5 

882.1 
8,753.0 

16,976.0 
6,658.7 
2,935.8 
2.629.0 

12,747.0 
17,252.0 
16.041.0 
5,202.7 
5,952.0 

13,071.0 
7,134.4 

27,608.0 
5.175.4 

943.6 
2.214.9 

262.6 
2,479.1 
3,738.3 

38.9 
6,302.1 

12.748.1 

D 

Equity 
Percent 

39.1% 
64.4% 
61.5% 
53.3% 
41.4% 
59.0% 
63.2% 
60.4% 
17.8% 
55.1% 
56.7% 
25.8% 
53.0% 
52.3% 
41.0% 
35.8% 
45.6% 
69.1% 
45.7% 
50.4% 
49.9% 
45.1% 
43.8% 
45.7% 
50.3% 
49.4% 
33.9% 
48.8% 
57.8% 
50.9% 
51.1% 
58.2% 
27.6% 
61.0% 
68.4% 
64.8% 
47.6% 
48.7% 
49.9% 
40.1% 
55.6% 
69.3% 
45.9% 
50.3% 
53.0% 
57.6% 
50.1% 
43.4% 
48.8% 
45.5% 
48.5% 
49.6% 
63.6% 
42.0% 
44.7% 
39.0% 
49.2% 
31.2% 
38.2% 
49.8% 
48.8% 
51.4% 
49.2% 
49.4% 

E 

Beta 

2.10 
0.95 
0.90 
0.80 
1.16 
1.00 
1.10 
0.85 
0.70 
0.85 
1.35 
1.55 
0.70 
0.95 
1.05 
0.90 
0.80 

1.05 
0.80 
0.85 
0.85 
0.85 
0.90 
0.90 
0.55 
0.50 
0.80 
0.85 
0.70 
1.00 
0.85 
0.75 
0.35 
0.85 
0.85 
0.96 
0.85 

0.75 
0.75 
0.75 
0.90 
0.95 
1.00 
0.95 

0.95 
0.95 
0.95 
0.80 
0.80 
1.00 
1.25 
0.75 
1.10 
0.90 
0.70 
0.45 
0.90 
0.90 
0,45 
0.80 
1.05 

Average 49.2% 0.89 



Exhibit No. (CWK-1) 
Schedule 4 

Comparable Non-Utility Companies 
Risk Adjustment to Return on Equity 

1 Electric Utilities 

2 Comparable Non-Utilities 

3 Difference 

A B C D 
Average Risk Adjustment Non 

Beta Premium To Non-
Utilities 

0.89 

E 
Adjusted 

Utilities Non-Utilities 
ROE 

1.08 14.14% 12.82% 

0.19 7.0% 1.32% 
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BEFORE THE 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OfflO 

IN RE: IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF COLUMBUS SOUTHERN POWER 
COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 
ELECTRIC SECURITY PLAN; AN 
AMENDMENT TO ITS CORPORATE 
SEPARATION PLAN; AND THE SALE OR 
TRANSFER OF CERTAIN GENERATING 
ASSETS 

CASE NO. 08-917-EL-SSO 
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1 

2 Q. 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Lane Kollen. My business address is J. Kennedy and AssociateSj Inc. 

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

Georgia 30075. 

7 Q. What is your occupation and by whom are you employed? 

8 A. I am a utility rate and planning consultant holding the position of Vice President 

9 and Principal with the firm of Kennedy and Associates. 
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2 Q. Please describe your professional experience and education. 

3 A. I hold both a Bachelor of Business Administration in Accoimting degree and a 

4 Master of Business Administration degree from the University of Toledo. I also 

5 hold a Master of Arts degree from Luther Rice University. I am a Certified Public 

6 Accountant and a Certified Management Accoxmtant. I am a member of 

7 numerous professional organizations. 

8 

9 I have been an active participant in the utility industry for more than thirty years, 

10 both as an employee of The Toledo Edison Company from 1976 to 1983 and as a 

11 consultant in the industry since 1983. I have testified as an expert witness on 

12 planning, ratemaking, accounting, finance, and tax issues in proceedings before 

13 regulatory commissions and courts at the federal and state levels on nearly two 

14 hundred occasions, including proceedings before the Public Utilities Commission 

15 of Ohio. My qualifications and regulatory appearances are further detailed in my 

16 Exhibit (LK-1). 

17 

18 Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 

19 A. I am testifying on behalf of the Ohio Energy Group, Inc. ("OEG"), a group of 

20 large customers who take electric service from Ohio Power Company and 

21 Columbus Southem Power Company ("OPC" and "CSP," "Companies," 

22 "utilities," or "distribution utilities"). These OEG members are: AK Steel 

23 Corporation, ArcelorMittal USA, Brush Welhnan, BP-Husky Refining, LLC, E.L 
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1 duPont de Nemours and Company, Ford Motor Co., GE Aviation, Griffin Wheel, 

2 PPG Industries, Inc., Republic Engineered Products, Inc., Severstal Wheeling, 

3 Inc., (formerly WCI Steel), The Procter and Gamble Co., and Worthington 

4 Industries. 

5 

6 Q. Please describe the purpose of your testimony. 

7 A. The purpose of my testimony is to address certain aspects of the Companies' 

8 proposed Electric Security Plans ("ESP"), including the Companies' proposal to 

9 purchase capacity and energy at market prices in increasing proportions to reflect 

10 "the continuing transition to market," the recovery of carrying costs on 

11 environmental investments incurred prior to January 1, 2009, the proposed 3% 

12 (for CSP) and 7% (for OP) annual non-FAC generation increases, the sale or 

13 transfer of certain generating assets and purchased power agreements and 

14 entitlements, and the application of the "significantiy excessive" eamings test 

15 

16 Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

17 A. The Commission should modify the Companies' proposed ESPs to limit 

18 recoveries through their proposed Fuel Adjustment Clause ("FAC") riders to costs 

19 that are pmdently incurred in accordance with the requirements of SB 221. The 

20 Commission should reject the Companies' request to include the costs of 

21 purchases at market prices equal to 5% of their loads in 2009, 10% in 2010 and 

22 15% in 2011. These purchases are not pmdent because they will uneconomically 

23 displace lower cost Company owned generation and cost-based piwchased power 
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1 that is available to meet their loads. The total harm to ratepayers from the 5%, 

2 10%, 15% market purchase proposal over three years is $452 million for OPC and 

3 $418 million for CSP. 

4 

5 The Commission also should modify the Companies' proposed FAC riders to 

6 include the incremental increases in AEP pool capacity revenues received (the 

7 Companies already propose to include AEP pool capacity payments made) and 

8 off-system sales margins over the baseline amounts aheady included in present 

9 rates, 

10 

11 The Commission should reject the Companies' proposal to increase their non-

12 FAC basic generation rates by 3% and 7% for CSP and OPC, respectively. These 

13 proposed increases are not cost-based and arbitrarily add $86,974 million to the 

14 cost of CSP's ESP over the mitial three year term and $262,527 million to the cost 

15 of OPC's ESP. 

16 

17 The Commission should reject the Companies' proposal to increase their basic 

18 generation rates to include incremental carrying charges on envirormiental 

19 investment incurred during 2001-2008. The Companies' request is inconsistent 

20 with the statute, which allows such recoveries only for costs incurred on and after 

21 January 1, 2009. For costs incurred in 2009 and subsequent years, the 

22 Conmiission also should modify the computation of the Companies' proposed 

23 carrying charge rate to reflect the Section 199 deduction in the income tax 
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1 expense component. The Conmiission aheady decided this issue and required this 

2 offset to the Companies' environmental revenue requirement in Case No. 07-63-

3 EL-UNC. 

4 

5 The Commission should reject CSP's request for authorization to sell or transfer 

6 thousands of megawatts of generation capacity and reject the Companies' 

7 notification that they may sell or transfer various low cost "generation 

8 entitlements" (purchased power contracts or entitiements) without seeking the 

9 Commission's authorization. Such sales or transfers will result in substantially 

10 increased costs for Ohio consumers. For CSP, rates would go up because CSP 

11 would become more deficit in the AEP pool, thus increasing its capacity 

12 equalization payments to its affiliate utilities. OPC would become less surplus in 

13 the AEP pool, thus reducing its capacity equalization receipts from its affiliate 

14 utilities. Energy costs for each of the Companies would also increase. The 

15 Companies have presented absolutely no economic analysis or study to support 

16 these very significant proposals. 

17 

18 Finally, the Commission should decide in this proceeding the stmcture of the 

19 "significantly excessive eamings" test and how it will apply the test in the annual 

20 review proceedings so that all parties know the mles going into 2009 and so that 

21 the Companies can properly account for any refund obligations in their financial 

22 statements. In conjunction with the significantly excessive eamings test, the 

23 Commission should reject the Companies' proposals to: 1) exclude off-system 
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1 sales margins, 2) ignore fuel adjustment clause ("FAC") deferrals, 3) average 

2 actual eamed retums of the Companies for the review year, instead of applying 

3 the test on an individual utility basis as set forth in the statute, and 4) average 

4 actual eamed retum retums of the Companies over a three year period, instead of 

5 performing the test annually as required by the statute. 

6 

7 The remainder of my testimony is structured to sequentially address each of the 

8 preceding issues. 
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1 IL THE PROPOSED FUEL ADJUSTMENT CLAUSES SHOULD BE MODIFIED 
2 TO EXCLUDE THE 5%, 10% and 15% MARKET PURCHASES, TO 
3 INCLUDE PROFITS FROM OFF SYSTEM SALES, AND TO INCLUDE 
4 CAPACITY EQUALIZATION REVENUES 
5 

6 Q. Please describe the AEP-East Interconnection Agreement. 

7 A. Because many of the issues in this case are impacted by the AEP-East 

8 Intercoimection Agreement it is important to understand how it operates. 

9 

10 The AEP-East Intercoimection Agreement, originally entered into on July 6, 

11 1951, is an agreement among the AEP-East Operating Companies, under which 

12 the individual generation resources of the participating companies ("Members") 

13 are dispatched on a single-system basis, and the costs and benefits of generation 

14 resources are shared on a system-wide basis. The Members are OPC, CSP, 

15 Kentucky Power Company, Indiana & Michigan Company, and Appalachian 

16 Power Company (Virginia and West Virginia). The Interconnection Agreement is 

17 a FERC-approved rate schedule. 

18 

19 The Interconnection Agreement provides for meeting total system energy 

20 requirements on a least-cost basis from among available resources. AEP Service 

21 Corporation, actmg as agent for the Members, dispatches energy on an economic 

22 basis, assigning the highest incremental cost to off-system sales. Each Member 

23 meets its requirement initially out of its own generation to the extent dispatched, 

24 and thereafter through primary purchases from affiliates. The Interconnection 

25 Agreement prices such purchases at the delivering Member's average cost of 
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1 generation for the month. 

2 

3 Revenues from off-system sales are initially allocated to the Member providing 

4 the generation dispatched for each sale up to the amount of its generation costs for 

5 the sale. Above that point, the Members share net revenues (profits or margins) 

6 from such sales on the basis of their Member Load Ratio ("MLR")- the ratio for 

7 each Member's Non-Coincident Peak ("NCP") load over the latest twelve-month 

8 period to the sum of NCP loads for all Members over the same period. Likewise, 

9 AEP Service Corporation makes energy purchases on a system basis and 

10 apportions the cost by MLR to Members. 

11 The Interconnection Agreement also contains a capacity equalization mechanism 

12 to levelize capacity investment imbalances among the AEP-East Members as they 

13 rotate the constmction of new generation. Each participating Member bears its 

14 proportionate share of the system's total capacity and reserves based on the MLR. 

15 The 'deficit' Members make capacity payments to the 'surplus" Members based 

16 on the surplus Member's weighted average embedded costs of investment in its 

17 non-hydroelectric generating plant expressed on a per kilowatt per month basis 

18 plus associated fixed operating costs. 

19 

20 Q. Please describe the Companies' proposal to include purchased power at 

21 market prices in their FAC riders. 

22 A. The Companies propose to include the costs of purchased power acquired at 

23 market prices for 5% of tiieir loads m 2009, 10% in 2010 and 15% in 2011. 
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1 Companies' witness Mr. Baker describes this aspect of then proposed ESPs as "a 

2 limited feature for the continuing transition to market rates." (Baker Direct at 22). 

3 The Companies have included the estimated effects of these purchases m their 

4 projected FAC rates for 2009 using theh projections of market prices for the 

5 Market Rate Offer ("MRO") option in the MRO versus ESP comparison found on 

6 Baker Exhibit JCB-2. 

What is the estimated cost of such purchases at market prices? 

The Companies estimate that CSP will be able to purchase for $88.15 per mWh 

and OPC for $85.32 per mWh m 2009, 2010 and 2011, altiiough the actual 

purchase prices will be reflected in the Companies' FAC riders, not these 

estimates prices. The Companies estimate that these purchases will cost CSP 

$100 million m 2009, $200 million m 2010 and $300 million m 2011, for a total 

of $601 million over the initial term of the ESP. The Companies estimate that 

tiiese purchases will cost OPC $120 million in 2009, $240 million m 2010, and 

$360 million m 2011, for a total of $721 million over tiie initial term of the ESP. 

Do the Companies need these purchases to meet their loads? 

No. In 2007, OPC and CSP had non-requirements sales for resale (to the other 

AEP Companies and to the AEP System pool for sale off-system) of 29,874 gWh 

and 10,697 gWh, respectively. In 2009, tiie Companies project tiiat OPC and CSP 

will have non-requirements sales for resale of 27,027 gWh and 5,698 gWh, 

respectively, based on Companies' witness Mr. Nelson's Exhibits PJN-6 and PJN-
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1 3, respectively. In 2009, these sales for resale represent 46% of OPC's available 

2 energy sources and 19% of CSP's. 

3 

4 These off-system sales figures demonstrate that both Companies already have 

5 significant amounts of surplus energy. To put this in perspective consider that in 

6 2009, OPC's forecasted off-system sales of 27,027 gWh are ahnost equal to its 

7 2009 forecasted native load sales of 28,151 gWh. For CSP, its 2009 forecasted 

8 off-system sales are more than 25% of its 2009 forecasted native load of 22,715 

9 gWh. 

10 

11 Q. Aside from the need aspect, are such purchases at market prices cost-

12 effective for the ratepayers? 

13 A. No. The cost of these purchases is far greater than the Companies would have to 

14 pay to purchase from the AEP pool pursuant to the AEP Interconnection 

15 Agreement. The Companies legally are entitled under the Interconnection 

16 Agreement, a FERC-regulated rate, to power that is available from their sister 

17 companies at a significantly lower cost, as I previously described. The following 

18 table provides the average monthly rates at which each Company bought from the 

19 AEP pool during 2007 and tiie first six months of 2008 and demonstrates that the 

20 costs of such purchases were a mere fraction of the cost of the purchases at 

21 market prices that are proposed by the Companies. 
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Month 

Jan 2007 
Feb 2007 
Mar 2007 
Apr 2007 
May 2007 
Jun 2007 
Jul 2007 

Aug 2007 
Sep 2007 
Oct 2007 
Nov 2007 
Dec 2007 

Avg 2007 

Jan 2008 
Feb 2008 
Mar 2008 
Apr 2008 
May 2008 
Jun 2008 

Avg 7/07-6/08 

AVERAGE COST OF AEP POOL PURCHASES 

CSP Pool Purchases 
Purchases 

$/mWh 

$29.13 
$31.05 
$29.51 
$27.91 
$19.77 
$17.78 
$18.49 
$19.30 
$19.61 
$21.07 
$20.65 
$20.92 

$22.35 

$20.40 
$22.53 
$24.00 
$24.55 
$23.87 
$27.56 

$21.88 

Purchased Purchases 
mWh 

992.837 
890,393 
942,020 
951,075 

1,225.732 
1.362,215 
1,420.635 
1,157,018 
1,311,165 

869,847 
1,066,288 
1,156,865 

13,346,090 

1,311.029 
1,017.202 
1,202,286 
1,146,061 
1,156,946 
1,287,479 

14,102.821 

$000 

28,924 
27,650 
27,801 
26,647 
24,236 
24,219 
26,266 
22.325 
25,717 
18,329 
22,016 
24,196 

298,226 

26,748 
22,918 
28,852 
28,131 
27,613 
35,484 

308.595 

Lane Kollen 
Page 11 

OP Poo! Purchases 
Purchases 

$/mWh 

$24.69 
$26.60 
$22.98 
$23.99 
$26.42 
$26.45 
$23.89 
$27.75 
$25.58 
$26.96 
$26.67 
$25.21 

$25.61 

$24.86 
$27.32 
$29.29 
$29.45 
$27.63 
$34.89 

$27.21 

Purchased Purchases 
mWh 

253.765 
191,341 
318.558 
310,294 
312,309 
399,654 
520,874 
445,639 
447,590 
387,635 
356.437 
406.609 

4,350.705 

476,442 
390,113 
331,560 
303,402 
397,894 
371,354 

4.835,549 

$000 

6,265 
5,09U 
7,322 
7,443 
8,252 

10,571 
12,442 
12,368 
11,448 
10,4'>2 
9,507 

10.251 

111,411 

11,838 
10,659 
9.711 
8.935 

10.994 
12,958 

131.563 

In essence, the Companies propose to purchase large blocks of power at market 

prices estmiated at $85.32 for OPC and $88.15 for CSP when OPC can purchase 

from the AEP pool at $25.61 to $27.21 based on its recent actual 12 montii 

purchases from the pool and CSP can purchase at $22.35 to $21.88 based on its 

recent purchases. That obviously is detrimental to ratepayers. 

In addition, the Companies legally are obligated under the Interconnection 

Agreement to sell power they have available to the other Pool Members. 

Consequentiy, the Companies would be required to sell any excess power 

resuhing from their 5%, 10% and 15% purchases into the AEP pool at 

significantly lower rates than they paid. As I noted previously, OPC sells huge 
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amounts of power to tiie AEP pool and CSP also sells to the AEP pool. The 

following table provides the average monthly rates at which each Company sold 

into the AEP pool during 2007 and the first six months of 2008 and demonstrates 

that the Companies' proposal to purchase power at market and then resell it to the 

AEP pool will result in a significant loss on such transactions. 

AVERAGE PRICE FOR AEP POOL SALES 

Month 

Jan 2007 
Feb 2007 
Mar 2007 
Apr 2007 
May 2007 
Jun 2007 
Jul 2007 

Aug 2007 
Sep 2007 
Oct 2007 
Nov 2007 
Dec 2007 

Avg 2007 

Jan 2008 
Feb 2008 
Mar 2008 
Apr 2008 
May 2008 
Jun 2008 

Avg 7/07-6/08 

CSP Pool Sales 
Sales 

$/mWh 

$22.69 
$25.43 
$24.87 
$25.15 
$30.78 
$36.17 
$32.14 
$38.47 
$29.03 
$32.21 
$24.53 
$30.37 

$30.39 

$27.35 
$29.32 
$30.96 
$28.48 
$26.47 
$43.97 

$31.51 

Sales 
mWh 

266,389 
190,357 
200.464 
293,199 
370,039 
447,802 
4R5.351 
500,355 
417,399 
333,138 
345.165 
269,666 

4.119,324 

353,432 
240,322 
160,126 
211,393 
298,248 
318,098 

3,932,693 

Sales 
$000 

6.046 
4,840 
4,985 
7,374 

11.390 
16,196 
15.601 
19,251 
12.118 
10,729 
8.466 
8,189 

125,184 

9,668 
7,047 
4,957 
6,021 
7,895 

13.988 

123.930 

OP Pool Sales 
Sales 

$/mWh 

$32.56 
$35.42 
$51.98 
$48.79 
$36.07 
$31.72 
$31.31 
$31.32 
$25.58 
$29.19 
$28.36 
$58.74 

$34.54 

$32.11 
$37.87 
$34.78 
$39.95 
$39.08 
$43.10 

Sales 
mWh 

1,667.190 
1,528,168 

923.746 
927,439 

1,460,726 
1.824,340 
1,971,537 
1,932,121 
2.194,261 
2,083,690 
2.251,702 
1,084.202 

19.849,121 

2,207,649 
1.671.188 
2.093,351 
1,612,188 
1,812.021 
1,956,793 

$34.98 22,870.703 

Sales 
$000 

54,288 
54.135 
48.015 
45,248 
62.695 
57,859 
61,722 
60.513 
62.823 
60.817 
63,868 
63.689 

685.672 

70,898 
63.292 
72,802 
64.403 
70,818 
84.339 

799,984 

In essence, the Companies propose to purchase at $85.32 for OPC and $88.15 for 

CSP and sell into tiie AEP pool for OPC at $34.54 to $34.98 per mWh for recent 

12 montii periods and for CSP at $30.39 to $31.51 per mWh. That proposal 

obviously is extremely harmful to ratepayers. 
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1 OEG witness Mr. Stephen Baron has prepared a quantification of the increase in 

2 the Companies' fuel and purchased power expenses due to the proposed 5%, 10% 

3 and 15% purchases. He quantified a harm to CSP ratepayers of $75.4 million 

4 annually for each 5% of load supplied by these proposed market purchases and to 

5 OPC ratepayers of $69.6 million. Over the initial three-year term of the ESP, the 

6 harm to OPC ratepayers would be $452 million and to CSP ratepayers would be 

7 $418 million. 

8 

9 Q. Will these proposed 5%, 10% and 15% market purchases result in exporting 

10 the Companies' lower costs to the other AEP Members and rate 

11 jurisdictions? 

12 A. Yes. If the Companies purchase at market, then these high cost purchases will 

13 push lower cost energy to the other AEP Members, which in tum will benefit their 

14 ratepayers. Transferring this lower cost power to the AEP System also will allow 

15 the AEP System to sell more power m the off-system sales market to third parties, 

16 which in tum will provide additional off-system sales margins. These margins are 

17 allocated among the AEP Members pursuant to the FERC-approved 

18 Interconnection Agreement on the basis of each AEP Company's Member Load 

19 Ratio share. AEP shareholders also retain part of the profit from off-system sales. 

20 

21 Consequently, under the Companies' proposal, the additional costs of the 

22 purchases at market will be assigned directly to the Ohio retail ratepayers, while 

23 the benefits of lower cost generation will be exported to the other AEP Members 
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1 and other retail jurisdictions, such as West Virginia, Vhginia, Kentucky, Indiana, 

2 and Michigan. In addition, the increased AEP System off-system sales margins 

3 will be shared with AEP's shareholders and with the other AEP Members and 

4 their ratepayers in other states. 

5 

6 Q. Do the Companies propose to include the off-system sales margins in their 

7 proposed FAC riders? 

8 A. No. The Companies exclude all off-system sales margins from tiieir proposed 

9 FAC riders. Thus, the increased costs will be recovered by the Companies 

10 through their FAC riders, but none of the increased margins will be used to reduce 

11 the costs charged to Ohio ratepayers. 

12 

13 The margins from off-system sales are large. In 2007, the profit from off-system 

14 sales received by OPC was $146.7 million and for CSP was $124.1 million, based 

15 on the monthly AEP System reports provided by the Companies in response to 

16 OEG-2-1. In each of the jurisdictions that AEP operates profits from off-system 

17 sales are used by the state commissions to lower rates. For example, in West 

18 Vhginia profits from off-system sales are flowed through to ratepayers 

19 automatically through theh fuel adjustment clause. In Kentucky, profits from off-

20 system sales are reflected in base rates and the fuel adjustment clause. While the 

21 FERC-approved Interconnection Agreement requires that profits fix>m off-system 

22 sales be treated as income to the utilities, each state commission determines its 

23 own retail ratemaking treatment. AEP's proposal to insulate off-system sales 
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1 profits from Ohio ratemaking jurisdiction would be discriminatory. It would 

2 place Ohio at a disadvantage compared to West Virginia, Vhgmia, Kentucky, 

3 Indiana and Michigan. 

4 

5 Q. Should the Commission adopt the Companies' proposal to include the 5%, 

6 10% and 15% market purchases in their FAC riders? 

7 A. No. The proposed costs are impmdent and unreasonable. The harm to OPC 

8 consumers is $452 million and to CSP consumers $418 million. 

9 

10 Thus, the Companies' proposal fails to meet the threshold Section 4928.143(B)(2) 

11 requhement that all costs recovered through automatic riders, such as the FAC, be 

12 "pmdentiy incurred." The Companies carry the burden of proof on this issue. 

13 

14 Q. Please describe the AEP Pool capacity payments and receipts. 

15 A. The AEP Interconnection Agreement requires Members that are capacity "deficit" 

16 to pay the other Members that are capacity "surplus" a monthly capacity 

17 equalization charge. OPC is considered a "surplus" Member, so all "deficit" 

18 Members must pay OPC a charge to equalize their capacity costs. CSP is a 

19 "deficit" Member, so it must pay all surplus Members a fee to equalize their 

20 capacity costs. 

21 

22 Q. How do the Companies propose that these AEP capacity receipts (OPC) and 

23 capacity payments (CSP) be reflected in their FAC riders? 
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1 A. The Companies do not propose to include any AEP pool capacity receipts as an 

2 offset to the costs recovered in their proposed FAC riders, according to the detail 

3 shown on Mr. Nelson's Exhibits PJN-4 and PJN-5 for OPC.̂  Consequentiy, the 

4 additional AEP pool capacity receipts will be retained by OPC and will not be 

5 flowed through to the ratepayers who pay for the generation that allows OPC to 

6 receive the receipts. 

7 

8 This asymmetry is unreasonable. If the capacity equalization payments made by 

9 CSP are charged to ratepayers in the FAC, then the capacity equalization revenues 

10 received by OPC should be credited m the FAC. 

11 

12 Q. How should the Commission modify the Companies' proposed FAC riders? 

13 A. There are three changes that are essential before the Commission can reasonably 

14 find the costs recovered through the Companies' FAC riders will be "prudentiy 

15 incurred" and that "benefits derived" are "made available to those who bear the 

16 surcharge." The first modification is to reject the Companies' proposal to 

17 purchase power at market prices equal to 5% of theh loads in 2009,10% in 2010, 

18 and 15% in 2011. The second modification is to include the incremental AEP 

19 pool capacity payments received by the Companies. The third modification is to 

Exhibit PJN-5 line 38 shows the amount in account 555 purchased power 
included for AEP pool capacity of $0 and includes a footnote that this applies only to 
CSP. In other words, it only is included in the Companies' proposed FAC if the amount 
is positive, i.e. a payment, which is the case for CSP. 
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1 include the incremental off-system sales margins allocated to each Company 

2 through the AEP Interconnection Agreement. 
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1 III, THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT THE PROPOSAL TO 
2 ARBITRARILY INCREASE NON-FAC GENERATION RATES 
3 ANNUALLY BY 3% FOR CSP AND 7% FOR OPC 
4 

5 Q. Please describe the Companies' proposal to increase their non-FAC basic 

6 generation charges by annual percentages during the initial term of their 

7 ESPs. 

8 A. None of the Companies' witnesses described this aspect of the Companies' ESPs 

9 other than to address the computation of these amoimts as reflected on Mr. 

10 Baker's Exhibit JCB-2 and Mr. Roush's Exhibit DMR-1. However, tiie 

11 Companies' ESPs include increases in the basic generation rate (non-FAC rate) of 

12 3% annually for CSP and 7% annually for OPC. 

13 

14 This results in annual non-FAC increases of $14,209 million m 2009, $14,636 

15 million m 2010 and $15,075 million m 2011 for CSP, accordmg to Mr. Roush's 

16 Exhibit DMR-1 page 1 of 2, with a total over the three years of $87 million, 

17 according to Mr. Baker's Exhibit JCB-2. This results m annual non-FAC 

18 increases of $41,771 million m 2009, $44,695 million m 2010 and $47,824 

19 million m 2011 for OPC, accordmg to Mr. Roush's Exhibit DMR-1 page 2 of 2, 

20 with a total over the three years of $263 million, accordmg to Mr. Baker's Exhibit 

21 JCB-2. 

22 

23 Q. Has the Company provided any cost basis in support of these 3% and 7% 

24 increases in the non-FAC basic generation rates? 
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1 A. No. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

S 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Does SB 221 contemplate such arbitrary rate increases? 

No. It is my understandmg as a regulatory expert, and not as a lawyer, tiiat the 

provisions of SB 221 that authorize rate increases pursuant to an ESP requure that 

such increases be based on pmdentiy incurred costs. 

Should the Commission authorize these $87 million and $263 million 

generation rate increases? 

No. These proposed increases are arbitrary and are not consistent with the 

requirements of SB 221 for increases based on pmdently incurred costs. In 

addition, the Companies have utterly failed to meet theh burden of proof as set 

forth in SB 221. 
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1 IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD MODIFY THE PROPOSAL FOR 
2 ENVIRONMENTAL CARRYING COSTS 
3 

4 Q. Please describe the Companies' proposal for recovery of environmental 

5 carrying chaises? 

6 A. The Companies propose to include in their basic generation rate recovery of 

7 "environmental carrying charges." The proposed charges consist of a grossed-up 

8 rate of retum on envhonmental mvestment plus depreciation plus property taxes 

9 and administrative and general expenses, according to the detail provided on 

10 Companies' witness Mr. Philip Nelson's Exhibits PJN-8, PJN-9 and PJN-10. The 

11 proposed charges mclude these carrying charges on environmental investment 

12 incurred during 2001 through 2008 (retroactive portion) and annual increases due 

13 to environmental capital additions starting ui 2009 (prospective portion). 

14 

15 Q. Do you agree with the Companies' proposed recovery of carrying costs on 

16 environmental capital additions starting in 2009 (prospective portion)? 

17 A. Yes. I agree with this general concept as long as the recovery is in accordance 

18 with the requirements of Section 4928.143(B)(2)(b), which allows utilities to 

19 recover the costs of "an environmental expenditure for any electric generating 

20 facility of the electric distribution utility, provided the cost is incurred or the 

21 expenditure occurs on or after January 1,2009." 

22 
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1 Q. Do you agree with the Companies' proposed recovery of environmental 

2 carrying costs on environmental capital additions during 2001 through 2008 

3 (retroactive portion)? 

4 A. No. First, the statute previously cited provides for mcremental recovery of 

5 prospective environmental costs on or after January 1, 2009, but does not provide 

6 for incremental recovery of enviromnental costs incurred prior to tiiat date. 

7 

8 Second, the Companies' existmg RSP rates provide recovery of generation costs, 

9 including envhonmental, through December 31, 2008. The Companies propose 

10 that these rate levels be continued effective January 1, 2009 m their basic 

11 generation rates. Most recentiy, the Commission granted increases m the rates 

12 charged for generation service m Case No. 07-63-EL-UNC to provide the 

13 Companies recovery of their increased environmental costs. 

14 

15 The Companies' claim that existing rates do not provide fiill recovery of their 

16 environmental carrying costs also ignores their non-environmental investment and 

17 the effects of accumulated depreciation since 2000. In other words, tiie 

18 Companies' limited analyses fail to demonstrate that there is any net xmder 

19 recovery of generation costs in the aggregate. To the contrary, the evidence 

20 indicates that the Companies are not under recovering based on 2007 eamings. In 

21 2007, CSP actually eamed 22.1% on common equity and OPC eamed 11.7%. 

22 The computations of these eamed rates of retum are detailed on my 

23 Exhibit (LK-2). 
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Q. What are the effects of the Companies' proposal to recover environmental 

carrying costs (retroactive portion) on their basic generation rates? 

The effect is to increase the CSP basic generation rate by $26 million and the 

OPC basic generation rate by $84 million starting on January 1, 2009, according 

to Companies witness Mr. Nelson's Exhibit PJN-8. The cumulative effect of this 

proposal over tiie three year term of the ESP for CSP ratepayers is $78 million 

and for OPC ratepayers is $252 million. 

What is your recommendation regarding the Companies' proposal to recover 

environmental carrying costs (retroactive portion) as a component of the 

basic generation rate? 

I recommend that the Commission reject the Companies' proposal. This proposal 

is inconsistent with the statute and fails to properly consider all costs that already 

are recovered through present rates. 

Do you agree with the Companies' computation of the environmental 

carrying costs? 

No. The Companies' computation of the carrying charge rates applied to the 

environmental investment is flawed because h does not reflect the Section 199 

deduction in tiie income tax expense component. The computation of the carrying 

charge rates is detailed on Companies' witness Mr. Nelson's Exhibit PJN-10. 
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1 Q. Has the Commission already decided the issue of whether the Section 199 

2 deduction should be included in the rate of retum applied to environmental 

3 rate base for the Companies? 

4 A. Yes. The Commission aheady decided this issue in Case No. 07-63-EL-UNC. 

5 The Commission required that the Section 199 deduction be used to reduce the 

6 income tax gross-up on the equity retum in the computation of the revenue 

7 requirement, specifically for envhonmental costs. 

8 

9 Q. What is your recommendation regarding the Section 199 deduction in the 

10 computation of the environmental carrying charges sought by the 

11 Companies? 

12 A. I recommend that the Commission direct the Companies to reflect the Section 199 

13 deduction m the computation of the federal income tax component of the carrying 

14 charge rate, consistent with the Commission's determination on this issue in Case 

15 No. 07-63-EL-UNC. 
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1 V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT THE PROPOSAL TO SELL OR 
2 TRANSFER GENERATING ASSETS AND PURCHASED POWER 
3 CONTRACTS 
4 

5 Q. Please describe CSP's request for authorization to sell or transfer generating 

6 assets. 

7 A. CSP requests autiiority to sell or transfer the Waterford Energy Center 

8 ("Waterford"), a combined cycle plant rated at 821 mW, and the Darby Electric 

9 Generatmg Station ("Darby"), a simple cycle plant rated at 480 mW m the winter 

10 and 450 mW ui the summer. CSP asserts tiiat it has no plans to sell or transfer the 

11 Waterford or Darby plants at this time. 

12 

13 Q. Please describe the Companies' notification to the Commission that they may 

14 sell or transfer their "generation entitlements" other than owned generating 

15 assets. 

16 A. The Companies argue that they are not obligated to seek authority from the 

17 Commission to sell or transfer various "generation entitlements," but that they 

18 may do so without further notification to or authorization from the Commission. 

19 Other terms for these "generation entitiements" would be "purchased power 

20 contracts" or "purchased power entitiements." The costs mcurred pursuant to 

21 tiiese purchased power contracts or entitiements are recognized by the Companies 

22 as purchased power expense. The Companies identify the following contracts or 

23 entitlements (Baker Direct at 43-45): 

24 
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1 1. CSP's contract with AEP Generating Company for the output of 
2 the Lawrenceburg combined cycle plant with a rating of 1,096 
3 mW. 
4 
5 2, CSP and OPC's contractual entitiements to a portion of the output 
6 of the OVEC generating facilities, Kyger Creek and Cliffy Creek, 
7 witii CSP's entitlement of 95,6 mW and OPC's entitiement of 
8 370.2 mW. 
9 

10 Q. What reasons does CSP offer in support of their proposal that the 

11 Commission authorize the sale or transfer of the Waterford and Darby 

12 plants? 

13 A. The only reason offered by CSP is the testimony of CSP witness Mr. Baker that 

14 these plants have not previously been included in rate base. They were acquired 

15 in 2005 and 2007. 

16 

17 Q. Is CSP's sole reason a sufficient basis for the Commission to authorize the 

18 sale or transfer of these two plants? 

19 A. No. First, the Companies cannot "sell or transfer any generating asset it wholly or 

20 partly owns at any time without obtaining Commission approval." (Section 

21 4928.17(E)). There are no conditions set forth in the statute limiting its 

22 application only to assets that were in rate base, a point that Mr. Baker 

23 acknowledges in his testimony. Thus, the Commission should not make its 

24 decision to authorize or not on this distinction, but rather on whether the sale or 

25 transfer is pmdent and whether the effect on the Companies' fuel and purchased 

26 power expense is pmdent. 

27 
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1 Second, the sale or transfer of these assets does not need to be addressed in this 

2 proceeding and certamly not through an open-ended pre-authorization as 

3 requested by the Companies. If at some future date, CSP has a specific proposal 

4 that the Commission can assess, then CSP can file an Application for the 

5 Commission to consider the sale or transfer at that tune. 

6 

7 Third, the Companies only may recover fuel and purchased power costs that are 

8 "pmdentiy incurred" through tiieh FAC riders. If the sale or transfer of these 

9 plants causes the Companies' costs recovered throi^ their FAC riders to 

10 increase, then the mcreased costs would not be pmdent because they could have 

11 been avoided. 

12 

13 The sale or transfer of these assets will cause a huge increase in CSP's capacity 

14 equalization payments. Smce January 2007 through June 2008, CSP has paid 

15 between $8.55 and $11.45 per kW/month for its capacity deficit. If CSP sells or 

16 transfers these plants, it will increase its capacity deficit by 2,462.6 mW, which 

17 will increase its capacity equalization payments by $252.7 million to $338.4 

18 million annually. 

19 

20 Similarly, if OPC sells or transfers its generation entitiements, this will reduce 

21 OPC's capacity equalization receipts. Since January 2007 through June 2008, 

22 OPC has received between $8.30 and $11.06 per kW/month for its capacity 

23 surplus. 
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2 Fourth, the Companies have the burden of proof regarding these issues. Yet, the 

3 Companies have done no studies and have no analyses or other documents that 

4 "discuss the financial or operational effects of such a sale or transfer," according 

5 to the Companies' response to OEG-2-2, a copy of which I have attached as my 

6 Exhibit (̂LK-3). 

7 

8 Q. What is your recommendation regarding the CSP request that it be 

9 authorized to sell or transfer the Waterford and Darby plants? 

10 A. I recommend that the Commission reject CSP's request. It is unsupported and 

11 will impmdently mcrease the Companies' fuel and purchased power expense if 

12 CWP actually sells or transfers these plants. 

13 

14 Q. Should the Commission address the Companies' claim that t h ^ do not need 

15 to seek authorization to sell or transfer their generation entitlements? 

16 A. Yes. I will not comment on whether the Companies have the legal authority to 

17 sell or transfer these generation entitiements without specific authorization from 

18 the Commission. However, the Commission should make it clear in this 

19 proceeding that if the Companies sell or transfer these generation entitiements, 

20 that it will consider as impmdent all incremental costs of fuel and purchased 

21 power resulting from such transactions and that these incremental costs will not 

22 be recoverable through the Companies' FAC riders. As I noted previously, the 
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1 costs recovered through such automatic recovery mechanisms must be "prudentiy 

2 incurred" and Companies have the burden of proof. 
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1 VI. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ESTABLISH THE STRUCTURE FOR THE 
2 SIGNIFICANTLY EXCESSIVE EARNINGS TEST AND REJECT 
3 PROPOSALS TO EXCLUDE OFF-SYSTEM SALES MARGINS, TO 
4 AVERAGE COMPANIES ACTUAL RETURNS, AND TO PERFORM THE 
5 EARNINGS TEST OVER A THREE YEAR PEMOD 
6 

7 Q. Please describe the significantly excessive eamings test set forth in SB 221. 

8 A. The significantiy excessive eammgs test for an ESP is set forth in §4928.143(F) 

9 as follows: 

10 
11 With regard to the provisions that are included in an electric security 
12 plan under this section, the commission shaU consider, following the 
13 end of each annual period of the plan, if any such adjustments 
14 resulted in excessive eamings as measured by whether the eamed 
15 retum on common equity of the electric distribution utility is 
16 significantly in excess of the retum on common equity that was 
17 eamed during the same period by publicly traded companies, 
18 including utilities, that face comparable business and financial risk, 
19 with such adjustments for capital structure as may be appropriate. 
20 Consideration also shall be given to the capital requirements of future 
21 committed investments In this state. The burden of proof for 
22 demonstrating that s^ificantly excessive eamings did not occur shall 
23 be on the electric distribution utility. If the commission finds that 
24 such adjustments, In the aggregate, did result in significantly excessive 
25 eamings, it shall require the electric distribution utility to retum to 
26 consumers the amount of the excess by prospective adjustments; 
27 provided that, upon making such prospective adjustments, the electric 
28 distribution utility shall have the right to terminate the plan and 
29 Immediately file an application pursuant to section 4928.142 of the 
30 Revised Code... In making its determination of significantly excessive 
31 eamings under this division, the commission shall not consider, 
32 directly or indirectly, the revenue, expense, or eamings of any affiliate 
33 or parent company. 
34 

35 Q. Why is the significantly excessive eamings test important to ratepayers? 

36 A. The significantly excessive earrdngs test provides an important protection to the 

37 utility's ratepayers against harm in the event that the utility's revenues 
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1 significantly exceed the utility's costs to provide generation service to non-

2 shoppers and all other regulated services, including transmission and distribution 

3 services. 

4 

5 Q. Does the Commission need to address the methodology for and the 

6 application of this test in this proceeding? 

7 A. Yes. The Commission cannot wait until 2010 to detemune the methodology it 

8 will use to detennine the threshold for significantiy excessive eamings, the 

9 computation of eamings on common, or the application of the methodology. 

10 Under Generally Accepted Accounting Principles ("GAAP"), the utilities are 

11 required to recognize a regulatory liability for any refunds that arise each year and 

12 that will be refunded to ratepayers prospectively in the following year. Thus, the 

13 utilities must know the Commission's methodology and how the Commission wiU 

14 apply this methodology for 2009 ui 2009. 

15 

16 Q. How should the Commission apply the signifieantty excessive eamings test 

17 for the prior year in the annual reviews? 

18 A. The Commission must determine the appropriate methodology in this proceeding, 

19 and then apply that methodology m the annual reviews. The appropriate 

20 methodology consists of two components, the significantiy excessive eamings 

21 threshold and the actual eamed return on common equity. 

22 
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1 First, the Commission must determine the methodology it will use to compute the 

2 rate of retum on common equity threshold over which the Companies will be 

3 deemed to have significantiy excessive eamings that are subject to refund. Once 

4 the Commission makes this determination, the methodology should remain the 

5 same for use in all future annual review proceedings imless there is some 

6 compelling reason to change it prospectively. The methodology for computing 

7 the threshold is addressed by OEG witness Mr. Charles King. 

8 

9 Second, in this proceeding, the Commission must detennine the methodology it 

10 will use to compute the utility's actual eamed retum on common equity for each 

11 review year. This step is necessary so that the actual eamings can be compared to 

12 the threshold established in the first step for each year. The Commission should 

13 determine whether the eamings on common are to be measured on an accounting 

14 basis with no ratemaking adjustments, whether it will allow or require ratemakir^ 

15 adjustments, and if so, what adjustments or types of adjustments will be allowed 

16 or required. 

17 

18 In each of the future annual review proceedings, if the Company's actual eamings 

19 are in excess of the threshold, then the difference, grossed-up on a revenue 

20 requirement basis, should be refunded to ratepayers in accordance with the 

21 requirements of the statute. 

22 
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1 Q. How should the Commission compute the actual eamed retum on common 

2 equity for each annual period? 

3 A. The Commission should compute the actual eamed return on common for each 

4 annual period using the per books actual accounting eamings on common and the 

5 utility's year-end actual common equity balance, with limited ratemaking 

6 adjustments. The authorized ratemaking adjustments should be specified by the 

7 Commission m this proceeding and should be modified only prospectively upon 

8 consideration of a request from the utility or other party to add or remove such 

9 adjustments. 

10 

11 Q. What adjustments should the Commission include on such a list? 

12 A. The list can be as extensive or limited as the Commission beheves is necessary to 

13 ensure that rates are just and reasonable. At a nunimum, the ratemaking 

14 adjustments should be consistent with the requirements and limitations on cost-

15 based recoveries specified in Section 4928.143(B)(2). For example, only pmdent 

16 fuel and piu-chased power expenses should be included. Also, at a minimum, the 

17 ratemaking adjustments that are reflected should be consistent with other 

18 Commission orders wherein there were speciflc disallowances of or directions 

19 relating to rate base, expense or rate of retum amoimts or components. 

20 

21 In addition, the Commission should remove the effects of any refunds in one year 

22 based on the significantly excessive eamings test for the prior year so that the 
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1 refund is computed on a discrete annual basis for the prior year and does not 

2 influence the actual eamings for another year. 

3 

4 Finally, the Commission should reqmre the utilities to exclude the effects of fines 

5 and penalties, one-time writeoffs, costs and acquisition premiiuns related to 

6 mergers and acquisitions, and effects of maric-to-market accounting for derivative 

7 gains and losses. 

8 

9 Q. Companies witness Mr. Baker proposes that the Commission adjust actual 

10 eamings for the review year to exclude the eamings from off-system sales in 

11 the computation of significantly excessive eamings (Baker Direct at 38-39). 

12 Do you agree? 

13 A. No. The Commission should reject this and any other proposal to carve-out 

14 revenues or eamings from the significantly excessive eantings test for several 

15 reasons. First, SB 221 contemplates no such ad hoc exclusions to the utility's 

16 eamings. Removal of these would result m a distorted picture of the utilities' 

17 financial condition. 

18 

19 Second, the Companies offer no proposal for the removal of all the costs 

20 associated with making the off-system sales for purposes of the significantiy 

21 excessive eamings test. Such off-system sales are available to the Companies and 

22 the AEP system only because the costs of the underlying generating assets and 

23 purchased power contracts are recovered from ratepayers. These costs include 
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1 both fixed and variable costs. These costs also mclude the common equity 

2 investment m the Companies' generating facilities. Thus, the Companies' 

3 proposal is biased agamst Ohio ratepayers due to a fundamental mismatch 

4 between the off-system sales revenues they propose be removed from the test and 

5 the limited, if any, costs that they propose be removed. 

6 

7 Third, the Companies' ESP provides for 5%, 10% and 15% market purchases at 

8 higher costs than existing self-generation. The displaced lower cost power then 

9 is available for sale to other AEP companies or off-system. It is meqmtable for 

10 the Companies to arbitrarily increase the costs to ratepayers in this manner and 

11 then compoxmd the harm to ratepayers by retaining the entirety of theh shares of 

12 the resulting increased off-system sales revenues. 

13 

14 Q. Mr. Baker argues that the off-system sales revenues are ^FERC-

15 jurisdictional" and should be excluded from retaU rates on that basis. 

16 (Baker Direct at 38-39). Do you agree? 

17 A. No. This position is completely contrary to the requirements of the 

18 Interconnection Agreement and the federal preemption resulting firom this FERC-

19 regulated rate. I agree with Mr. Baker that the Interconnection Agreement is a 

20 FERC-regulated rate. However, my non-legal imderstanding of federal 

21 preemption is that it does not require that the rate be ignored, but rather reqmres 

22 that the costs or revenues mcurred pursuant to that rate be imposed on the states 

23 for retail ratemaking purposes. For example, Kentucky Power Company 
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1 ratepayers presentiy pay Ohio Power Company for AEP pool capacity charges 

2 pursuant to the Interconnection Agreement through a combination of base and 

3 environmental surcharge rates. In other words, Kentucky Power Company is 

4 reqmred to pay in retail rates the costs incurred due to this FERC-regulated rate. 

5 

6 Similarly, all AEP Companies share in the AEP system off-system sales margins 

7 based on theh member load ratio shares no matter which utility's power plants 

8 actually generated to make the sales. The FERC-regulated rate requires that AEP 

9 allocate these margins to each of the AEP Members. In all the AEP regulated 

10 jurisdictions, these off-system sales margins are fiowed through by the AEP 

11 Members to theh retail ratepayers. Mr. Baker's position would discriminate 

12 against Ohio by applying the FERC approved Intercoimection Agreement 

13 differently and worse for this state compared to West Virginia, Virginia, 

14 Kentucky, Indiana and Michigan. 

15 

16 Q. If there are signifieantty excessive eamings, should the Commission gross-up 

17 the amount in excess of the eamings threshold to compute the refund 

18 amount? 

19 A. Yes. A gross-up for income taxes is necessary because eamings on common are 

20 stated on an after tax basis, not on a before tax revenue basis. Such a gross-up for 

21 mcome taxes is similar to the use historically by the Commission of a gross 

22 revenue conversion factor to convert operating income deficiencies or surpluses 

23 into revenue deficiencies or surpluses. The objective is to determine the amount 
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1 of revenue overcollections in the prior year that resulted in the significantiy 

2 excessive eamings so that an equivalent amount can be refimded to ratepayers. 

3 

4 Q. The statutory test seems to suggest a limitation on the potential refunds by 

5 linking the excess eamings to the "adjustments" pursuant to any ESP. Do 

6 you agree with such an interpretation? 

7 A. Yes. Subject to a conect understanding of the purpose of the test and the 

8 definition and application of the tenn "adjustments," the statute appears to limit 

9 potential refunds to the amount of the ESP increases recovered during the year 

10 subject to review. The statute, as previously cited, states: 

11 
12 With regard to the provisions that are included in an electric security 
13 plan under this section, the commission shall consider, foUowing the 
14 end of each annual period of the plan, if any such adjustments 
15 resulted in excessive eamings as measured by whether the eamed 
16 retum on common equity of the electric distribution utility is 
17 significantly in excess of the retum on common equity that was 
18 eamed during the same period by publicty traded companies, 
19 including utilities, that face comparable business and financial risk, 
20 with such adjustments for capital structure as may be appropriate. 
21 

22 The interpretation and application of the significantly excessive eamings test must 

23 be considered both in the proper context and on the basis of substance over form. 

24 The purpose of the test is to provide a meaningful ratepayer protection through an 

25 all-inclusive eammgs test. This test provides protection against excessive ESP 

26 rate increases by incorporating the net effects of all revenues and all costs in the 

27 calculation of eamings. 

28 
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1 Q. How should the Commission compute the "adjustments" due to the ESP rate 

2 increases? 

3 A. The total ESP rate increases or adjustments in any review year shoidd be 

4 computed by multiplymg the ESP riders by the actual billing determinants for the 

5 year. This yields the total ESP revenues in the review year. This annual dollar 

6 amount is the maximum amoimt of the utility's refund obligation during any 

7 review year of the ESP. 

8 

9 Q. Is there another possible interpretation that the utilities may argue? 

10 A. Yes. Although the Companies have not advanced this position in this proceeding, 

11 another interpretation would be to assume that the term "adjustments" refers both 

12 to ESP rate riders and to the specific incremental costs that justified tiie riders. 

13 Under tiiis interpretation, the ESP rate hicreases and the incremental costs 

14 necessarily net to zero. There would be no effect on eamings and an ESP 

15 adjustment could never result in significantiy excessive eamings. 

16 

17 Q. Would such an interpretation be rational? 

18 A. No. The Commission should reject this interpretation as inconsistent with the 

19 plain language of the statue and leadmg to absurd results. Contrary to this 

20 potential interpretation, the term "adjustments" only can mean ESP rate increases. 

21 The Commission has jurisdiction over rates. Costs are incurred independent of 

22 Commission action. The Commission only can detennine the basis for and the 

23 amount of rate increases. The Commission does not regulate the actual costs 



Lane Kollen 
Page 38 

1 incurred by the utilities. There are thousands of categories of costs incurred by 

2 the utility everyday that go up or down independent of any ESP adjustment. 

3 

4 To illustrate this point, assume in any year that the utility incurs $10 in 

5 incremental expense and the utility does not seek an ESP rate mcrease. In this 

6 example, the utility's eamings are reduced by $10 before tax, all else equal. Even 

7 if the utility's reduced eamings that year were excessive, there would be no 

8 "adjustment" that could have "resulted in excessive eamings" because there was 

9 no ESP rate increase. Therefore, the utility would face no refund liability. 

10 

11 Now assume that the Commission approves a rate increase of $10 based on its 

12 approval of an ESP rider. Here, there is a $10 "adjustment" to rates, and eamings 

13 before tax are increased by a like amount. This $10 adjustment is refundable to 

14 consumers to the extent there are significantiy excessive eanungs. 

15 

16 If the utilities' potential interpretation is adopted, there never could be any 

17 significantiy excessive eammgs. Theh definition of the term "adjustments" to 

18 mean both ESP rate increases and the costs used to justify the increases would 

19 preclude any net effect on eamings. If this potential interpretation is adopted, the 

20 eamings test is vitiated and meaningless and there would be no meaningful 

21 ratepayer protection against excessive rate increases. Although I am not a lawyer 

22 and cannot express a legal opinion, it seems to me unlikely that the Legislature 
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1 and Govemor would have included the significantly excessive eamings test hi SB 

2 221 if they intended it to be meaningless and offer no protection to consumers. 

3 

4 Q. If the utilities already have excessive eamings before any rate increases due 

5 to the ESP, will these excessive eamings be retained by the utilities under a 

6 reasonable interpretation of the test? 

7 A. Yes, but only for a lunited time period. Under the significantly excessive 

8 eamings test, all ESP rate increases will be refunded to the ratepayers until such 

9 time as the utility's eammgs are reduced to the threshold for significantiy 

10 excessive eamings. In other words, the significantly excessive eamings will be 

11 reduced over time until its eamings hit the significantiy excessive tiu-eshold. The 

12 result is an intentional and stmctured form of eamings attrition that ensures that 

13 rate increases will be refunded until the utilities' costs mcrease to the point where 

14 its eamings are reduced to the significantly excessive threshold. After that point, 

15 the utility will be able to implement and retain ESP increases without refunds 

16 sufficient to sustain its eamings at the significantly excessive threshold or lower 

17 level. 

18 

19 Q. Dr. Makhua asserts that the signifieantty excessive eamings test is "an 

20 asymmetric test, since excessive eamings in a year are to be retumed, while 

21 shortfalls in prior years are left uncompensated." (Makhua Direct at 27). 

22 Please respond. 
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1 A. First, the statute defines the significantly excessive eamings test, regardless of its 

2 characterization by Dr. Makhua or AEP's apparent dislike for the test. Second, 

3 SB 221 is indeed asymmetrical, but in favor of the utilities, not their ratepayers. 

4 SB 221 provides the utilities with asymmetric opportunities to recover 

5 incremental generation costs as well as to recover distribution costs they 

6 otherv\dse would have to recover through traditional distribution rate cases. In 

7 addition, SB 221 allows the utilities to recover and retain excessive eamings to 

8 the point where they are "significantiy excessive," a level of retum much greater 

9 than would be allowed in traditional rate cases. The significantiy excessive 

10 earnings test provides only a limited opportunity for ratepayers to recover 

11 excessive rate increases balanced against a regulatory scheme that is extremely 

12 favorable to the utilities compared to the traditional regulatory scheme. 

13 

14 Q. Mr. Baker proposes that the signifieantty excessive eamings test be 

15 performed "on the two Companies on a combined basis." (Baker Direct at 

16 39). Please respond. 

17 A. The Companies' proposal is prohibited by the express langu^e of the statute. 

18 The statute specifically refers to the eamings of "the electric distribution utility," 

19 in the singular, not the plural. The statute states: ". . . the commission shall 

20 consider, followhig the end of each annual period of the plan, if any such 

21 adjustments resulted in excessive eamings as measured by whether the eamed 

22 retum on common equity of the electric distribution utility is significantiy in 

23 excess of the retum on common equity..." 
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2 In addition, the statute prohibits including dhectiy or indirectiy the revenue, 

3 expenses or eamings of any affiliate, such as sister utilities in the same holduig 

4 company. The statute states: "In making its determmation of significantiy 

5 excessive earnings under this division, the commission shall not consider, dhectiy 

6 or indirectly, the revenue, expense, or eamings of any affiliate or parent 

7 company." 

8 

9 Q. Companies' witness Dr. Makhua proposes that the Commission average the 

10 Companies' eamings over a three year period, presumabty coincident with 

11 the initial term of the proposed ESP. (Makhua Direct at 11). Please respond. 

12 A. This proposal also is prohibited by the express language of the statute. The statute 

13 specifically requhes an aimual application of the significantly excessive eamings 

14 test. It does not allow averaging over a multi-year period. The statute requhes 

15 the application of the test "followmg the end of each annual period of the plan." 

16 The test is designed as a ratepayer protection against excessive ESP rate increases 

17 that are placed into effect and/or adjusted each year. The Commission is required 

18 to consider whether the ESP rate mcreases in each year resulted in significantly 

19 excessive eamings m that same year. Finally, the threshold for significantiy 

20 excessive eamings must be determined each year because the underlying data 

21 necessarily will change each year, including the group of companies that will be 

22 considered comparable and theh earnings. 

23 
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How do the Companies' eamings for 2007 compare to the result of the 

threshold test addressed by OEG witness Mr. King for 2007? 

Columbus Southem Power Company eamed 22.1% and Ohio Power Company 

eamed 11.7% on a per books basis, assuming no ratemaking adjustments. CSP 

would be over the significantiy excessive eamings tiireshold for 2007 if the 

threshold is computed in the manner proposed by Mr. King and if the test had 

been applicable for 2007. The computations are shown on my Exhibit (LK-2). 

Have you quantified the revenue requirement effect of each 1% In eamed 

retum on common equity for each of the Companies using 2007 data? 

Yes. A 1% retum on common equity is equivalent to approximately $19 million 

in mcreased revenues for Columbus Southem Power Company and $37 million 

for Ohio Power Company. Stated another way, if the Commission found that the 

utilities had excess eamings by 1%, then these are the amounts of refunds that 

would be requhed. 

17 Q. Does this complete your testimony? 

18 A. Yes. 
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EDUCATION 

University of Toledo, BBA 
Accounting 

University of Toledo, MBA 

Luther Rice University, MA 

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS 

Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 

Certified Management Accountant (CMA) 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

American Institute of CertiHed Public Accountants 

Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants 

Institute of Management Accountants 

More than thirty years of utility industry experience in the financial, rate, tax, and planning areas. 
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EXPERIENCE 

1986 to 
Present: J. Kennedy and Associates. Inc.; Vice President and Principal. Responsible for utility 

stranded cost analysis, revenue requirements analysis, cash flow projections and solvency, 
financial and cash effects of traditional and nontraditional ratemaking, and research, 
speaking and writing on the effects of tax law changes. Testimony before Connecticut, 
Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Louisiana, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia and Wisconsin state 
regulatory commissions and the Federal Energy Regulatory Comnnission. 

1983 to 
1986: Energy Management Associates: Lead Consultant. 

Consulting in the areas of strategic and fmancial planning, traditional and nontraditional 
ratemaking, rate case support and testimony, diversification and generation expansion 
plamiing. Directed consulting and software development projects utilizing PROSCREEN 
n and ACUMEN proprietary sofhvare products. Utilized ACUMEN detailed corporate 
simulation system, PROSCI^EN n strategic planning system and other custom developed 
software to support utility rate case filings including test year revenue requirements, rate 
base, operating income and pro-forma adjustments. Also utilized these software products 
for revenue simulation, budget preparation and cost-of-service analyses. 

1976 to 
1983: The Toledo Edison Company: Plaiming Suporisor. 

Responsible for fmancial planning activities including generation expansion planning, 
capital and expense budgeting, evaluation of tax law changes, rate case strategy and support 
and computerized financial modeling using proprietary and nonproprietary software 
products. Directed the modeling and evaluation of planning alternatives including: 

Rate phase-ins. 
Construction project cancellations and write-offs. 
Construction project delays. 
Capacity swaps. 
Financing alternatives. 
Competitive pricing for off-system sales. 
Sale/leasebacks. 
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CLIENTS SERVED 

Industrial Companies and Groups 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Airco Industria! Gases 
Alcan Aluminum 
Armco Advanced Materials Co. 
Armco Steel 
Bethlehem Steel 
Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers 
ELCON 
Enron Gas Pipeline Company 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Gallatin Steel 
General Electric Company 
GPU Industrial Intervenors 
Indiana Industrial Group 
Industrial Consumers for 

Fair Utility Rates - hidiana 
Industrial Energy Consumers - Ohio 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 
Kimberly-Clark Company 

Lehigh Valley Power Committee 
Maryland Industrial Group 
Multiple Intervenors (New York) 
National Southwire 
North Carolina Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Occidental Chemical Corporation 
Ohio Energy Group 
Ohio Industrial Energy Consumers 
Ohio Manufacturers Association 
Philadelphia Area Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

PSI Industrial Group 
Smith Cogeneration 
Taconite Intervenors (Minnesota) 
West Penn Power Industrial Intervenors 
West Virginia Energy Users Group 
Westvaco Corporation 

Regulatory Commissions and 
Government Agencies 

Cities in Texas-New Mexico Power Company's Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas Central Company's Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas North Company's Service Territory 
Georgia Public Service Commission Staff 
Kentucky Attomey General's Office, Division of Consumer Protection 
Louisiana Public Service Conunission Staff 
Maine Office of Public Advocate 
New York State Energy Office 
Office of Public Utility Counsel (Texas) 
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UtHiries 

Allegheny Power System 
Atlantic City Electric Company 
Carolina Power & Light Company 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
Delmarva Power & Light Company 
Duquesne Light Company 
General Public Utilities 
Georgia Power Company 
Middle South Services 
Nevada Power Company 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 

Otter Tail Power Company 
Pacific Gas & Electric Conr^any 
Public Service Electric & Gas 
Public Service of Oklahoma 
Rochester Gas and Electric 
Savannah Electric & Power Company 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southem California Edison 
Talquin Electric Cooperative 
Tampa Electric 
Texas Utilities 
Toledo Edison Company 
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Date Case Jurisdlct. Party Utility Subject 

10/86 

11/86 

12/86 

1/87 

3/87 

4/87 

4/87 

5/87 

5/87 

7/87 

7/87 

7/87 

U-17282 

Interim 

U-17282 
Interim 

Rebuttal 

9613 

U-17282 
Interim 

General 
Order 236 

U-17282 
Prudence 

M-100 
Sub 113 

86-524^-

U-1/282 
Case 
In Chief 

U-17282 
Case 
In Chief 
Surrebutlal 

U-V282 
Prudence 
Suirebutel 

86-524 
E-SC 
Rebuttal 

U 

LA 

KY 

Ik 
19th Judicial 

Distrida 

WV 

LA 

NC 

WV 

U 

LA 

LA 

WV 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Service CommissiQn 
Staff 

Louisiana P i M c 
Service CommissJQn 
Staff 

Attorney General 
Div. of Consumer 
Pmiedion 

Louisiana Pubfic 

SeoHoe Commission 

Staif 

West Virginia Energy 

Users'Group 

LouisianaPublic 

Service Commission 

Staff 

North Carolina 
Industriai Energy 
Consumers 

West Virginia 
Energy Users-
Group 

Louisiana PubTic 

Service Commission 

S t ^ 

LouisianaPublic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

LouisianaPublic 
Senrice Commission 
Staif 

West Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Group 

GulfStetes 
Utilities 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Big Rivers 
EtectricCotp. 

Gi i f States 

UlJiities 

Monongahela Power 

C a 

Gulf States 

UHIitias 

Duke Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 

C a 

Gulf States 

Utilities 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Monongahela Power 
C a 

Cash revenue requirements 
financial solvency. 

Cash revenue requirements 
flnanciai solvency. 

Revenue rer^iienffents 

financial workxjt plan. 

Cash revenue requirements 
financial solvency. 

Tax Refomi Act 011986. 

Prudence of River Bend 1. 
economic analyses, 
cancelation studies. 

TaxRefi3m>Actof1986. 

Revenue requirements. 
TaxR^brmActof1986. 

Revenue requirements. 
River Bend Ip t tasein ptan. 
financial s o l v ^ . 

Revenue requirements 
River Bend 1 phase-in plan, 
financial solvency. 

Pmdence of River Bend 1, 
economic analyses, 
cancellation studies. 

Revenue requirements. 
Tax Reform A d of 1986. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 



Page 6 of 31 

Date 

mi 

mi 

10/87 

11/87 

1/88 

2/88 

2/88 

5/88 

5/88 

5/88 

6ffl8 

7/88 

Case 

9885 

E-015/GR-
87-223 

870220-El 

87-07-01 

U-17282 

9934 

10064 

10217 

M-87017 

-1C001 

M-87017 

-2C005 

U-172a2 

M^7017-

-ICOOI 
Rebuttal 

Jur isd ic t 

KY 

MN 

FL 

CT 

19thJiidicial 
District Ct 

KY 

KY 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 
19th Judicial 
District a . 

PA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kol len 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Attomey General 

Div, of Consumer 

Protecfon 

Taconite 
Intervenors 

Occidental 
Chemical Corp. 

Connedicut Industrial 
Ene/gyConsumeis 

LouisianaPublic 
Senrice Commission 

Kenludcy industrial 
Utility Cu-sfrimers 

Kentudty Industrial 

Utility Dislnmers 

Alcan Aluminum 
National Sotrthwire 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

GPU Industrial 

Intervenors 

louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

GPU Industrial 

Intervenors 

Uti l i ty 

Big Rivers Electric 

Corp. 

Minnesota Power & 

Ught Co. 

Florida Power 

Corp. 

Connedicut Light 

& Power Ca 

Gulf States 
Utiljfes 

Irxi i^leGas 
& Electric Co. 

LoutsvileGas 
SEIectricCa 

Big Rivers Eledric 

Metropolitan 
Edison Co. 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

Gulf States 
Ufilities 

Metropolrtan 
Edison Co. 

Subject 

Financial woriroi It plan. 

Rev^uie requirements. O&M 

expense, Tax Reftxm Act 

of 1986. 

Revenue requirements. O&M 

expense, Tax Reform Act 

of 1986. 

Tax Rpfnrm Ado* 1986. 

Reverwerequiremente. 
River Bend iphase^n plan, 
rate of retum. 

Economics of Trimble County 

completion. 

Revenue requirements, O&M 
expense, capital siructtra, 
excess defened income taxes. 

Flnanciai workout plaa 

Corp. 

Nonufi% generator deferred 

cost recovery. 

Nonulility generator deterred 

cost recovery. 

Pmdence of River Bend 1 
economk; analyses, 

canceHation stucfes. 
financial modeling. 

Nonutilrty generator deterred 
cost recovery, SFAS Na 92 
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Date Case Jurisdlct. Party Utility Subject 

7/88 

9/88 

9/88 

10/88 

10/88 

10/88 

10/88 

11/88 

1?/R8 

12ffi8 

2/89 

M-87Q17-

-2C005 
RRhiilt;il 

88^25 

10064 
Rehearing 

88-170-
EL-AIR 

88-171-
EL^ IR 

fifiOO 

355€ i 

3780-U 

U-17282 
Remand 

U-17970 

U-17949 
Rebuttal 

U-17282 
Phase II 

PA 

CT 

KY 

OH 

OH 

FL 

GA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

GPU industriai 
Intervenors 

Connedifnit 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Kentudty Industrial 

Uaily Custotners 

Ohk) industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Ohio Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users'Group 

Georgia PubTio 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana PubTic 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

LouisianaPublic 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Publk: 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

LouisianaPublic 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Pennsylvania 
FiRrtricCo. 

ConnedKUt Light 
« Power C a 

LoulsviiteGas 
& EteetricCa 

Cleveland Eledric 
Illuminating Co. 

Totedo Edison Co. 

Florida Power & 

LJghlCo. 

Atlanta Gas Light 
C a 

Gulf States 

Utilittes 

AT&TCommwiicaliQns 
of South Central 
States 

South Central 

BeH 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Nonutifrty generator deferred 
c o ^ recovery. SFAS No. 92 

Excess tteferredtexes, O&M 
expenses. 

Premature refiremants. interest 
^(pertse. 

Revenue requirements, p h a s e s 
excess defenred taxes, O&M 
expenses, financial 
considerations. worf( ingcf^at. 

Revenue requirements, phased, 
excess deterred taxes, O&M 
expenses, financial 
consideralions, wortiing capital. 

Tax Reform A d of 1986, tax 
expenses, O&M expenses, 
pension B(pense (SFAS No. 87). 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87). 

Rate base exclusion plan 
(SFAS No. 71) 

Penston expense {SFAS N a 87). 

Compensated absences (SFAS No. 
43). pensM>n expense (SFAS Na 
87). Part 32, income lax 
normalization. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in 
of River Bend 1, recovery of 
canceled plant. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Sub|ect 

881602-EU FL 
89032&EU 

7/89 U-17970 LA 

8/69 

8/89 

9/69 

10/89 

10/69 

8555 

364fUJ 

U-17282 
Phase II 
Detailed 

B880 

8928 

TX 

GA 

LA 

TX 

TX 

10/89 R-891364 PA 

11/89 
12/89 

1/90 

1/90 

R-891364 
Surrebuttal 
(2 Filings) 

U-17282 
Phase II 
Detaited 
Rebuttel 

U-17282 
Phase 111 

PA 

LA 

LA 

3/90 890319-EI FL 

Tak^uin Etednc 
Cooperative 

LoutetenaPuUlc 
Service Conrtmissk)n 
Staff 

Occidental Chemical 
Corp. 

Georgia Pubtk; 
Senrice Commission 
StaR 

Louistena Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Enron Gas Pipeline 

Enron Gas 
Pipeline 

PNIadetphteArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Gnxip 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Louisiana PuUc 
Senrice CofTOTiisskxi 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commisskm 
Staff 

Ftorida Industrial 
Power Users Group 

Talquin/Clty 
ofTalahassee 

AT&TCommunk:atlons 
of Sou9i Central 
Stetes 

Houston Ugftfng 
&PowerCa 

tiflorgia Power Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Texas^ew Mexico 
Power Ca 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Ca 

PhHadelpNa 
RfiOtricCa 

Phitedelphte 
Etednc Co. 

Gulf States 
UtHittes 

Gulf States 
Utilites 

Florida Power 
i U g h t C a 

Economic analyses, incremental 
cofit-of-senrice, average 
customer rates. 

Pension expense (SFAS Na 87), 
compensated E îsences (SFAS No. 43), 
Part 32. 

Cancettatnn cost recovery, tex 
expense, revenue requirements. 

Promotkinalprac&es, 
advertising, economic 
devetepment 

Revenue reqwrements, deteited 
investigation. 

Deferred accounting treatment 
sate/teasebadc. 

Revenue requirements, imputed 
capital stnjdiHe. c a ^ 
worldngcapitel. 
Revenue requirements. 

Revenue requirements, 
sateAeaseback. 

Revenue lequiremerids 
det^ted investigation. 

Phaser of Rtver Bend 1, 
dereguteted asset plan. 

O&M expenses, Tax Relbnn 
A d of 1986. 
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Date 

4/90 

4/90 

9/90 

12/90 

3/91 

5/91 

9/91 

9/91 

11/91 

12^1 

I2fl1 

Case 

ft9n319€I 
Rebuttal 

U-17282 

90-158 

U-17282 
Phase IV 

29327, 
etaL 

9945 

P-910511 
P-910512 

91-231 

-E-NC 

U-17282 

91-410-

EL-AIR 

10200 

Ju r i sd ic t 

FL 

LA 

19*Judfcial 
DistridCi 

KY 

LA 

NY 

TX 

PA 

WV 

LA 

OH 

TX 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kol len 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Fterida Industrie 

Power Users &oup 

Louisiana PublK 
Servk» Commission 

Kentudqr kidustrial 

Utility Customers 

Louisiana Publk: 
Senrice Commission 
Steff 

Multipte 
Intervenors 

Office of Pubiki 
Utaity Counsel 
of Texas 

Altegheny Ludlum Corp., 
Annco Advanced Materials 
Co,, The West Penn Power 

Industrial Users* Group 

West ViigWa Eneigy 
Users Group 

LouisianaPublic 
Service Commissten 
Staff 

AirProdix;tsand 
Chemte^, Inc., 
Anrico Steel Ca. 
General Eledric Co., 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Office of PirNk; 
Utility Counsel 
of Texas 

UtiDty 

Fterida Power 
& Light Co. 

Gulf States 
Utitittes 

LouisvllteGa5& 

Etednc Ca 

Gulf Stetes 
Utilittes 

Niagara Mohawk 

Power Corp. 

El Paso Electric 
Ca 

West Penn Power Ca 

Monongahete Power 

Ca 

Gulf States 
Utilifies 

Cincinnati Gas 
&EledricCa 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Ca 

Sufaiject 

O&M expenses. Tax Reform 

Ad of 1986. 

Fuel dause. gain on sate 

ofuGTityassete. 

Revenue requiiemente. posHest 

year addltnns. forecasted test 

yew. 

Incentive regutetten. 

Finandal modeling, economk; 
analyses, pnjdenca of Pate 
Verde 3. 

Recovery of CAAA costs, 

teast cost financing. 

RecoveryofCAAAcosts, least 
nostfinandng. 

Asset impairment dereguteted 
asset plan, revenue require
ments. 

Revenue requiremenb. phase-in 

ptea 

Finandal integrity, sirategte 
ptenning, declined busuiess 
affiltetions. 
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Date 

5/92 

8/92 

9/92 

9/92 

9/92 

9)92 

9/92 

11/92 

11/92 

11/92 

12/92 

12/92 

Case Jurisdict. 

910890^1 

R-00922314 

92-043 

920324-EI 

39348 

910840-PU 

39314 

U-19904 

8649 

92-1715-
AU-COI 

R-00922378 

U-19949 

FL 

PA 

KY 

FL 

IN 

FL 

IN 

U 

MD 

OH 

PA 

LA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kol len 
As of September 2008 

Party 

OnddentalChemKal 
Corp. 

GPU Industrial 
Inten^nors 

Kentudty Industrial 
UtilHy Consumers 

Fterida Industrial 
Power Users'Group 

Indiana Industrial 
Group 

Ftorida industrial 
Power Users'Group 

Industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utility Rates 

Louisiana PiihUc 
Servu^Ccmnisskxi 
Steff 

WesVacoCorp.. 
Easteloo Aluminum Co. 

ONoManufadurers 
Association 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Co., 
Ttw WPP Industrial 
Intervenors 

Louistena PubHc 
SenriOB Commission 
Steif 

Utility 

Florida Power Corp. 

MetropoMan Edison 
Co. 

Generic Proceeding 

Tampa Etednc Co. 

GenercProceecfing 

Generic Proceeding 

IndtenaMidtigan 
Power Co. 

Gutf Stetes 
UtiNttes/Entergy 
Corp. 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Generic Proceeding 

West Penn Power Ca 

South Central BeU 

Subject 

Revenue requirements, O&M expense, 
penskm expense, OPEB expense, 
fossil dismantrmg, nudear 
deoomiTHSsiDrwig. 

Incentive regidatnn, performance 
rewards, purdiased potfter risk, 
OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

Meiger. 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

tncKilivereguteliaa 
performance rewards, 
purchased poNerristc 
OPEBaxpensa 

AffiKatetr^adtens, 
cost aUocations, merger. 
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Date 

12)92 

1/93 

1/93 

3/93 

3/93 

3«3 

3«3 

4/93 

4«3 

a^ 

9/93 

10/93 

Case Ju r i sd i c t 

R-00922479 

8487 

39498 

92-11-11 

U-19904 

(SurrebutteO 

93^1 
a-EFC 

PA 

MD 

IN 

CT 

U 

OH 

EC92- FERC 
21000 

ER92-806-000 

92-1464-
EL-AIR 

OH 

EC92- FERC 
21000 

ER92-806^}00 
(Rebuttel) 

93-113 

92-490, 
92-490A, 
90-360-C 

U-17735 

KY 

KY 

LA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

U n e Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party 

PhitedelphiaArea 
Industriai Eneigy 
Users'Group 

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

PSIIndustrial Group 

Connedir̂ ut Industrial 
Eneigy ConsumefB 

Louisiana Pubte 
Service Commisskm 
Steff 

Ohio Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Louistena PubHc 

Service Commisskm 

AirProduds 
Armco Sted 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

LouisianaPublic 

Servrce Commission 

Kentud(ylrx}ustrial 
Utility Customers 

Utility Customers and 
Kentecky Attorney 
General 

Louisiana Pubik; 
Servffis Commission 
Steff 

UUIIty 

Phitedelphia 

FtedricCo. 

Baltimore Gas & 
EtedricCa, 
Bethtehem Steel Corp. 

PSI Eneigy, Inc. 

Connedk»jt Light 
& Power Co. 

Gulf Stetes 
Utitittes/Entergy 

Ohk) Power Co. 

Gulf Stetes 
Uti!ittes£ntergy 
Corp. 

Cindnnati6a5& 
EtedricCa 

Gulf Stetes 

UtHities/Enteigy 
Coip. 

KsfltudcyUSIfties 

Big Rivers Etednc 

Coip. 

Cajun Etednc Power 
Cooperative 

Subject 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense, deferred 
fuel, CWIP In rate base 

Refunds due to over-
cottedionDftaxeson 
MarbteHiflcanc^iaBon. 

OPEB expanse. 

Merger. 

Corp. 

Afliliatetransadions,fuel. 

Merger. 

Revenue requiremer^, 
phase-in plaa 

Merger. 

Fuel dause and coal contrad 
i ^ n d 

Dtsaltewances and resfitutkm for 
excessive fuel coste, ̂ a l and 
improper paymer^ recovery of mine 
dosure costs. 

Revenue requirements, debt 
restnidwing agreement. River Bend 
cost recovery. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Date 

1/94 

4^4 

5/94 

9fl4 

9/94 

10/94 

10/94 

n/94 

11/94 

4/95 

Case Jurisdict. 

U-20647 

U-20647 
(Surrebuttal) 

U-20178 

LA 

LA 

LA 

U-19904 LA 
Initial Post-
Merger Eamings 
Revtew 

U-17735 

390&-U 

5258-U 

LA 

GA 

GA 

U-19904 LA 
initial Post-
Merger Eamings 
Review 
(Rebuttal) 

U-17735 
(Rebuttel) 

R-00943271 

LA 

PA 

E x p e r t 1 

A s 

Party 

LniilstanaPubSc 
ServfceCommisston 
Staff 

Louistena Public 
Senrice Commissten 
Steff 

Louistena Pubfo 
Servne Commission 
Steff 

LouisianaPublic 
ServKe Commission 
Steff 

LouisianaPublic 
SefvtaeCommisston 
Staff 

Geoigia Pubfc 
Service Commissk)n 
Steff 

Geoigte PubBc 
Senrice Commissten 
Steff 

Louisiana Publk: 
Seivice Commission 
Steff 

Louisiana Publk: 
Senrice Commissbn 
Steff 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

f e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 
o f 

L a n e K o l l e n 
o f S e p t e m b e r 2008 

UlMHy 

Gulf Stetes 
Utilittes Co. 

GuH States 
Utilities 

Louistena Powers 
Light Co. 

GuK States 
Utilities Ca 

C ^ Etednc 
Power Cooperative 

Southem B6it 
TetephoneCo. 

Southem Bed 
TetephoneCa 

Gu» Stetes 
Utilities Ca 

C ^ n Etednc 
Power Cooperative 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 

Subject 

Audit and investlgatten into fud 
dause costs. 

Nudear aiwt fossil unit 
peribrmance.fud costs. 
fuel dause prirtdples and 
guktelines. 

Ptenning and quantHtealten issues 
of least cost integrated resounse 
pten. 

River Bend phased pten, 
deregulated asset plan, capital 
structure, other revenue 
requirement issues. 

G&T cooperative ratemaking 
pdides, exdusten of River Bend, 
other revenue requirement issues. 

Incentive rate plan, eamings 
review. 

Altemative regutetten, cost 
altecatnn. 

River Bend phase-in ptea 
dereguteted asset plan, caf̂ tel 
structure; other revenue 
requirement issues. 

G&T cooperative ratemaking policy. 
exduskm of River Bend, other 
revenue requir^nent issues. 

Revenue requirements. Fossil 
dismantiing. nudear 
decommissioning. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date Case Ju r i sd i c t . Par ty Ut i l i ty Sub jec t 

6/95 

6fl5 

10/95 

10«5 

11/95 

11/95 

1/96 

2 ^ 

5/96 

7/96 

3905^ 

U-19904 
(Dired) 

95-02614 

U-21485 
(Dired) 

U-19904 
(Surrehiittel) 

GA 

LA 

TN 

LA 

U 

U-21485 LA 
(Supplementel Dired) 
^ 2 m U-21485 
(Surrebuttel) 

95-299-
EL-AIR 
95-300-
EL-AIR 

PUCNo. 
14967 

9M85-LCS 

8725 

OH 

TX 

NM 

MD 

GeorgtePiiNk; 
Service Commts^on 

LouisiaraPiihNc 
Seivice Commissten 
Steff 

Tennessee Office of 
the Attomey General 
Consumer Advocate 

Louistena Publk: 
Seivice Commission 
Steff 

Louisiana Publk: 
Servk:e Commission 
Staff 

Louisiara Pubfc 
Service Conunissten 
Staff 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Office of P((hfc 
Utility Counsel 

CityofLasCnices 

SoiittremBeH 
TetephoneCo. 

Gulf States 
UtiTittesCo. 

BellSniitti 
TetecommunicaBons, 
Ina 

GulfSt^es 
Utilities Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities Co. 
Diviskm 

Gutf States 
UtititiesCo. 

The Totedo F/lisonCa 
TheCteveiaid 
Eteceic 
Illuminating Ca 

Central PcwerS 
Light 

EIPasoFlectricCa 

Baltimore Gas 
& EtedricCa. 
Potomac E tec^ 
Power Ca and 
Constellation Energy 
Corp. 

Incer^lve regulation, ^I tete 
Iransadiorts, rawsnue requirBments. 
r ^ refund. 

Gas, co^. nudear iuel costs, 
cortfradpnrience. baseflud 
realignment. 

Affiliate transacttens. 

Nudear O&M, River Bend phasenn 
pten, base/fuel realignment N a 
and AHMin asset detened taxes, 
other revenue requ^ement issues. 

Gas, coal, nudear fuel costs, 
contrad pmdence, base/iud 
lealignmenL 

Nudear O&M, River Band ph^e^n 
pten,baseAuelreali£pHnentNa 
and Alft^in asset deferred texes, 
other revenue reqiHiement issues. 

Competiton, asset writeoffs and 
revaluation, O&M expense, olher 
revenue requirement issues. 

Nudear decommtsstervng. 

Stranded cost recovery, 
municipalization. 

Merger savings, tracking mechanism, 
eamings sharing plan, revenue 
requirement issues. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdlct Party Utility Subject 

9/96 U-22092 
11/96 U-22092 

(Surrebuttel) 

LA 

10/96 96-327 KY 

2/97 R-00973877 PA 

3/97 9W89 KY 

6/97 TO-97-397 MO 

6/97 R-00973953 PA 

7/97 R-00973954 PA 

7/97 U-22092 LA 

8/97 97-300 KY 

Louisiana PubBc 
Senrice Commisswn 
Steff 

Kentudcy Industrial 
Utility Customers. Inc. 

PhiladelphteArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Kentudcy Industrial 
Utifity Customers, Inc. 

MaTeteoommunk:afkins 
Corp.. Inc., MClmetro 
Access Transnfesion 
Senrice5.lnc. 

PhiladelphteArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer ATiance 

Louistena Publk; 
Servtee Commission 
Steff 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customers. Inc. 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes. Inc. 

B i g R i v ^ 
EtedricCorp. 

PECOEnagyCo. 

Kentucky Power C a 

Southwestern Sell 
TetephoneCa 

PECO Eneigy Co. 

Pennsylvante Power 
& Light C a 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

LoulsviiteGas 
&Etedr icCo.and 
Kentudty Utilities 
Co. 

River Bend phase4n plan, base/luel 
realignment, N a and AttMin asset 
defierred taxes, other revenue 
requirement issues, aNocation of 
regulated/nonreguteted oosls. 

Environmental surcharge 
recoverabte costs. 

Stranded cost recovery, regulatory 
assets and ltebilities,intengibte 
transition drarge, revenue 
fequtrerTvents. 

Environmentel surcharge recoverabte 
costs, ^rslem a g i e e m ^ ^ . 
alkiwanca inventory, 
jurisctidtenal aUocation. 

Price cap leguiatibn, 
revenue requlFemente, rate 
ofretura 

Restmcturing, deregi^ation, 
stranded costs, regutelory 
assets, ttebiiittes, nudear 
and fossil deoommisstening. 

RestnxHuring, deregutetion, 
strandnd costs, regulatory 
assets, tiabilities, nudear 
and fossil decommissioning. 

Depredation retes and 
methodotegtes. River Bend 
pha5e^npten. 

Meiger policy, cost savings. 
surcredd sharing mechanism, 
revenue requiremente, 
rate of retum. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC, 
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Dale 

8/97 

10/97 

10/97 

10/97 

11/97 

11/97 

11/97 

11/97 

11/97 

Case Ju r i sd i c t 

R-009/3954 

(SurTfit)Uttal) 

97-204 

R-974008 

R-974009 

97-204 

(Rebuttel) 

U-22491 

R-00973953 

(Sunebuttel) 

R-973981 

R-974104 

PA 

KY 

PA 

PA 

KY 

LA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

U n e Kol len 
As of September 2008 

Party 

PP&L Industrial 

Customer AlHance 

AtoanAkiminumCorp. 

Southwire Co. 

M îopQlitenE(£son 
Industrial Users 
Group 

Penetec Industrial 

CustixnerAKiance 

Afcan Aluminum Corp. 

Southwire Co. 

Louisiaia Pubfc 
Senrice Commission 
Steff 

Phitedelphte Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

Duquesne Industrial 
Interveners 

Utility 

Pennsylvante Power 

&LightCo. 

Big Rivers 
EtedricCorp. 

Metropoliten 

Edison Co. 

Pennsylvania 
EtedricCa 

Big Rivers 
EtedricCorp. 

Entergy Gulf 
States. Inc. 

PECO Energy Co. 

West Penn 
Power Ca 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Subject 

ResteJduring, deregulation, 
stranded coste, regulatory 
ass^liabirfftes. nudear 
and fossil decommisstening. 

Restnjduring, revenue 

requiiements, reasonabteness 

Restruduring, deregulation, 
stranded coste. r e g u l ^ 
assete,ftebilities. nudear 
and fossil decommissfoning, 
revenue requirements. 

Resbucturing, dere^itetion, 
stranded costs, regidateiy 
assets, eabSities, nudear 
and fossil decommisskxting. 
revenue requirement. 

ResteJduring, revenue 
requiremente, reasonabteness 
of rates, cost aNocation. 

Alkx:attonofregutetedand 
nonreguteted costs, other 
revenue leqiurement issttes. 

Resbucturing, deregidation, 
stranded costs, regutelory 
assets. Itebilities,mjctear 
and fisssU decommisskxiing. 

Restruduring, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regutelory 
assets, liabilities, fossil 
decommissfoning, revenue 
requiremente, securitization. 

Restructuring, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regutetory 
assds, Itebitities, nudear 
and fossS decorruivssioning, 

revenue requirements, 
securitization. 

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

12/97 R-973961 PA 
(Surrebuttel) 

12/97 R-974104 PA 
(Surrebuttel) 

1/98 U-22491 LA 
(Surrebuttel) 

2/98 8774 MD 

3/98 U-22092 LA 
(Allocated 
Stranded CosI Issues) 

3/98 8390-U GA 

3/98 U-22092 U 
(Alkx:aled 
Stranded Cost Issues) 
(Surrebuttal) 

West Penn Power 
Industrial Interv^xjrs 

Duquesne Industrial 
Inten/enors 

10/98 97-: ME 

Louistena Publk; 
Servk» Commissfon 
Staff 

Westvaco 

Louisiana PuUk: 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Geoigte Natural 
Gas Group. 
Georgia Textite 
ManufadurefS Assoc. 

Louisiana Pubifo 
Senrice Commission 
Steff 

Maine Office of Ihe 
Publk: Advocate 

West Penn 
Power Ca 

Duquesne Lighft Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Inc. 

Potomac Edison Ca 

EnteigyGulf 
Stetes, Ina 

AtianteGas 
LighiCa 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Inc. 

Bangor H)nlro-
EtedricCa 

Restruduring, deregutetion, 
stranded costs, legutetory 
assets, ItebHittes, fossil 
decommissfoiting, revenue 
rsqulrements. 

Restmcturing, deregutetion, 
stranded coste. regutetory 
assets, Itebiittes, nudear 
and fossil decommissioning, 
revenue requirements, 
securitization. 

Afccationofregutetedand 
nonregiiated costs, 
other revenue 
requffement issues. 

Merger d Duquesne. AE, customer 
safeguards, savings sharing. 

Restruduring, stranded coste, 
legutetory assets, securitization, 
regulatory mitigation. 

Restructuring, unbundling, 
stranded costs, incentive 
regutetion. revenue 
reqtrirements. 

RestucbJring, s&anded coste, 
regutetory assets, sediritization, 
regulatory mitigation. 

Restructuring, unbundling, stranded 
costs, T&D revenue requirements. 

10/98 9355-U GA Georgia Publk: Service Georgia Power Co. 
Conmiissfon Adversary Staff 

Affiliate transactions. 

10/98 U-17735 U Louistena Public 
Senrice Commissfon 
Steff 

Caiun Etednc 
Power Cooperative 

G&T cooperative ratemaking 
poficy, other revenue requirement 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdlct Party Utility Subject 

11/98 

12/96 

12/98 

1/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

4/99 

4/99 

4/99 

U-23327 

U-2335a 
(Direct) 

98^77 

98-10-07 

U-2335B 

(Surrebuttal) 

98474 

98426 

99-082 

99-083 

U-23358 
(Supplementel 
Surrebuttel) 

99-03-04 

99-02-05 

LA 

LA 

ME 

CT 

LA 

KY 

KY 

KY 

KY 

LA 

CT 

CT 

louistena Pubfc 
Sfflvfce Cwnmissfon 
Staff 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Steff 

Maine Offfce of 
Publk: Advocate 

Connfirtkait industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Louistena Publk: 
Sen/foe Commission 
Staff 

Kentucky Industrie 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kentudty Industrial 
UtiBty Customers, Inc. 

Kentudty Industrial 

Utility Customers, inc. 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Steff 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

ConnedH^ut Industrial 

Utility Customeis 

SWEPCO, CSW and 
AEP 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Ina 

Maine R ^ 
ServfoeCa 

United Illuminating 
Co. 

EnteigyGulf 
Stetes, Inc. 

LoulsviiteGas 
and EtedricCa 

Kentudty UtiUties 

Ca 

LousvilteGas . 
and EtedricCa 

Kentodty UtiUties 
Co. 

EnteigyGulf 
States, Inc. 

United Illuminating 

Co. 

Connedteut Light 
and Power Co. 

Merger pdtey, savings sharing 
mechanism, afflfiate transaction 
conditions. 

Afccation of regulated and 
nonregul^ed costs, tex ssues, 
and other revenue requirement 
issues. 

Restmcturing, unbundling, 
stranded cost T&D revenue 
requiremente. 

Stranded coste, investment tax 

Income texes, excess defened 
inoome texes. 

Alfocationofregutetedand 
nonregulated costs, tax issues, 
and otiier revenue requkement 
Issues. 

Revenue requiramenls, attemative 

Revenue requirements, alternative 
fbnns of regutetion. 

Revenue requirements. 

Revenue requirements. 

Alfocationofregutetedand 
nonregulated coste, tax issues, 
and otiier revenue reqiwement 
issues. 

Regulatoiy assets and ItebiRties, 
stranded costs, recovery 
mechanisms. 

Regulatory a s s ^ and Itebilities 
stranded costs, recovery 
mechanisms. 
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Date 

5/99 

5/99 

5/99 

6/99 

a99 

7/99 

7/99 

7/99 

7/99 

8/99 

8/99 

Case Ju r i sd i c t 

98426 KY 

9 9 ^ 2 

(Additional Diired) 

98474 
99-083 
(Additional 
Dired) 

KY 

98426 KY 
98474 
(Response to 
Amended Applfoatfons) 

97-596 

U-?3356 

9 9 0 a ^ 

U-23327 

97-596 
Surrebuttel 

9M4.52-
E-Gl 

98-577 
Surrebuttel 

96426 
9&082 
Rebuild 

ME 

W 

CT 

U 

ME 

WV 

ME 

KY 

E x p e r t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 

As 

Party 

Kentudty Industrial 

Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customeis, Ina 

Kentudcy Industrial 

Uti%Ctistomers, tna 

Maine Office of 
Pubfc Advocate 

Louistena Pubfc 

PiihfcSenrioeComm. 
Steff 

Connedk:ut 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Maine Offce of 
Publte Advocate 

West Viiginte Energy 
Useis Group 

Maine Offce of 
Publk: Advocate 

Kentudty industrial 
Utility Customers, Ina 

^ 1 

L a n e K o l l e n 

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

Util i ty 

LoulsviiteGas 
and Etednc Co. 

Kentudty Utilffies 

Co. 

LoulsviiteGas 
and Etednc Co. and 
Kentudty Utilities Co. 

Bangor Hydro-
EtedricCo. 

Entergy Guir 

Stetes, ina 

UniN Illuminating 

Ca 

Southwestem Etednc 
Power Ca, Central 
and South West Corp, 
and American Etedric 
Power Ca 

Bangor Hydro-
EtedricCa 

Monongahete Power, 
Potomac Edison. 
Appatediten Power, 

Wheelkig Power 

Maine Pubfc 
Senrice Co. 

LoulsviiteGas and 
EtedricCa 

Subject 

Revenue requiremente. 

Revenue requiremente. 

Alternative regulation. 

Request for accounting 
order regarding etedric 
industry restmcturing costs. 

AfRK^ transadfons, 

costalfocatfons. 

Stranded costs, regutetory 

assets, tex effects of 

asset divesGtijre 

Merger SetHement and 
Sti'pulation. 

Restmcturing, unbundling, stranded 

cost T&D revenue requvemenls. 

Regutetory assete and 
liat^es. 

Restnjduring, unbundling, 
stranded costs, T&D revenue 
requiremoits. 

Revenue requkemente. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC, 
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Date 

8/99 

8/99 

10/99 

11/99 

11/99 

04«0 

01/00 

05/DO 

05A)0 

05AX) 

Case . 

98474 
98^)83 
Rebuttal 

9 8 ^ 5 2 -
E-G) 
Rebuttel 

U-24182 
Dked 

21527 

Jurisdlct 

KY 

WV 

LA 

TX 

U-23358 LA 
Surrebutlal 
Affiltete 
Transactions Revtew 

99-1212-EL-ETPOH 
99-1213-EL^TA 
99-1214^L-AAM 

U-24182 
Sunebuttel 

2000-107 

LA 

KY 

U-24182 LA 
Supptemental Dired 

A-1ias.S0F0147PA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party 

Kentedty Industrial 
Utility Customeis, Ina 

West V k ^ i a Energy 
Users Group 

Louistena Pubfc 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

DaBas-FtWorth 
Hospit^C^mdland 
Coalition of Independent 
CoBeges and Universities 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Servfoe Cdnmissfon 
Staff 

Greater Ctevetend 
Growth Assodation 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Service Commisskin 
Staff 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customers, Ina 

Louistena Pubfc 
Servk» Commissfon 
Steff 

PhiladelphteArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Ut i l i t y 

Kentudcy Ufifities Co. 

Monongahete Power, 
Potomac Edison, 
Appatediian Power. 
Wheeling Power 

Entergy Gutf 
States. Inc. 

TXUFtedric 

EnteigyGulf 
St^es.lnc. 

First Energy (Cteveland 
Eledric ItktmNiating, 
Totedo Edison) 

Entergy Guff 
Stetes. Inc. 

Kertudty Power Ca 

Entergy Gulf 
Slates, ina 

PECO Energy 

Subfec t 

Revenue requkements. 

Regulatory assete and 
ItebiBties. 

Alfocationofregutetedand 
nonregulated costs, affiltete 
ti^nsactions, tax issues, 
and ottier revenue reqiAement 
issues. 

Restruduring. stranded 
costs, texes, securitization. 

Senrice company affiltele 
transaction costs. 

Historical revtew, stranded costs, 
regulatoiy assets, liabilities. 

Afccation of regulated and 
nonregulated ooste,affatete 
transactfons, tex issues, 
and otiier revenue Pequirement 
issues. 

ECR surcharge roll-in to base rates. 

Affiliate expense 
profbmfia adjustments. 

Merger between PECO and Unfoom. 

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

07/00 22344 TX 

QSm 99-1658- OH 
EL-ETP 

07/00 U-21453 LA 

The Daltes-Fort Worth 
Hospjtel Coundi a id The 
Coa^on of Independent 
ColtegessndUnivefsities 

AK Steel Con>. 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Servrce Commissfon 

Statewkto Generic 
Prooeedkig 

Escat^ton of O&M expenses for 
unbundted T&O revenue requremenb 
inproiededteslyear. 

Cindnnati Gas & Etedrfo Co. Regutetory transition coste, induding 
regul^ory assets and Itebillttes, SFAS 
109. ADIT. EDIT, ITC. 

SWEPCO Stranded costs, regutetory assets 
andRabilities. 

08/00 U-24064 LA 

10/00 PUC 22350 TX 
SOAH473-a)-1015 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Sewrce Commission 
Staff 

The Dallas-Ft Worth 
Hospital Coundi and 
The Coalition of 
Independent Colteges 
AndUniveisities 

CLECO 

TXU Eledric Co. 

Affiliate transadfon pridng ratemaking 
prindptes. subskfizatfon of nonreguteted 
affiTfates, ratemakkig adjustn îents. 

Restruduring, T&D revenue 
requirements, mitigation, 
regul^ory assets and liabilities. 

10/00 R.^74104 PA 
ARkJavit 

Duquesne Industrial 
Intervenors 

Duquesne Light Co. 

11/00 

12/00 

01/01 

P-00001637 
R-00974008 
P-00001838 
R.O0974009 

PA 

U-21453, LA 
U-20925, U-22092 
(Subdodcel C) 
Surrebuttel 

U-24S93 
Dired 

LA 

Industrial Users Group 

Penetec industtial 
Customer Altiance 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Steff 

Louisiana PtiMir, 
Senrice Commissfon 
Staff 

Metmpnlifan Edison Ca 
Pennsylvante Etedric Co. 

SWEPCO 

EnteigyGulf 
Stetes, Inc 

Rnal accounting for stranded 
costs, kv:ludjng treatment of 
auction proceeds, taxes, capitel 
coste, swJte»*ackcosls. and 
excess pensfonhmding. 

Final accounting for stranded coste, 
toduding treattnent of auction proceeds, 
taxes, regul^ory assets and 
Gabaities, transadfon coste. 

Sttanded costs, regutetory assets. 

Afccation of reguteted and 
nonreguteted costs, tex issues, 
and other revenue requirement 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

01/01 

01/01 

01/01 

Q2ffll 

03/01 

04/01 

04/01 

05/01 

U-21453. LA 

U-20925, U-220y2 
(SuhdodtetB) 

Surrebuttel 

CaseNa KY 

2000-386 

CaseNa KY 
200t>439 

A-110300F0095 PA 

A-11fHmF0040 

P.Ononi860 PA 

p-nnooi86i 

U-21453, LA 

U-20925, 
U-22092 
(SuhdodtetB) 

Setttement Tenn Sheet 

U-21453, LA 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(SuhdodtetB) 

Contested Issues 

U-21453, LA 

U-20925. 

U-22092 
(SubdodtetB) 

Contested Issues 
Transmission and Dfittibufton 

Rebuttal 

Louisiana Publk: 

ServfoeCommisston 
Staff 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customeis, ttic. 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customers, inc. 

Met-Ed Industrial 

Users Group 

Penetec indusbtel 

Customer Alliance 

Met-Ed Industrial 

Users Group 

Penetec Industrial 

Customer Alfiance 

Louistena Pubfc 

Pubfc Seivfce Comm. 
Staff 

Louistena Pubfc 
Pubfc Seivee Comm. 

Staff 

Louistena Pubfc 

Pubfc Seivfoe Comm. 
Staff 

Entergy Guff 

States. Ina 

LouisviteGas 
&EtedricCa 

Kentudcy 
UtititiesCo. 

GPU, Inc. 

FirstEnergy Corp/ 

MetiopdttenE(tison 

Ca and Pennsylvante 

Etedric Co. 

EnteigyGuff 
Stetes, Ina 

Entergy Gutf 
Stetes. Ina 

Indusby restiuduring, business 

separatfon plan. organcEation 
structure, hofo hamitess 
oond^ons, financing. 

Recovery of environmental costs, 
surcharge mechanism. 

Recovery of environmentel costs, 
surcharge mechanism. 

Merger, savings, reliabihty. 

Recovery of costs due to 

provider of test lesoil obfigation. 

Business separation pten: 
setUement agreement on overall plan 

stmcture. 

ajsiness separatfon pten: 
agreemente, hdd harmless conditions 
separations metiKxfotogy. 

EnteigyGuff 
Stetes. Ina 

Business separation plan: 
agreements, hokl harmtess conditions. 
Separations meffioddogy. 
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Date 

07/01 

10fl1 

11/01 

11/01 

02/02 

0202 

03/02 

03/02 

03/02 

Case Ju r i sd i c t 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Lane Kollen 
As Of September 2008 

Party 

U-21453, LA Louistena Pudfo 
U-20925, PuMfc Senrice Comm. 

U-22092 Steff 
SubdocketB 
Transmission and Disttibution Tenn She^ 

14000-U 

14311-U 
Dired 
Panel with 
Bolin Killings 

U-25687 

Dired 

25230 

U-25687 

Surrebuttel 

14311-U 
Rebuttel 
Panel witii 
Bolin Killings 

GA 

GA 

LA 

TX 

LA 

GA 

14311-U GA 
Rebuttal 
Panel wfti) 
Mk:helte L Thebert 

00114a-EI 

04/02 U-25687 

(Supplemental Surrebuttel 

04/02 

FL 

LA 

U-21453, U-20925 
and U-22092 

Georgte Pubfc 
Senrice Commission 
Adversary Steff 

Geoigte Pubfc 
Senfce Commissfon 
Adversary S t ^ 

Louistena Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Steff 

Utility 

EnteigyGulf 
States, ina 

Georgte PowerCompany 

AtianteGas Light Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, ina 

Daltes Fi-Woith Hospitel TXU Ftedric 

Coundi & the Coalition of 

InrinpnndenlCQlteges & Ur̂ Neî ifies 

Louistena Pubfc 
Service Commission 

Staff 

Georgia Publk; 
ServfoeCommisston 
Adversary Steff 

Geoigte Pubfc 
Servfoe Commission 
Adversary Steff 

Soutii Ftorida Hospital 
and HealtiH:are Assoc 

iai^anaPutiSc 
Servce Commission 

Louistena Pubfc 
Servk:a Commission 

Entergy Guff Stetes, Ina 

AtianteGas Light Co. 

AtianteGas ught Co. 

Ftorida Power & Ught Co. 

Er^ew Gulf Stetes, Ina 

SWEPCO 

Sut^ect 

Business separation plan: settiement 
agreement on T&O Bsues, agreemente 
necessary to invptemenl T&O separations, 
hold hamitess concStions, separations 
mettwdotogy. 

Revenue mquirements, Rate Pten, foe! 
dause recovery. 

Revenue requ'rremente, revenue forecast 
O&M expense, depredatfon, ptent additions. 
cash woridng capital. 

Revenue requiremente, capital stn)duie, 
allocation of reguteted and nonregul^ed costs, 
River Bend uprate. 

Stiputetion. Regul^ory assets, 
securitization finandng. 

Revenue requirements, corporate firancNse 
tax, conversfon to LLC, River Bend uprate. 

Revenue requirements, eamings sharing 

plan, senrice quality stendards. 

Revenue requiremenis, revenue forecast 
O&M expense, depredatioa ptent additions, 
cash woriting capital. 

Revenue rpquirements. Nuctear 
llite extenston, storm damage accruals 
and reserve, capitel sttudure, O&M expense 

Revenue requirements, corporate franchise 
tax, conversfon to LLC. River Bend u p r ^ 

Business separation pten, T&O Term Sheet 
separations metixxfofogtes. hokl hamitess 
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Data 

08/02 

08/02 

09/02 

11/02 

01/03 

04/03 

04/03 

06/03 

06©3 

11/03 

Case Ju r i sd ic t 

(SubdodtetC) 

EL01-
88-000 

U-25e88 

2002-00224 
2U02-00225 

2002-00146 
2002-00147 

2002-00169 

2002-00429 
2002-O0430 

U-26527 

EL01-

Rebuttel 

2003-00068 

ER03-7S3^0 

FERC 

LA 

KY 

KY 

KY 

KY 

U 

FERC 

KY 

FERC 

E x p e r t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 

^ 1 

L a n e K o l l e n 
A s o f S e p t e m b e r 2008 

Party 

Staff 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Sen/k» Commissfon 

Louisiana Piihfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Steff 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utilities Customers. Inc, 

Kentudcy Industrial 
Utilities Customers, tec. 

Kentudty Industrial 
UtHities Customers, Inc. 

Kentodty Industrial 
Utitity CiiRlnmers, Inc. 

Louisiana PuWfo 
Servfoe Commissfon 
Steff 

Louistena Rihik: 
ServfoeCommisston 

Kentudty Indiistttel 
Utility Customers 

Louisiana Publfo 
Service Commissfon 

Util ity 

Entergy Senrtees. Ina 
and The Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

Entergy GtM States. Inc. 
and Entergy Lowstena. ina 

Subject 

conditions. 

System Agreement production oost 
equatization, teriffs. 

System Agreement production oost 
disparities, pnxtence. 

Kentudty Utilities Co. Lfoe fosses and fuel dause red}very 
Louisvilte Gas & Etedrfo Co. assodeted witit off-system sates. 

Kentudcy UtititiesCo. 
Louisvilte Gas & EtedricCa 

Kenludcy Power Ca 

Kentudty UtititiesCo. 
Louisvilte Gas & EtedricCa 

Entergy Guff States, foe. 

Entergy Sewices, tea 
and the Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

Kentudty Utilities Co. 

Entergy Senrices, ina 
and the Enteigy Operating 
Compantes 

Envirt^unental Qomptianoe oosts and 
surcharge recovery. 

Environmentel comfriiance costs and 
suniiargerecoveiy. 

Extension of merger surcredit 
flaws in Compantes' studtes. 

Revenue requiren^te, corporate 
franchise tax, conversfon to aC. 
Capital structijre, post test year 
Adiusttnente. 

System Agreement piodudfon cost 
equalization, terfffs. 

Environmentel cost recovery, 
conedfon of base rate enor. 

Unit power purchases and sate 
oost-ttesed teriff pursuant to System 
Agreement. 
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Date Case Jurisdict Party Utility Subject 

11/03 ER03-5B3-000, FERC 
ER03-563^1.and 
ER03-583-002 

ER03-681-000, 
ER03-681-001 

Louistena Publfo 

Service Commissfon 

Entergy Servfoes. Inc, 
the Entergy Operating 
Compantes, EWO Maritet-
ing, LP, and Enteigy 
Power, Inc. 

Unit power purchase and sate 
agreemente, contractual provisions, 
projected costs, tevelized rates, and 
fbrmute rates. 

ERQ3^2-000, 
ER03-682-001, and 
£R03^82-002 

ER03-744O00, 
ER03-744^1 
(ConsolkJated) 

12/03 U-26527 LA 

Sunebuttel 

12/03 2003-0334 KY 

2003-0335 

12/03 U-27136 LA 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Servfoe Commissfon 
Staff 

Kentudty Industrial 

Utility Customers, Ina 

Louistena Pubfc 

Servfoe Commission 
Steff 

Entergy Guff States, Ina 

Kentudty unifies Co. 
Louisvilte Gas & Etedric Ca 

Ertteigy Louisiana, inc. 

Revenue requiremente, corporate 
fi^ndiise tax, conversfon to LLC, 
Capital sttudure, post lest year 
adjusttnents. 

Earnings Sharing Mechanism. 

Purchased pmrer conttacts 
between affiltetes, terms aixl 
conditions. 

03/04 U-26527 LA 
Supptemental 
Surrebuttel 

Louisiana Publk: 
Servfoe Commissfon 
Steff 

Enteigy Guff Stetes, Inc. Revenue requirements, corporate 
franchise tax, conversfon to LLC, 
capitel stiuduie, post test year 
at^ttitenls. 

03/04 2003-00433 KY Kentudty Industrial Loiasvilte Gas & Etedric Ca Revenue requirements, depredatfon rates, 

Utility Customers, Ina O&M expense, deterrais and amortization, 
eamings sharing mechanism, merger 

sun:reditVDTsurcrediL 

03/04 2003-00434 KY Kentucky Industria! 

Utility Customers, Ina 
Kentudcy Utilities Co. Revenue requirem^its, depredation rates. 

O&M expense, deterrais and amortization, 
eamings sharing mechanism, merger 
surcredK, VDT surcredH. 

03/04 SOAHOodtet TX 
473-04-2459, 
PUC Docket 

Cities Served by Texas-

New Mextoo Power Co. 

Texas-New Mexfoo 
Power Co. 

Stranded costs ttuenjp, including 
indudfog vafoation issues, 
ITC, ADIT, excess earning. 
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Date Case Jur isd ic t Party Utility Subject 

05/04 

0&04 

(MA 

09/04 

10/04 

12A)4 

29206 
04-169-
EL-UNC 

SOAH Dodtet 
473-044555 
PUC Docket 
29526 

SOAH Dodtet 
473^)44556 
PUC Dodtet 
29526 
(SuppI Dired) 

DodtetNa 
U-23327 
SubdodtetB 

DodtetNa 
U-23327 
SubdodtetA 

CaseNa 
2004^321 
CaseNa 
2004-00372 

OH 

TX 

TX 

LA 

LA 

KY 

Ohfo Energy Group, Ina 

Houston Coundi for 

Health and Education 

Houston Council for 
Hee^ and Education 

Louistena Pubfc 
Service Commission 
Steff 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Servfoe Commissfon 
Staff 

Galtetin Steel Co. 

Cdumbus Southern Power 
Ca& Ohfo Power Co. 

CenterPdnt 
Energy Houston Etedric 

Centeri^dnt 
Energy Houston Eledric 

SWEPCO 

SWEPCO 

East Kentodty Power 
Cooperative, tea. 
Big Sandy Reca etal 

Rate stebllization pten, deteirals. T&D 
rate increases, eamings. 

Stranded costs true-up. Induct 
vatoation issues, ITC, EDIT, excess 
mitigation cre i^ , capac^ audfon 
t n i e ^ revenues, foterest 

Interest on stranded cost pursuant to 
Texas Supreme Court remand. 

Fuel and puchased power expenses 
recoverabte through fuel adju^ment dause, 
ttading adivities, dimpltence witii terms of 
various U'SC Orders. 

Revenue requiremenis. 

Environmental cost recovery, qualitied 
costs. TIER requirements, cost altocatfon. 

01/05 30485 TX Houston Council for 
HeaHhandEducatfon 

CenterPoint Energy 
Houston Etedria LLC 

Sttanded oo^ true-up foduding regulatory 
Central Co. assete aid K^xities. ITC, EDIT, 
capadty audfon, proceeds, excess mitigation 
credits, lebospective and prospective ADiT. 

02/05 18638-U GA Geoigte Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Adversary S t ^ 

Atianta Gas Light Co. Revenue requiremente. 

02/05 18638-U GA 
Panel with 
TonyWadterty 

Georgte Pubfc 
ServfoeCommisston 
Adversary Steff 

Atianta Gas Light Co. Comprehensive rate plan, 
pipeline leptecement program 
surcharge, perfbrnianoe based rate pten. 

02/05 ia638-U GA 
Panel with 
Mk}helteThebett 

Georgte Publfo 
Senrice Commissfon 
Adversary Steff 

AtianteGas Light Ca Eneigy conservation, economfo 
devetopment and tariff tesues. 
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Date Case Jurisdict Party Utility Subject 

(\mi 

06rt)5 

06/05 

08rt)5 

09/05 

ms 

10«5 

11/05 

01AJ6 

CaseNa 
2004^)0426 
CaseNa 
2004^)0421 

2005O0068 

050045-EI 

31056 

202984J 

202984J 

Panel witii 

Victoria Taylor 

0442 

200W10351 

2005-00352 

20US-00341 

KY 

KY 

FL 

TX 

GA 

GA 

DE 

KY 

KY 

Kentudty Industrial 

Utility Customeis, Inc. 

Kentudcy IndiRttial 

Utility Customers. Ina 

South Ftorida Hospil^ 

and Healfthcare Assoa 

Alliance for Valtey 
Healthcare 

Geoigte Pubfc 

Senrice Commissfon 

Adveisary Staff 

Georgte Publfo 
Servk» Commissfon 
Adversary Staff 

Deteware Pubfc Seivfoe 
Commissfon Staff 

Kentudcy Industtt^UtNity 

Customers, Ina 

Kentucky fndudrial 

Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kenludcy Utilities Co. 
Louisvilte Gas & Etedric 

Kentudty Power Co. 

Ftorida Power & 
LigMCa 

AEP Texas 
Centtal Co. 

Atmos Energy Corp. 

Atmos Energy Corp. 

Artesian W^er Co. 

Kentudv Utilities Co. 
Louisvilte Gas and 
EtedricCa 

K&tiOfyPomCo. 

Environmentel cost recovery. Jobs 
Creation A d of 2004 and § 199 dedudfon, 
excess common equity ratio, defend and 
amortization of nonrecurring O&M expense. 

Envttonmentat cost recovery. Jobs 
Creation A d of 2004 and §199{teduction, 
maigins on afcwances used for AEP 
system! 

Storm damage experee and reserve, 
RTO costs, O&M expense prqjedfons, 
return on equity perform3rx» incenlfve, 
capitd sttudure, setective second phase 
posMest year rate increase. 
Stranded cost true-up induding regutetory 
assets and Kabiljties, fTC, EDIT, capacity 
audfon, proceeds, excess mitigation credite. 
retrospedn/e and prospective ADIT. 

Revenue requirements, rdMn of 
suidiaiges, coM recovery ffvough surcharge, 
reporting requiremente. 

Affaiate transactions, oost altoc^ons, 
capitalization, oost of debt 

Altocation of tex net operating tosses 
between regulated and unreguteted. 

Workforce Separation Program oost 
recovery and shared savings through 
VDT surcredit 

System Sates Cteuse Rkter, Enviionmental 
Cost Reooveiy Rfoer. Net Congestfon Rkter, 
Storm damage, vegetation management 
program, depredation, off-system sates, 
maintenanos nomialtzation, penston and 
OPEB. 

03/06 31994 TX 
05/0$ 31994 

Supptemental 

Cities Texas-New Mexk» 
Power Ca 

Sttanded oost recovery through 
competition transition ordiange. 
Retrospective ADFIT. prospective 
ADFIT. 
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Date 

ozm 

3/06 

Am 

07/06 

07/06 

08/06 

11/06 

12/06 

03/07 

03A)7 

03/07 

Case Jurisdlct . 

U-21453. 
U-20925, 
U-220g2 

NOPRReg 
104385-OR 

U-25116 

R-00061366, 
Etal 

U-23327 

U-21453, 
U-20925 
U-22U92 
(Subdodtet J) 

LA 

IRS 

LA 

PA 

LA 

05CVH03^75 OH 
Franklin County 
Court Affidavit 

U-23327 LA 
SubdodtetA 
Reply Testt'mony 

U-29764 

33309 

33310 

LA 

TX 

TX 

Exper t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 
o f 

L a n e K o l l e n 
A s o f S e p t e m b e r 2008 

Party 

louisiana Publfo 
Senrice Commission 
Steff 

AHtence for Valtey 
Healft Cars and Houston 
Coundi for Healtit Education 

Louistena Pubfc 
Servfoe CommissiQn 
S t ^ 

Met-Ed Ind. Users Group 
Pennsylvante Ind. 
Customer AlNance 

Louistena Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Staff 
Louistena Pubic 
Senrice Commissfon 
Staff 

Various Taxing Auttiorities 
(Non^Jtitity Proceeding) 

Louisiana Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Staff 

Louistena Pubfc 
Sen/ice Commissfon 
Staff 

Cities 

Cities 

Uti l i ty 

Entergy Gulf Stetes, ina 

AEP Texas Centtal 
Compariy and CenterPidnt 
Energy Houston 
Etedric 

Enteigy Louistena, Ina 

Mettopditen Edison Co. 
Pennsyhrante Eledric Co. 

Southwestern 
Etecbfo Power Co. 

EnteigyGuff 
Stetes. Ina 

StetoofOhfoDeparttnent 
of Revenue 

Souttiwestem Eledric 
Power Co.. 

Enteigy Guff States, tea. 
Enteigy Louistena, a C 

AEP Texas Centtal Co. 

AEP Texas Nortii Co. 

Subject 

Jurisdfotional separation plaa 

Proposed Regutetions affecting flow-
through to rstepayers of excess 
deterred income texes and investment 
Tax credite on generation ptent that 
ts sold or deregulated. 

2002-2004 Audit of Fuel Adjustment 
Cteuse Rtfogs. Affiliate ttansacGons. 

Recovery of NUG-reteted Sttanded 
costs, govemment mandated programs 
costs, stt)rm damage costs. 

Revenue requiran»nts, fonrnHa 
rate plan, banking pmpnsaL 

Jurisdk:tional separation plan. 

Accounting for nudear lud 
assembtfosasmanutedured 
equipment and capitalized plant 

Revenue requkemente, formute 
rate pten. banking proposal. 

Jurisdfotional altocation of Enteigy 
System Agreement equ^ization 
remedy mr»iptR. 

Revenue requiremente, including 
fradfonalization of transmissfon and 

Revenue requirwnenis, induding 
fradfonalization of ttansnnssfon and 
disttihiriinn costs. 
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Date 

03/07 

mil 

04101 

om 

04«7 

omi 

06/07 

07/07 

07/07 

Case Jur isdlct . 

2006^72 

U-29157 

U-29764 
Supplements 
Arxl 
Rehiittat 

ERa7-682-000 
Afiidavit 

ER07-6844)00 
AffkJavit 

ER07-682-000 
Afffoavft 

U-29764 

2006-00472 

ERD7.956-nnO 
Affidavit 

KY 

LA 

LA 

FERC 

FERC 

FERC 

LA 

KY 

FERC 

E x p e r t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 
o f 

L a n e KoHen 
A s o f S e p t e m b e r 2008 

Party 

Kentudcy Industti^ 
Utility Customers. Ina 

Louisiana Pubfc 
ServfoeCommisston 
Staff 

Louistena Pubfc 
Senrice Commissfon 
Staff 

Louistena Pubfc 
ServKe Commissfon 

Lo r̂istena Pubfc 
Service Commissfon 

Louistena Pubfc 
Senfce Commissfon 

Louistena Pubfc 
Servfoe Commission 
Steff 

Kentudcy Industtial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana PubTic 
Servfoe Commission 

Uti l i ty 

East Kentudcy 
Power Coop^ative 

Cleco Power, LLC 

Entergy Guff States, Inc. 
Entergy Louistena, LLC 

E r ^ y Servfoes. (na 
and tite Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

Enteigy Setvtoes. Inc. 
and tite Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

Entergy Senrices, Ina 
and the Entergy Operating 
Comparues 

Entergy Louisiana, a c 
Entergy Guff States, Ina 

East Kentudcy Power 
Cooperative 

Entergy Serwces. Ina 

Subject 

Interim rate indease, RUS ban 
covenants. dedHteati^ 
requiremente, finanaa! condition. 

Permanent (Phase II) shxm 
damage cost recovery. 

Jurisdfotional afccation of Entergy 
System Agreement equalization 
remerfy receipts. 

Alfocafcn of fotengibte and g e n ^ 
ptent and A&G expenses to 
production and stete income tax 
effieds on equalizalfon remedy 
receipte 

Fu^ hedging OQsts and oompltenoe 
witii FERC USOA. 

Altocation of intengfote and general 
plant and A&G expenses to 
production and account 924 
effects on MSS-3 equalization remedy 
paymente and receipts. 

Show cause for v f o i ^ LPSC 
Order on tod hedging coste. 

Revenue reqinrements, post test year 
adjustmente, TER. surcharge revenues 
and costs, finandal need. 

Storm damage coste related to Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita and efteds of MSS-3 
equalization payments and receipts. 
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Date Case Ju r i sd i c t Party Uti l i ty Subject 

10/07 05-UR-103 Wl 

Dired 
Wisconsin industrial 
Energy Group 

Wisconsin Etecbic Power 
Company 
Wisconsin Gas, LLC 

Revenue requiremente, canying charges 
on CWIP. amortization and return on 
regulatory assels, worltttig c^iitat, incentive 
compensatfon, use of rate base in lieu of 
capitalization, quantification and use of 
Pdnt Beach sate proceeds. 

10/07 054Jft-f03 Wl 

Surrebuttal 
Wisconsin Industriai 

Energy Group 

Wisconsin Etedric Power 

Company 
WisconsfoGas.ac 

Revenue requiremente. carrying charges 
on CWIP, amortization and return on 
regulatory assets, working capital, incentive 
compensation, use <rf rate base in tieu of 
capitelization, quantiffoation aid use of 
Point Beach sate proceeds. 

10/07 25060-U GA 
Direct 

Georgia Pubfc Senrice 
Commissfon Pubfc 
Interest Adversary Staff 

Georgte Power Company Aflitiate costs, Incentive compens^ujn, 

consdfoated income taxes, §199 dedudtoa 

11/07 06-OO33-E-CN WV 

DirKt 

11)07 ER07-682-000 FERC 

Direct 

01/08 ER07-682-000 FERC 
Cross Answering 

01/08 07-55t-£L-AIR OH 

Dired 

West Wgfote Energy Users 
Group 

Louistena Publfo Senffoe 
Commission 

Louistena Publfo Seivfoe 
Commission 

Ohfo Energy Group, Inc. 

Appalachian Power Company IGCC surcharge during construction period 
and post-in-servfoe date, 

Entergy Servfoes, Ina 
and tiie Entergy Opiating 

Companies 

Entergy Sen f̂oes, Inc. 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Ohfo Edison Company, 
Cteveland Etedrfo 
Illuminating Company, 
Totedo Edison Company 

Fundfonatization and allocation of 

fotartgibte and general plant ̂  A&G 

Fuctionallzation and altocation of 
intengibte and general plant ani A&G 
expenses. 

Reveniffl Requiiements. 

02/08 ER07-956^00 FERC 

Dired 

Louisiana Publfo Senrice 

Commissfon 

Entergy S^vices, Inc. 
and the Enteigy Operating 
Companies 

Functionalization of expenses in aocount 
923; stomi damage expense and accounts 
924,228.1,182.3,254 and 407.3: tax N a 
carrybacks fo account 165 and 236; ADIT; 
nudear service lives and efted on 
depredation and decommissfoning. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

03/08 ER07-956-000 FERC 

Cross-Ansvffiring 
Louisiana Publfo Sen/ice 
Commission 

Entergy Senrices, Ina 
and tiie Entargy Operating 
Companies 

Function^zation of expenses in account 
923; stomi d a m a ^ expense and accounte 
924,228.1,182.3,254 and 407.3; tax N a 
carrybacks in aocount 165 and 236; ADIT; 
nudear service lives and efted on 
depreciation and decomm'tssfoning. 

04/08 

04A)8 

05/08 

05/OB 

06/08 

07/08 

07/08 

2007-^0562 KY 

And 2007-00563 

26837 GA 
Dired 
Panel writh 

Thomas K. Bond, 
Cynttite Johnson, 
Michelte Thebert 

25837 GA 
Rebuttal 
Panel with 

Thomas K. Bond, 

Cynthia Johnson. 
Michelte Thebert 

26837 GA 
Supptementel 

Rebuttel 
Panel with 

Thomas K. Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson. 
Mfchelte Thebert 

20Q8-OO115 KY 

27163 GA 
Dired 

27163 GA 
Panel with 
Vidoria Taylor 

6680-CE-170 Wl 
Dired 

Kentucky Indusfrid Utility 
Customers, Ina 

Georgia Publfo Servfoe 
CoTTHnissfon Staff 

Georgia Pubfc Sewfoe 

Commission Steff 

Georgia Publfo Senrfoe 
Commission Staff 

Kenludcy Industtial Uti l^ 
Customers, inc. 

Georgte Publfo Senrice 
Commissfon PuUta 

Interest Advocacy Staff 

Geoigte PuWto Senrice 
Commission PuWto 
Interest Advocacy Staff 

Wisdinsin Industtial Energy 
Group, Ina 

Kentudcy Utilities Ca 
Louisvilte Gas and 
EtedricCa 

SCANA Energy 
Marketing, Ina 

SCANA Eneigy 
Mariteting, Inc. 

SCANA Eneigy 

Marketing, Ina 

East Kentudcy Povrer 

Cooperative. Inc. 

Attnos Energy Corp. 

Attnos Energy Corp. 

Wisconsin Power and 
Light Company 

Merger surcrediL 

RuteNlsicomplatet 

RuteNisicomptelnL 

Rule Nisi compteint 

Environmental sufdiarge reooveries, 
ind costs recovered in existing rates, TEF 

Revenue requirements, ind projected test 

year rate it&so and expenses. 

Affiliate transadfons and divtefon cost 
allocations, capitel stnjcture, cost of debt 

Nelson Dewey 3 or Cotombte 3 fixed 
finandal parameters. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Data Case Jur isd lc t Party UtiUty Subject 

08/08 6660-UR.116 Wl 
Dired 

08/06 6680-UR.116 Wl 
Rebuttal 

09/08 66904JR-119 Wl 
Dired 

Wisconsin Industrial Energy 
Group. Inc. 

Wisconsm Industrial Eneigy 
Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Industttel Energy 
Group, Ina 

Wisconsin Power and 
Light Company 

Wisconsin Power and 
Light Company 

Wisconsfo Publfo Servfoe 
Corp. 

CWIP in rate base, tebor expenses, pensfon 
expense, finandng, capttai sttudure, 
decoupling. 

Capites sttiidure. 

Paidence of Weston 3 outage, incentive 
compensation. Crane Creek Wind Farm 
incremental revenue requrement, capital 
sttudure. 

09/08 66gO-UR.119 Wl 
Surrebuttal 

Wisconsin Industrie Energy 
Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Publfo Servfoe 
Corp. 

Pmdence of Westtxi 3 outage. Section 199 
deduction. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCUTES. INC. 
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American Electric Power Operating Companies 
2007 Dollar and Percentage Retum on Common Equity 

Source: Form 1 Pages 112,114,115,117 
(SOOO's) 

Common Stock Issued 
Premium on Capita! Stock 
Other Paid-in Capital 
Less: Capital Stock Exp 
Retained Eamings 
Undistributed Sub Earnings 
Other Comprehensive Income 

Total Common Equity 

Net Income - Total Company (1) 

% ROE 

Each 1% ROE - Net Income Effect 

Composite Income Tax Rate (Fed and State) 

Each 1% ROE - Revenue Requirement Effect 

Columbus 
Southern 

Power 
Company 

41,026 
257,892 
322,457 

552.162 
9.533 

(16.394) 

1.166.677 

258.088 

22.12% 

11.667 

38.60% 

19.002 

Ohk) 
Power 

Company 
321,201 

728 
535,912 

1.469,717 

(36.541) 

2.291.017 

268.564 

11.72% 

22,910 

38.60% 

37,315 
I I I 1 

Net Util Oper Inc 
Electric 
Gas 
Other 
Total 

Electric % 

Preferred Stock 
Long-Term Debt 
Total Capitalization 
Preferred % of Total Capitalization 

332,143 372.480 

332,143 

100.0% 

1,298,224 
2.464,901 

0.0% 

372,480 

100.0% 

16,627 
2.497.005 
4.804.649 

0.3% 

(1) Net Income does not reflect reduction for preferred dhrfoends. (afleds only Ohio Power and only by minimal amount). 
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American Electric Power Operating Companies 
Calculation of Composite Income Tax Rate 

Tax Year 2008 

1 Assume pre-tax income of 

2. State income tax at 8.5% 

3. Taxable income for Federal income tax before manufacturing deduction 
Manufacturing Deduction Rate (Sect 199) 

4. Less: Manufacturing Deduction (Seel. 199) 

5. Taxable income for Federal income tax (Line 3 - Line 4) 

6. Federal income tax at 35% (Line 5 x 35%) 

7. Total State and Federal income taxes (Line 2 + Line 6) 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

100.0000 

8.5000 

91.5000 
0.0600 

5.4900 

86.0100 

30.1035 

38.6035 
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AEP OfflO'S RESPONSE TO 
OfflO ENERGY GROUP'S 
DISCOVERY REQUESTS 

SECONDSET 
CASE NOS. 08-917-EL-SSO & 08.918-EL-SSO 

INTERROGATORY REQUEST NO: 

2-2 At page 14 of your Application the Companies seek ^ptoval to sell or transfer 
theii geneiating assets at the expiiation of Actional sepaiation. 

a. Please provide all studies, memoianda» documents or emails that discuss 
the financial or operational effects of the requested s^e oi tiansfer. 

b. Please piovide all documents ^^ch demonstrate that such a sale oi 
tiansfer is in the best interest of the Companies' ratepayeis. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Ihe Companies are not pi^ently requesting any general aoithoiity tc sell oi ti:ansfei theii 
geneiating assets. Fage 14 is intended to describe the appioach that would be used when 
functional sepaiation ultimately ends, i ,e, that it would lead to the sale or tiansfer of theii 
geneiating assets. No studies, memotanda, documents oi emails have been cieated that 
discuss the fmancial or operational effects of such a sale or tiansfer 

b Section 4928.17, Ohio Rev. Code, reflects the Ohio General Assembly's deteimination 
that corporate sepaiation is in the best inteiest of electiic utility company customeis. J. 

Piepared by: J C, Baker and Counsel 
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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 Inc. ("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 coiisumei:s. 

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

16 cost-of-service, and rate design. (Dun-ent 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 Columbus Southem Power Company ("CSP") and Ohio 

4 Power Company ("OPC"), hereinafter referred to as "the Companies". The 

5 members of OEG who take service fi-om the Companies are: AK Steel 

6 Corporation, ArcelorMittal USA, Brush Welbnan, BP-Husky Refining, LLC, E.L 

7 duPont de Nemoiirs and Company, Ford Motor Co., GE Aviation, Griffin Wheel, 

8 PPG Industries, Inc., Republic Engineered Products, Inc., Severstal Warren, Inc. 

9 (formerly WCI Steel), The Procter and Gamble Co. and Worthington Industries. 

10 

11 Q. Have you previously presented testimony in any of the Companies' cases in 

12 Ohio? 

13 A. Yes. I have previously testified in Case Nos. 85-726-EL-AIR and 07-63-EL-UNC. 

14 I have also testified in numerous AEP cases in Kentucky, West Virginia, Virginia, 

15 Louisiana, Indiana and before the FERC. 

16 

17 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

18 A. I am addressing a number of issues raised by the Companies' proposed ESP 

19 associated with its requested rates and riders. First, I will address the impact of the 

20 Companies* proposals to include market purchases in thdr ESP g^ieration rates. 

21 As described by witness Baker, the Companies have included market purchases of 

22 5% in 2009, 10% in 2010 and 15% in 2011 in the overall ESP generation rates. 
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1 OEG witness Kollen will specifically address this issue in his testimony. I will 

2 present the impact of the market purchases on 2009 projected rate levels. 

3 

4 I will also address the Companies' proposed non-bypassable Provider of Last Resort 

5 ("POLR") charge that is designed to compensate the Companies for the cost 

6 associated with POLR switching risk by the Companies retail customers. As 

7 described in the testimony of the Companies' witness Craig Baker, this charge is 

8 based on a quantification of the cost of an "option" that permits ESP customers to 

9 opportunistically shop and shoppii^ customers to opportunistically retum to ESP 

10 SSO service. While OEG has not deteraiined whether this option is correctly 

11 priced, OEG does oppose the POLR charge in the event that a customer waives its 

12 option (shopping) rights during the ESP. 

13 

14 I will address the Companies' proposed Energy Efficiency Rider, and specifically 

15 the proposed allocation of these costs to rate schedules. OEG supports the 

16 Companies' EER proposal. 

17 

18 Finally, I will address the Companies' proposed demand response options. As 

19 discussed in Companies' witness David Roush's testimony, the Companies have 

20 modified their tariff language to specifically prohibit SSO customers fi'om 

21 participating in PJM Demand Response programs, either via a third party provider 

22 or directly as a PJM member. OEG recommends that the Companies' ESP plan 

23 include provisions wherein AEP will offer non-shopping customers PJM Demand 
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1 response options. Effectively, AEP, a PJM member, should make available to its 

2 ESP customers the option to participate in the PJM programs through AEP. 

3 

4 Q. Would you please summarize your testimony? 

5 A. Yes. 

6 I. As recommended by OEG witness Kollen, the Companies' ESP 

7 proposal to include market based purchases of 5%, 10% and 15% of total 

8 energy requirements in 2009,2010 and 2011 is unreasonable. The inclusion 

9 of these market purchases will have a very significant and detrimental 

10 hnpact on the Ck)mpanies' ESP rates. In 2009, as a result of the Companies* 

11 proposal to purchase market based energy rather than obtain energy fix)m the 

12 AEP pool, CSP's rates will be higher by $69.5 million and OPCO's rates 

13 will be higher by $75.4 million. In 2010 and 2011 the impact will be 

14 roughly two to three times greater (respectively) for each Company. 

15 

16 2. The Companies have proposed a non-bypassable POLR charge 

17 based on the calculated cost of an option to purchase SSO service at the 

18 proposed ESP rates. This POLR charge is designed to provide 

19 compensation to the Companies due to their obligatioiK to provide POLR 

20 service to customers, who may svidtch to an altemative supplier or retum to 

21 SSO service fix)m an altemate supplier during the three year term of the 

22 ESP. While the proposed charge may be conceptually correct, I have not 

23 verified whether it is computationally correct. Notwithstanding this, 
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1 however, the charge should be waived for ESP customers who either: a) 

2 agree to forego their right to shop during the three year term of the ESP; or 

3 b) agree to not take service undo* the ESP and, in the event of a retum to 

4 POLR service, agree to waive their right to take service under the ESP and 

5 accept market based rates. 

6 

7 3. The Companies' proposed Energy Efficiency Rider is reasonable and 

8 the imderlying allocation of costs on a direct assignment basis is appropriate 

9 and should be adopted by the Commission. 

10 

11 4. The Companies' have proposed to prohibit customers fix)m 

12 participating dhectiy in PJM Demand Response programs (via thkd party 

13 providers or directly through PJM membership). If this prohibition is 

14 adopted, the Companies should be required to offer PJM Demand Response 

15 programs to large industrial customers on an optional basis via an ESP tariff 

16 rider. AEP should either offer its customers opportunities to participate m 

17 these PJM programs directiy, or through contractual arrangements with third 

18 party providers. 
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1 IL RATE IMPACT OF MARKET PURCHASES INCLUDED IN ESP RATES 

2 

3 Q. OEG Witness Lane Kollen addresses and objects to the Companies^ proposal 

4 to include the 5%, 10% and 15% maricet purchases in the computation of 

5 their proposed ESP fuel and purchased power adjustment calculations. Have 

6 you calculated the impact of these market purchases on the Companies' 

7 proposed ESP charges? 

8 

9 A. Yes. As discussed by Mr. Kollen, the Companies proposal to mclude market 

10 purchases as part of their proposed ESP generation rates is unreasonable. As 

11 explained by Companies' witnesses Baker and Roush, the Companies are proposing 

12 to include the costs associated with market purchases comprising 5% of their total 

13 generation in 2009, 10% in 2010 and 15% in 2011. The cost of these market 

14 purchases are significantiy higher than the average fuel and purchased power costs 

15 for the Companies. They are also significantly more expensive than the cost of 

16 available AEP pool purchases. For CSP, the assumed market price of energy in 

17 2009 is $88.15 per mWh, compared to a pool purchase cost of $26.15 per mWh and 

18 an average fuel and purchased power cost of $36.49 per mWh. For OPCO, the 

19 assumed market price is $85.32 per mWh, compared to a pool cost of $21.74 per 

20 mWh and an average fuel and purchased power cost of $30.38 per mWh. The 

21 Companies' proposed market purchases are 3.5 to 4 times as expensive as pool 

22 purchases. 

23 
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1 Q. Have you calculated the impact of these market purchases on 2009 ESP rates 

2 for each Company? 

3 

4 A. Yes. Based on data supplied by the C!ompanies in the testimony and exhibits of Mr. 

5 Roush and witness Philip Nelson, together with the Companies response to Staff 

6 data request No. 10-1,1 have developed an analysis of the impact on customer rates 

7 fi'om the Companies proposal to include market purchases in its ESP fuel and 

8 purchased power costs. 

9 

10 Table I below shows the revenue and percentage increases proposed by CSP. This 

11 table does not reflect the deferrals proposed by the Company. Since ratepayers v̂ dll 

12 ultimately be required to pay all of the deferral costs, it is appropriate to present the 

13 full increases produced under the ESP proposal. Also shown on Table 1 is a similar 

14 set of increases in which AEP pool purchases have been substituted for the 5% 

15 market purchases included in the Company's 2009 ESP revenue increase 

16 calculation. 

17 
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Table 1 

Columbus Southem Power Co. 2009 Proposed 

Tariff Class 

Residential 

GS-1 

GS-2 

GS-3 

GS-4/IRP-D 

AL 

SL 

CSP/OP Joint 

Total 

Difference 

$ 

$ 

2009 Rates As Filed 

Without Deferral 

$ Increase 

143.495.224 

7.680,997 

35.590.955 

119,211,671 

38,835.958 

1,201,113 

692,381 

2,913,607 

349,621,907 

% Increase 

19.6% 

17.2% 

18.1% 

21.7% 

28.5% 

11.7% 

14.4% 

2.8% 

19.7% 

ESP Revenue increases 

2009 Rates. No Market Purchases 

$ 

$ 
$ 

Without Deferral 

$ Increase % Increase 1 

119,3*2.559 

6,493.652 

29,740,353 

95,773,921 

30,136,004 

1,024,419 

564,833 

(3,007,839) 

280,067,902 

(69,554,005) 

16.3% 

14.6% 

15.1% 

17.4% 

22.1% 

10.0% 

11.8% 

-2.9% 

15.7% 

Table 2 shows a similar summary for OPCO. 

Tariff Class 

Residential 

GS-1 

GS-2 

GS-3 

GS-4/iRP.D 

OL 

SL 

EHG 

EHS 

SS 

SBS 

CSP/OP Joint 

Total 

Difference 

Table 2 

Ohio Power Co. 2009 Proposed ESP Revenue Increases 

2009 Rates As Filed 

Without Deferral 

$ Increase 

$ 170.653.977 

9.618,912 

79.489,573 

125.961,225 

128.644,811 

1.718.216 

1.818.394 

497.227 

6,880 

1.181.744 

37.035 

4.992.788 

$ 524.620.783 

% Increase 

27.9% 

27.1% 

29.5% 

33.1% 

42.1% 

18.0% 

20.9% 

29.4% 

4 7 1 % 

31.4% 

20.5% 

5.1% 

30.4% 

2009 Rates, No Market Purchases 

$ 

$ 
$ 

Without Deferral 

$ Increase % Increase 1 

149.513.762 

8,574,588 

69,658,299 

108.123.401 

108,869,429 

1,553,465 

1.624.558 

427,513 

5.580 

1,028.661 

33,931 

(165,619) 

449.247.569 

(75.373,214) 

24.4% 

24.1% 

25.8% 

28.4% 

35.6% 

16.2% 

18.6% 

25.3% 

38.2% 

27.4% 

18.8% 

-0.2% 

26.0% 

What do you conclude from this analysis? 
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1 A. It is clear that the Companies' proposal to include the 5%, 10% and 15% market 

2 purchases in their ESP generation rates results in significant cost increases to 

3 customers. For 2009 alone, this amounts to $69.5 million for CSP and $75.4 

4 million for OPCO. In 2010 and 2011, the impact would be roughly two and three 

5 times larger (respectively), due to the increased level of purchases. 
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1 IIL AEP's PROPOSED PROVIDER OF LAST RESORT CHARGE 

2 

3 Q. Have you reviewed the Companies' proposed Provider of Last Resorts charge? 

4 A. Yes. As described by Companies' witness Craig Baker, the POLR charge is 

5 designed to compensate the Companies for the costs associated with "standing by" 

6 to serve retuming shopping customers at the ESP mtes and the cost to the 

7 Companies from ESP customers opportunistically leaving SSO service for lower 

8 priced market rates provided by Competitive Retail Electric Service ("CRES") 

9 providers. Mr. Baker characterizes this economically driven opportunistic behavior 

10 as causing the Companies to "buy high and sell low."̂  The basis for the charge, 

11 which is non-bypassable, is that SSO customers are free to shop whenever the 

12 market price from CRES suppliers is lower and retum to SSO service whenever the 

13 ESP rates are lower than market. This creates a cost to the Companies that the 

14 POLR charge is designed to compensate. 

15 

16 Q. How have the Companies calculated their proposed non-bypassable chaise? 

17 

18 A. The Companies have calculated a POLR charge that is designed to reflect the value 

19 of a financial option that would pemiit the owner to purchase SSO service at the 

20 proposed AEP ESP rates. Using the Black-Scholes model, the Companies have 

21 computed separate option prices for CSP and OPCO, based on a series of inputs 

' Baker Direct Testimony at page 30, line 13. 
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1 including the expected market price, the strike price (represented by the proposed 

2 ESP rates) and the three year time-fi-ame covered by the ESP. 

3 

4 Q. Do you disagree with the approach that the Companies are using to calculate 

5 the POLR option charge? 

6 

7 A. While I don't disagree with the conceptual basis of the charge, I have not vwified 

8 the proposed level of the charge itself However, I do disagree that it shotdd be 

9 imposed on all customers, whether or not they want to "purchase" the option. In the 

10 event that a customer elects to waive their option rights, such a customer should not 

11 be required to purchase the AEP "POLR Option." During the three year term of the 

12 ESP, the Companies are proposing that each customer be required to pî rchase an 

13 option that will give such a customer the right (in economic terms) to either leave 

14 SSO service for a lower market price or retum from the market to a lower SSO price 

15 (the ESP tariff). In either case, the Companies are reqmred to 1) absorb the loss if 

16 the market becomes less expensive than the ESP price or 2) stand-by to serve 

17 potential retum CRES customers in the event that the market becomes more 

18 expensive. There is a cost to providing customers this "option." However, if 

19 customers elect to waive their rights to shop during the three year ESP term, then 

20 there is no risk to the Companies fiom customer switching and no basis for the 

21 Companies to impose the POLR option charge. Simply put, if a customer decides to 

22 not buy the "option," then there should be no charge. Customers should not be 

23 "forced" to purchase an option if they can make a three year binding commitment to 
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1 waive their shopping rights, which would result in the Companies avoidhig the 

2 switching risks identified by witness Baker. 

3 

4 Q. Would you describe your specific recommendation on this issue? 

5 

6 A. The Companies' POLR charge should be waived for ESP customers who either: 

7 a) Agree to forego their right to shop during the three year term of the 
8 ESP 
9 OR 

10 
11 b) Agree to not take service under the ESP and, in the event of a retum 
12 to POLR service, agree to waive their right to take service under the 
13 ESP and accept market based rates. 
14 

15 If a customer, by election, agrees to either remain an ESP customer for the entire 

16 three year plan term, or agrees to not take the ESP POLR generation rate during the 

17 three year plan because the customer elects to shop, and further agrees to take 

18 market priced service in the event of a retum to POLR service, the Companies 

19 would not incur any of the risks identified by Mr. Baker, which is the basis for the 

20 option based POLR charge. Customer's electing this 'Vaiver" should not be charge 

21 file POLR charge. 

22 

23 
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1 IV. RATE ISSUES 

2 

3 Q. Have you reviewed the Companies' proposed cost recovery methodology in the 

4 Energy Efficiency and Peak Demand Reduction Cost Recovery Rider? 

5 

6 A. Yes. As described by Companies' v^dtness Roush and presented in his exhibits, this 

7 rider is designed to recover the costs associated with energy efficiency programs 

8 from customer classes on the basis in which these costs are incurred. Effectively, 

9 the program costs are being assigned to rate classes on the basis of customer use of 

10 the programs. This is a reasonable approach to cost recovery and OEG supports the 

11 proposal. 

12 

13 Q. Have you reviewed Companies witness Roush's testimony regarding a 

14 prohibition of SSO customers from participating directiy or indirectiy In the 

15 PJM Demand Response program? 

16 

17 A. Yes. Mr. Roush discusses the Companies proposal to prohibit SSO customer 

18 participation in these programs via a third party competitive supplier or directly as a 

19 PJM member. The Companies position appears to be that SSO customers should 

20 not be permitted to participate in a wholesale PJM program, while purchasing 

21 provider of last resort supply. If this prohibition is adopted, tiie Companies should 

22 be required to offer PJM Demand Response programs to large industrial customers 

23 on an optional basis via an ESP tariff rider. The Companies' proposals for demand 
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1 response programs should include specific participation by its retail customers in the 

2 PJM programs. 

3 

4 Q. Would you briefly describe the PJM Demand Response program? 

5 

6 A. Yes. PJM has had demand response programs in effect for a number of years. One 

7 of the early programs was the Active Load Management ("ALM") program, which 

8 is essentially a traditional interruptible load arrangement that retail customers could 

9 participate in via their Load Serving Entities (LSEs). The ALM program has been 

10 revised to accommodate the market driven capacity obligation mechanism of the 

11 PJM Rehability Planning Model ("RPM"). Demand resources can be dfrectly bid 

12 into the RPM process (Demand Resource) or participate as Intermptible Load for 

13 Reliability ("ILR"). ILR load is certified that it can be intermpted and paid a price 

14 (intermptible credit) tied to the zonal capacity charge. PJM also offers other 

15 capacity related demand response programs associated with the PJM Synchronized 

16 Reserve Market and the PJM Regulation Market. Finally, PJM also offers 

17 economic demand response programs tied to locational margmal cost ("LMP"). 

18 These economic programs permit customers to participate in the savings associated 

19 with the difference betweai LMP costs and their generation rates. All of these 

20 programs are at the wholesale level, which means that a retail customer must 
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1 participate through a competitive supplier (such as a curtailment service provider) or 

2 a Load Serving Entity such as AEP.^ 

3 

4 Q. Should the Companies develop additional Demand Response programs, tied to 

5 the PJM programs as part of their ESP? 

6 

7 A. Yes. The Companies should offer, either directiy, or through designated third party 

8 suppliers with whom the Companies enter agreements, participation in the PJM 

9 programs. To the extent that there are real benefits to the Companies and theur retail 

10 customers from participation, there is no reason to simply foreclose the opportunity 

11 to participate. While OEG recognizes that there must be coordination between the 

12 Companies and customer participation in PJM Demand Response programs under 

13 the ESP, this does not mean that potential savings to participating customers and 

14 perhaps, all of the Companies' customers should be foregone. 

15 

16 Q. The Companies currentiy offer Industrial Interruptible rates through their 

17 IRP rate schedules. Would these schedules be affected by your 

18 recommendation? 

19 

20 

As noted previously in my testimony, it is possible for an individual customer to become a member of 
PJM and participate directly in the programs. 
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1 A. No. These rate schedules should continue to be offered, as proposed by the 

2 Companies. My recommendation is to expand the Demand Response programs 

3 through the use of the PJM Demand Response options. 

4 

5 Q. Does that complete your Direct Testimony? 

6 A. Yes. 
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Professional Qualifications 

Of 

Stephen J. Baron 

Mr. Baron graduated fiom Ihe University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and Computer 

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

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

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

forecast electricity sales in the State of Florida, for which he received a grant fiom the Public 

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 the 

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 utilities, as 

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

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

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 mo<feling, load 

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

cogeneration, and load management. 

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

Atlanta Office of the Utility Regulatory and Advisory Services Group. In this capacity he 

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

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

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

specialized in utility cost analysis, forecasting, load analysis, economic analysis, and 

planning. 

In January 1984, he joined the consulting firm of Ketmedy 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 utihty 

clients. 
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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 Febniaiy of 1984, he completed a detailed analysis entitied "Load Data 

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

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, Pennsylvama, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the Federal 

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

specific regulatory appearances follows. 
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Date 

4/81 

4/81 

6/81 

2m 

3/84 

5/84 

10/84 

11/84 

1/85 

2/85 

3/85 

3/85 

3/85 

5/85 

5/85 

Case 

203(B) 

ER-81-42 

U 1̂933 

8924 

84-038-U 

830470-EI 

84-199-U 

R-842651 

85-65 

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 Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of October 2008 

Party 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Kansas City Power 
& Light Co. 

Arizona Corporation 
Connmtssion 

Airco Carbide 

Aritansas Electric 

Energy Consumers 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users'Group 

Arkansas Electic 

Energy Consumers 

Lehigh Valley 
Power Committee 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users'Group 

Alcan Aluminum 
Corp., etal. 

Attomey General 

West Penn Power 

Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Arionsas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

Chamber of 
Commerce 

Util i ty 

Louisville Gas 
& Eledric Co. 

Kansas City 
Powers Light Co. 

Tucson Etedric 

Co. 

Louisville Gas 
&FlfidrlcCo. 

Arkansas Power 

& Light Co. 

Florida Power 

Corp. 

Aricansas Power 
and Light Co. 

Pennsylvania 
Powers. Light 
Co. 

Centra l̂ teine 
Power Co. 

Philadelphia 

Eledric Co. 

Louisville Gas 
& Eledric Co. 

Georgia Power 
Co. 

West Penn Power 

Co. 

Aritansas Pcwer& 

Light Co. 

Santa Clara 
Muninipat 
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Subject 

Cost-of-seivice. 

Forecasting. 

Fonecasbng planning. 

Revenue requirements, 
oost-of-service, forecasting, 
weather normalization. 

Excess capawly.costof-
servk^, rate design. 

Allnoatinn of fixed costs, 
load and c^^aclty balance, arxl 
reserve noargin. Diversification 
ofulflily. 

CceA allocation and rate design. 

Intenruptible rates, excess 

capacity, and phase-in. 

Inleniiplible rate design. 

Load and energy forecast 

Economics of completing fossil 
generatitig unit 

Load and energy forecasting, 
generaton planning economics. 

Generation planning economics, 
pmdence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit 

Cost-of-serwioe, rate design 
retum multipliers. 

Cost-of-sen/ioe, rate design. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

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 

85^3-U 

8^3 

ER-
8507698 

R-850220 

R-850220 

85-299U 

85-726-
EL-AIR 

86-081-
E-GI 

E-7 
Sub 408 

U-17378 

38063 

Jur isdict . 

Clara 
WV 

NC 

NY 

AR 

ME 

NJ 

PA 

PA 

AR 

OH 

WV 

NC 

LA 

IN 

Party 

WestVtrglnla 
Industrial 

Intervenors 

Carolina 
Industrials 
(CIGFUR III) 

Industrial 
Eneigy Users 
Assodation 

Aritansas Gas 

Consumers 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

AirProduds and 
Chemicals 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Inten/enors 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 

Intervenors 

Aritansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

industrial Fledric 
Consumers Group 

West Virginia 
Energy Users 
Group 

Carolina Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Staff 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Util i ty 

Monongahela 
Power Co. 

Duke Power Co. 

Orange and 
Roddand 
Utilities 

Arida,lnc 

Central Maine 
Power Co. 

Jersey Central 
Power&LghtCo. 

West PKW Power Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Arkansas Povrer 
& Light Co. 

Ohio Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Duke Power Co. 

GutfS^tes 
Utilities 

Indiana &Mk;higan 

Power Co. 

Subject 

Generatk)n planning economks, 
prudence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit. 

Cost-<if-se™tae, rate design, 

intenfuptible rate design. 

Cost-of-sentice, rate design. 

Regulatory polfcy, gas cost-of-

service, rate design. 

Feasibility of intern iptible 

rates, avoided cost 

Ratedesi^. 

Optimal reserve, prudence, 
off-«ystem sales guarantee plan. 

Optimal resewe margins, 
pmdence, off-^tem sales 
guarantee plan. 

CostH3^sewice, rate design, 
revenue dlstributkin. 

Cost-<rf-«etvKe. rate design. 

intermptible rates. 

Generation planning economk3, 

prudence of a pumped storage 
hydro una. 

Cost-of-service, rate design. 
intermptible rates. 

Excess capacity, economk; 
analysis of purchased power. 

Intern iptibk! rates. 
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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-
53-001 
EL-86-
57-001 

U-17282 

87-023-
E-C 

87-072-
E-G1 

86-524-
E-SC 

9781 

3673.U 

U-17282 

85-10-22 

3673-U 

R-850220 

R-870651 

1-860025 

Jur isdlct . 

Federal 
Energy 
Regulatory 
Commission 

(FERC) 

U 

WV 

WV 

WV 

KY 

GA 

LA 

CT 

GA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As o f October 2008 

Party 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commisskin 
Staff 

Louisiana Publk; 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

West Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Group 

West Virginia 
Energy Users' Group 

Kentudty Industry) 
Energy Consumers 

Georgia Publk: 

Senfce Commission 

Louisiana Pubic 
Sen/Ice Commisskm 
Staff 

Connecticut 
Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Georgia Publk; 
Sen/tee Commisskin 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 

Intervenors 

Duquesne 
Industrial 

Intervenors 

Pennsylvania 

Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Util i ty 

Gulf States 
Utiities. 
Southem Co. 

Gulf States 
Utiliti^ 

Monongahela 

Power Co. 

Monongahela 
Power Co. 

Monongahela 
Power Co. 

Louisville Gas 
& Fledric Co. 

Georgia Power Co. 

Gulf States 

Ufllities 

Connedk îit 

Light & Power Co. 

Georgia Power Co, 

West Penn Power Co. 

Duquesne Light Co, 
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Subiect 

CnRt/benefit analysis of unit 
power sales contract 

Load forecasting and impmdence 
damages, River Bend Nudear unit 

intenuptible rates. 

Analyze Man Powers fuel filing 

and examine the reasonableness 

ol MPs claims. 

Economk: dispatdiing <rf 
pumped storage hydro unit. 

Analysis of impad of 1986 Tax 

RefomiAd. 

Economk; pmdence, eve^uatkm 
of Vogtie nuclear unit-k)ad 
forecasting, planning. 

Phasenn plan for River Bend 
Nudear unit 

Melhortokigy for refunding 

rate moderatfon fund. 

Test year sales and revenue 

forecast 

Excess capacity, reliability 
of generating system. 

Intemjptible rate, cost-of-
sen/ice, revenue aliooatmn, 
rate design. 

Proposed mles for cogeneratfon, 

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 

W88 

3/89 

Case 

E-015/ 
GR-87-223 

8702-Et 

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 
of PSC 

R-88a989 

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

870216/283 
284/286 

19th 
Judkaal 
Docket 
U-17282 

PA 

OH 

PA 

Expert Testinnony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of October 2008 

Party 

Taconite 
Intervenors 

Oorjdftntal ChemKal 
Corp. 

Connectkut Industrial 
Eneigy Consumers 

Kentudty Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Arkansas Elftrtric 
Consumers 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

GPUIndiiRfrial 
Intervenors 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louistana Public 
Senflce Commission 
Circuit 
Court of Louisiana 

United States 
Steel 

Industrial Energy 
Consumer 

Annco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Indium 
Corp. 

Utility 

Minnes(̂ Povi«r 
& Light Co. 

Ftoricte Power Coip. 

ConnedKUt Light 
Power Co. 

Louisvilte Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Aritansas Power & 
Ught Co. 

Metropolitan 
Edisnn Co. 

Pennsylvania 
Eledric Co. 

Cteveland Etedric/ 
Tdedo Edison 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

CamegteGas 

Qeveland Etedric/ 
Toledo Edison. 
General Rate Case. 

West Penn Power Co. 
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Subject 

Excess capacity, power and 
costKjf-̂ ewice, rate design. 

Revenue fbrecastir̂ , weath^ 
nonnallzabon. 

Excess capacity, nudear plam 
phasenn. 

Revenue forecast weather 
nomfializatbn rate treatment 
of cancelted plant 

Stendby/badtup etedric rates. 

Cogenerattondefierral 
mechanism, modiffcatkin of eneigy 
cost recovery (ECR). 

Cogeneration defenal 
mechanism, uiudification of energy 
cost recovery (ECR). 

Financial analysis/need for 
interim rate relief. 

Load forecasting, impmdence 
damages. 

Gas cost-of-setvice, rate 
design. 

Weather norrnalizalian of 
peak loads, excess capacity, 
regulatory pdKy. 

Cakxilatedavokled capadty, 
recovery of capacity payments. 
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Expert Testinrtony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

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 

890366 

R-901609 

8278 

U-9346 

Rebuttal 

U-17282 

Phase IV 

90-205 

90-12-03 
Interim 

Jur isdict . 

TX 

GA 

NM 

NM 

IN 

LA 

PA 

PA 

MD 

Ml 

LA 

ME 

CT 

Party 

OcdrientelChemfcal 
Corp. 

Georgia Publk: 
Senice Commission 

Attomey General 
ofNewMexkx) 

New Mexkx) Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utility Rates 

Louisiana Publk; 
Sen/ice Commissfon 
Steff 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Ludlum 
Corp. 

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

Association of 
Businesses Advocating 
Tariff Equity 

LouisianaPublic 
Servtae Commission 
Steff 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Connedknrt Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Uti i i tv 

Houston Lighting 
& Power Co. 

Georgia Power Co. 

Publk: Senfk:e Co. 
ofNewMexkx) 

Publk: Senrk» Co. 
of New Mexico 

Indiana Mtehigan 

Power Co. 

Gulf Stetes 

Utilittes 

Metrupditen 
Edison Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 

Electric Co. 

Consumers Power 

Co. 

Gulf Stetes 

Utilities 

Central Maine Power 

Co. 

Connectk:iit Light 
& Power Co. 

Subiect 

Cost-of-sennce, rate design. 

Revenue forecasting, weather 
nomiaBzatfon. 

Prudence - Pak) Verde Nuctear 
Units 1,2 and 3, foad fore
casting. 
Fuel acHustment dause, off-
system sales, cost-of-sennce, 
rate design, maiiginal cost 

Excess capacity, capacity 
equalizatk)n,jurisdictiond 
cost altocation, rate design, 
intern iptihte rates. 

Jurisdidtonat cost altocatfon, 

O&M expense analysis. 

Non-ufilrty generator cost 

recovery. 

Altocatfon of QF demand charges 
in the fuel cost cost-of-
senrice, rate design. 

Cost-of-servtoe, rate design, 
revalue altocatfon. 

Demand-skte management, 

environmentel externalities. 

Revenue requirements, 
jurisdKtronal altocation. 

Investigatfon into 
intermptibte servk» and rates. 

Interim rate reltef, financial 

analysis, dass revenue altocatfon. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 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-

Phasell 

10/91 U-17282 

Note: No testimony 

was prefited on this. 

11/91 

12/91 

12/91 

Jurisdict. 

CT 

NC 

MD 

OH 

PA 

WV 

MD 

LA 

U-17949 U 
SubdxketA 

91-410-
EL-AIR 

P-880286 

OH 

PA 

Party 

ConnedKUt industrial 
Energy Consumers 

North CaroHna 
industrial 
Eneigy Consumers 

Westvaco Corp. 

Armco Steel Co.. LP. 

Allegheny Liiriliim Corp., 
Amco Advanced 
Materials Co., 
Tlie West Penn Power 
Industrial Users'Group 

West Virginia Energy 

Users' Group 

Westvaco Corp. 

LouisianaPublic 
Servfoe Commissfon 
Steff 

LouisianaPublic 
Servfoe Comnnssfon 
Steff 

Amico Steel Co., 
Air Products & 
Chemicals, Ina 

Annco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Ludlum Corp. 

Utility 

Connedicut Light 

& Power Co. 

Duke Power Co. 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Cindnnati Gas & 

Etedric Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 

Co. 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilittes 

South Central 
Bell TetephoneCo. 
and proposed merger with 
Southern Bell Telephone Co. 

Cindnnati Gas 
& Etedric Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Subiect 

Revenue requirements, cosM-
senrice, rate design, demand-skte 
managennent 

Revenue requirements, cost 
altocatfon. rate design, demand-
skte management 

Cost altocatfon. rate design, 

1990 Ctean Air Ad Amendments. 

Economfo analysis of 

cogeneration, avokl cost rate. 

Economfo analysis of pnsposed 
CWIP Rkterfbr1990 Ctean Air 
Ad Amendments expenditures. 

Economfo analysis of proposed 
CWIP RWer for 1990 Ctean Air 
Ad Aniendments expenditures. 

Eoonomte analysis of proposed 
CWIP Rider for1990 Clean Air 
Ad Amendments expenditures. 

Results of oomprehenslve 
management audit 

Analysis of South Central 
Bell's restnjduring and 

Rate design, interruptibte 
rates. 

Evaluatfon of appropriate 
avokJed capacity costs-
QFprojeds. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date Case Jurisdict. 
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 

C-913424 

92-02-19 

2437 

PA 

CT 

NM 

R-00922314 PA 

39314 ID 

1^0920312 PA 
C-007 

U-17949 LA 

R-00y22378 PA 

8487 

E002/GR-

92-1185 

EC92 
21000 

ER92-806-
000 
(Rebuttal) 

930114-

E-C 

930759-EG 

M-009 
30406 

MD 

MN 

Federal 
Energy 
Regulatory 
Commissfon 

WV 

FL 

PA 

Duquesne Interrupttote 
Complainants 

Connecticut Industriai 
Energy Consumers 

NewMexkx) 

Industrial Intervenors 

GPU Industrial 

inten/enors 

Industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utitity Rates 

The GPU Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Louisiana Publfo 
Sen/Ice Commissfon 

Steff 
Amnco Advanced 

Materials Co. 
The WPP Industrial 
Intervenors 

The Maiyland 
Industrial Group 

North Ster Steel Co. 
Praxair, Ina 

Louisiana Publk; 
Service Commission 
Steff 

Airco Gases 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users' Group 

Lehigh Valtey 

Power Committee 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Yankee Gas Co. 

Publk: Sen/toe Co. 

of New Mexfoo 

Metropoliten Edison 

Co. 

Indiana Mfohigan 
Power Co. 

Pennsylvante 
Eledric Co. 

Soutii Central Bell 

Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 
Etedric Co. 

Northem States 
Power Co. 

Guif Stetes 
Utilities/Entergy 
agreement 

Monongahete Power 

Co. 

Generic-Electric 

Utilittes 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 

Industrial intenojptibte rate. 

Rate design. 

Cost-of-senrit^. 

Cost-Kjf-senrice, rate 
design, energy cost rate. 

Cost-of-senrice, rate design, 
energy cost rate, rate treatment 

Cost-of-«ervk», rate design, 

energy cost rate, rate Ireatment 

Management audit 

Cost-of-servfoe, rate design, 
energy cost rate, SO? alfowance 
natelre^ment 

Etedric cost-of-sennce and 
rate design, gas rate design 
(flexibte rates). 

Intermptibte rates. 

Merger of GSU into Enteigy 
System; impad on system 

Intenuptibte rates. 

Oost recovery and aHocation 

of DSM costs. 

Ratemaking treatment of 
off-system sates revenues. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date 

11/93 

12/93 

4/94 

5/94 

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^X)0 

R-00943 

081 
R-00943 
081C0001 

U-17735 

U-19904 

5258-U 

WV 

Federal 
Energy 

Regulatory 
Commission 
PA 

LA 

LA 

GA 

EC94-7-000 FERC 
ER94-898-000 

941430EG CO 

Party 

Kentudty Industrial 
Utility Customers 

Louisiana Pubtto 

ServfoeCommisston 
Steff 

Large Power Intervenors 

Louistena Publfo 

Sen/ice Commission 

Arnico, Inc.; 
West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

West Virginia 

Energy Users Group 

LouisianaPublic 

Servtoe Commissfon 

Lehigh Valtey 

Power Committee 

Louisiana Public 

Sen/ice Commissfon 

Louisiana Publk; 

Sen/Ice Conmissfon 

Georgia Publfo 

Service Commlsston 

Louisiana Publfo 

Service Commlsston 

CF&I Steel, LP. 

Uti l i ty 

Generic-Gas 
Utilittes 

Cajun Etedric 
Power Cooperative 

Minnesote Power 
Co. 

Louisiana Powers. 

Light Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Monongahete Power 
Co. 

Gulf Stetes 
Utilities/Entergy 

Pennsylvante Puhfic 

Utility Commissfon 

Cajun Etedric 
Power Cooperative 

Gulf Stetes 
Utilittes 

Soutiiem Beii 
TetephoneA 
Telegraph Co. 

El Paso Fledric 
and Central and 
Souttiwest 

Publk; Servk» 
Company of 
Onlnrado 

Subiect 

Allocation of gas pipeline 
transition costs - FERC Order 636. 

Nuctear ptent prudence, 
forecasting, excess capacity. 

Cost altocatfon, rate design, 
rate phase-in pten. 

Analysis of teast cost 
Integrated resource pten and 
demand-side management program. 

Cost-of-senflce, altocation of 
rate increase, rate de^n , 
emissfon alfowance sates, and 
operations and maintenance expensa 

Cost-of-sennoe, altocation of 
rate increase, and rate design. 

Analysis of extended reserve 
shutdown unite and vtotetion of 
system agreemei^ by Ent^gy. 

Analysis of intemiptihte rate 
tenns and condittons, availability. 

Evaluation of appropnate avokted 

cost rate. 

Revenue requiremente. 

Proposals to address competition 
in tetecommuntoation mariteb. 

Meiger economfos. tansmlssfon 
equalization hokl hanntess 
proposals. 

Intemjptibte rates, 
cost-o^sen/fce. 
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Date 

4/95 

6/95 

8/95 

10/95 

10/95 

10/95 

11/95 

7/96 

7/96 

Case 

R-00943271 

C-00913424 

C-00946104 

ER95-112 
-000 

U-21485 

ER95-1042 
-000 

U-21485 

1-940032 

U-21496 

8725 

Jur isdict . 

PA 

PA 

FERC 

LA 

FERC 

U 

PA 

LA 

MD 

Party 

PP&Lindustiial 
Customer Alliance 

Duquesne Intenuptibte 
Complainante 

Louisiana Publfo 

Servtoe Commissfon 

Louisiana P(il>lfo 
Senflce Commission 

Louisiana Publfo 
Service Commission 

Louisiana PubHc 
Sen/toe Commissfon 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers of 

Pennsylvante 

Louistena Publfo 
Service Commissfon 

Maryland Industrial 

Group 

Uti l i ty Subject 

8/96 

9/96 

U-17735 

U-22092 

2/97 R-973877 

LA 

LA 

PA 

6/97 Civil US Bank-
Adlon ruptcy 

No. Court 

94-11474 MiddteDistrid 
of Louisiana 

Louisiana Publfo 
Sen/toe Commission 

Louistena Pubtto 
Service Commission 

Phitedelphte Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Louisiana Publfo 
Seaioe Commissfon 

Pennsylvania Power 

& Light Co. 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Entergy Sen/toes, 
Inc. 

Guif Stetes 
Utilities Company 

System Energy 

Resources, Ina 

Gulf States 
UtititiesCo. 

Stete-wkte-
all utilities 

Central Louistena 

Eledric Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 
Etec. Co., Potwnac 
Etec. Power Co., 
Constettetion Energy 
Co. 

Cajun Elftrtric 
Povirer Cooperative 

Entergy Gutf 
Stetes, Inc. 

PECO Energy Co. 

Ca^n Etedric 
Power Cooperative 

Costof-servfce, altocalfon of 
rate increase, rate design, 
intermptibte rates. 

Intenuptibte rates. 

Open Access Transmisston 

Tariffe-Whotesate 

Nuctear decommissioning, 

revenue requiremente, 

capital stmcture. 

Nuctear decommissfoning, 
fWCTue requiremente. 

Nuctear decommissfoning and 
cost of debt capitel, capitel 
stnidure. 

Reteil competition issues. 

Revenue requiremer^ 
analysis. 

Ratemaking issues 
associated witii a Meiger. 

Revenue requiremente. 

Decommissfoning, weattier 
normalization, capitel 
structure. 

Competitive restiuduring 
pdtoy issues, stranded cost 
transitfon chages. 

Confinnation of reorganizatfon 
pte/j; analysis of rate paths 
produced by competing ptens. 
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of 
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Date 

6/97 

6/97 

7/97 

10/97 

10/97 

10/97 

11/97 

11/97 

12/97 

12/97 

Case 

R-973953 

8738 

R-973954 

97-204 

R-974008 

R-974009 

U-22491 

P-971265 

R-g73981 

R-974104 

3/98 U-22092 
(Allocated Stranded 
Cost issues) 

3Bb 

9/98 

12/98 

U-22092 

U-17735 

8794 

Jur isdict . 

PA 

MD 

PA 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

LA 

MD 

Party 

Phitedelphte Area 

Industrial Energy 

Users Group 

Maryland Industrial 

Group 

PP&L industrial 
Customer Alttence 

AtoanAkiminumCorp. 

SouthwifeCo. 

Metropoliten Edison 

Industrial Users 

Pennsylvante Etedric 
IndiiRtrial Customer 

Louistena Pubtto 
Service Commission 

PhiladelphteArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

West Penn Povffir 

Industaial Intervenors 

Duquesne tndusblal 

Intervenors 

Louisiana Publfo 

Servfoe Commissfon 

Louisiana Pirblfo 

Sen/foe Commissfon 

Louistena Publfo 
Sen/ice Commissfon 

Maiytend Industrial 

Groito and 

Util i ty 

PECO Energy Co. 

Generic 

Pennsylvante Power 
& Light Co. 

Big River 
FtertricCorp. 

Metropoliten Edison 
Co. 

Pennsylvania 
Etedric Co, 

EnteigyGulf 

Stetes, Inc. 

Enron Energy 
Servfoes Power, IncJ 
PECO Energy 

West Penn 
Power Co. 

Duquesne 
Light Co. 

Gulf Stetes 

Utilffies Ca 

Gutf Stetes 

Utilities, Ina 

Cajun Eledric 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

Baltimore Gas 
andEledrfoCa 

Subiect 

Retail conpetition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost 
analysis. 

Reteil competition Issues 

Retell competition issues, rate 

unbundling, stranded cost analysis. 

Analysis of cost of servtoe issues 

- Big FSveis Resbvrcturing Plan 

Reteil competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded oost analysis. 

Retey competitionissues, rate 

unbundling, stranded cost analysis. 

Decomn^foniig, weather 

nomnatization, capSal 

stmcture. 

Analysis of Reteil 

Restmcturing Proposal 

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

unbundling, sanded cost 
analysis. 

Reteil competition, stranded 
cost quantification. 

Stranded cost quantiflcatfon, 
restructuring issues. 

Revenue requirements analysis, 
weathernonnalization. 

Eledric utility restruduring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subiect 

MSIennium tnorganfo 

Chenfvcats Inc. 

unbundPng. 

12/98 U-23358 

5/99 EC-9a-
(CnDss-40-000 
Ansvirering Testimony) 

5/99 98426 

(Response 
Testimony) 

LA 

FERC 

KY 

Louisiana Public 

Service Commissfon 

Louisiana Publfo 

Servtoe Commissfon 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utitity Customers, inc. 

Entergy Gutf 
Stetes, Inc. 

AnnerfoanSec^ 
Power Co. & Central 
Soutii West Corp. 

Louisvilte Gas 

& Etedric Ca 

Nuctear decommissfoning, weatiier 
nonnaBzation, Enteigy System 
Agreement 

h^erger issues reteted to 
market pcwer mitigation proposals. 

Perfomiance based regutetion, 
setUement proposal issues, 
cross-subsidtes between etedric. 

gas servfoes. 

6/99 98-0452 WV 

7/99 9W)3-35 CT 

West Virginte Energy 
Users Groiq} 

Connecticut Industrial 
\Energy Consumers 

7(99 Adversary U,S. Louistena Putite 
Proceeding Banknjptcy Servfoe Commissfon 
No, 98-1065 Court 

7/99 99-03-06 CT 

10/99 U-24ia2 LA 

12/99 U-17735 LA 

03/00 U-17735 LA 

03/00 99-1658- OH 
EL-ETP 

Connecticut Industrial 
Eneigy Consumers 

Louisiana Pubtto 
Servtoe Commissfon 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louistena Publfo 
Sen/ice Commissfon 

AK Steel Corporation 

Appalachian Power, 
Monongahete Power, 
& Potomac Edison 
Compantes 

United Illuminating 
Company 

Cajun Eteftic 
Power Cooperative 

Connedfout Light 

& Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf 

States, Inc. 

Cajun Eledric 
Power Cooperative, 
Ina 

Cajun Etedric 
Power Cooperative, 
Ina 

Cincinnati Gas & 
Etedric Co. 

Electric utility restmduring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Etedric utitity restruduring, 
standed cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Motion to dissolve 
prellminary injunction. 

Eledric uti% restruduring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Nuctear decommisskming, weather 
nonnalization. Entergy System 
Agreemert 

Ananlysi of Proposed 
Contrad Rates, Maritet Rates. 

EvatoatJon of Cooperative 
Power Contrad Etedfons 

Etedric utility restmduring, 
stianded cost recovery, rate 
Unbundling. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. 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-Gl 

00-1050 WVA 
E-T 
00-1051-E-T 

SOAH 473- TX 

00-1020 
PUC 2234 

U-24993 U 

ELOO-66- U 
000&EROO-2854 
EL95-33-002 

West Virginte 

Energy Users Group 

West Virginte 
Eneigy Users Group 

The Daltes-Fort Worth 
Hospitel Cnundt and 
The Coalition of 
Independent Cofleges 
And Univereities 

Louistena Publto 
Service Conwriisston 

Louisiana Publto 
Sen/toe Commissfon 

U-21453, LA Louisiana Pubtto 
U-20925. Senrice Commission 
U-22092 

(SubdocketB) 
Addressing Contested Issues 

14000-U GA 

U-25687 LA 

U-25965 LA 

001148-EI FL 

U-25965 U\ 

U-21453 LA 

Georgte Publte 
Service Comnussion 
Adversary Steff 

Louistena PiihKc 
Sewice Commissfon 

Louistena PitfiTic 
Service Commissfon 

Soutii Fforida Hospitel 
and HealHicare Assoc. 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commissfon 

Louistena Publfo 
Senrtoe Commlsston 

Appalachten Power Co. 
American Etedrfo Co. 

Mon Power Co. 
Potomac Edison Co. 

TXU, Ina 

Entergy Giril 
Steles, toa 

Entergy Sen/toes Inc. 

Enteigy Guff 
Stetes, Inc. 

Georgte Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
Stetes, Ina 

Generic 

Florida Power 8, 

Light Company 

Entergy Gutf States 
Enteigy Louistena 

SWEPCO, AEP 

Electric utility restmcturing 

rate unbundling. 

Etedric utility restiuduring 

rate unbundling. 

Etedric utitity resbxiduring 

rate unbundling. 

Nuctear decommissfoning, 

revenue requiremente. 

Inter-Company System 
Agreement Modlffoationsfbr 
retell competition, interruptibte foad. 

Jurisdtotional Business Separation -
Texas Restruduring Pten 

Test year revenue forecast 

Nuctear rteoommissfoning requiremente 

transmissfon revenue. 

Independent Transmissfon Company 

(Transco"). RTO rate design. 

Retail cost of senf foe, rate 

design, resource ptenning and 

demand skte management 

RTO Issues 

Jurisdictional Business Sep. -
Texas Restmduring Pten. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subiect 

08/02 

08/02 

11/02 

01/03 

02/03 

04/03 

11/03 

11/03 

12/03 

U-25888 LA 

EL01- FERC 
88-000 

Q2S-315EG CO 

U-17735 LA 

02S-594E CO 

U-26527 LA 

ER03-753-000 FERC 

ER03-5a3-000 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 

Louisiana Public 
Servfoe Conmlsslon 

Louistena Piihlfo 
Senflce Commissfon 

CF&I Steel & Climax 

MolyhrienumCo. 

Louisiana Publfo 
Sen/ice Commission 

Cripple Creek and 

Vidor Goto Mining Ca 

Louisiana Publfo 
Service Commissfon 

Louisiana Publfo 
Sen/toe Commissfon 
Steff 

Louisiana Publfo 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Publfo 
Seivice Commissfon 

Enteigy Louisiana. Inc. 
Entergy Gutf States. Inc. 

Entergy Sen/toes Ina 
and tiie Enteigy 
Operating Companies 

Public Servfoe Co. of 
Colorado 

Louisiana Coops 

Aquite, Ina 

Enteigy Gutf States. Inc. 

Enteigy Senrtoes. Ina 
and ttie Enteigy Operating 
Compantes 

Entergy Servfces, inc., 
tiie Enteigy Operating 
Compantes. EWO Maiket
ing, L.P, and Enteigy 
rOwer, ina 

Entergy Louisiana, Ina 

Modfffoations to ti% Inter-
Company System Agreement 
Production Cost Equalization. 

Modiftoations to the Inter

company System Agreement 

ProdudtonCostEt^teization. 

Fuel Adjustment Cteuse 

Contrad Issues 

Revenue requiremente, 
purchased power. 

Weatiier nomrtalization, pcwer 
purchase expenses. System 
Agreement expenses. 

Proposed modiffoaffons to 
System Agreement Tariff MS&4. 

Evaluaflon of Whotesate Purchased 
Power Cortrads. 

Evaluation of Whdesate Purchased 

Power Contrads. 

01/04 E-01345- AZKroger Company Arizona Publfo Serace Co. 
03-0437 

Revenue altocation rate design. 

02/04 00032071 PA Duquesne Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Duquesne Light Company Provfoer of test resort issues. 

03/04 03A436E CO CF&I Steel, LP and 

Climax Mdybedenimi 

Pubtic Senrice Company 
ofCoforado 

Purchased Power Adjustment Clause. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



Exhibit (SJB-1) 
Page 17 of 19 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
o f 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

04/04 2003-00433 KY 
2003-00434 

0-6W 03S-539E CO 

Kentocky Industrial Utility 

Customers, Ina 

Crippte Creek, Vfcfor Goki 
Mining Co., Goodrich Corp., 
Hotoim(U.S.,),lna,and 
TheTrwieCo. 

Louisvilte Gas & Etedric Co. Cost of Servfoe Rate Design 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 

Aquite, Ina Cost of Servtoe, Rate Design 

Interruptible Rates 

06/04 R-00049255 PA 

10/04 04S-164E CO 

PP&L Industrial Customer 

Alliance PPLiCA 

CF&I Steel Company, Climax 
Mines 

PPL Etedric Uflllties Corp. Cost of senrfce, rate design, 
teriff issues and transmissfon 
sen/foe charge. 

Public Servtoe Company Cost of senrice, rate design, 
of Cotorado Intermpttote Rates. 

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

Kentucky Industrial 

Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Utilities Envinsnmentet cost recovery. 

Louisvilte Gas & Etedric Co. 

06/05 050045-EI FL 

07/05 U-28155 LA 

09/05 Case Nos. WVA 

05-0402-E-CN 

05-0750-E-PC 

South Rorida Hospitel 
and Healthcare Assoc. 

Louistena Publto 

Servfoe Commissfon Steff 

West Virginte Energy 

Users Group 

Florida Pcwer & 
Light Company 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 

Entergy Gutf States, Inc. 

Mon Power Co. 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Reteil cost of servtoe, rate 

I ndependent Coonjinator of 

Transmissfon - Cost/Benefit 

Environmentel cost recovery. 
Securitization, Financing Order 

01/06 2005-00341 KY 

03/06 U-22092 LA 

04/06 U-25116 LA 

Kentocky Industrial 
Utility Customers. Ina 

Louisiana Pubte Servfoe 
Commission Steff 

Louisiana Publfo Senrice 
CommissKHi Staff 

Kentucky Ptwer Company Cost of sen/tee, rate design, 
transmissfon expenses. Congestion 
Cost Recovery Mechanism 

Entergy Gulf Stetes, Inc. Sep^ation of EGSI Into Texas and 

Louisiana Compantes. 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Transmissfon Prudence Investigation 

06/06 R-00061346 PA 

C0001-0005 

06/06 R-00061366 
R-00061367 
P-00062213 

P-00062214 

Duquesne Industrial 
intenffinors & lECPA 

l^ -Ed Industrial Energy 
Users Group and Penelec 
Indusbial Customer 
Alliance 

Duquesne L i ^ t Co. 

r^trapdlten Edison Co. 

Pennsylvante Electric Co. 

Cost of Senrice, Rate Design, Transmissfon 
Servtoe Charge, Tariff Issues 

Generation Rate Cap, Transrrtissfon Sen/toe 
Charge, Cost of Servtoe, Rate Design, Tariff 
Issues 

07/06 U-22092 LA 

Sub-J 
Louisiana Publto Sen/toe 
Commissfon Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Separation of EGSI into Texas and 

Louistena Compantes. 
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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 

2/08 

2A18 

Case Jur isdict . 

CaseNo. KY 
2006-00130 
CaseNa 
2UU6-00129 

CaseNa VA 
PUE-2006-00065 

DoaNa CT 
97-01-15RE02 

Casern. WV 
06-0960-E42T 

U-29764 LA 

Case No. OH 
07-63-ELUNC 

R-00049255 PA 
Remand 

R-00072155 PA 

DocNa CO 
07F.037E 

DocNa Wl 
05-UR-103 

ER07-682-000 FERC 

Doc. No. WY 
?nn00-277-ER-07 

CaseNa OH 
07-551 

ER07-956 FERC 

Doc No. PA 

P-00072342 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of October 2008 

Party 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Ina 

Ok] Domlnfon Committee 
ForFair Utility Rates 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

We^ Virginte Energy 
Users Group 

Louistena PiiMto Sen/toe 
Commissfon Staff 

Ohfo Energy Group 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
AlltencePPUCA 

PP&L Industrial Customer 

AlltencePPUCA 

Gatevi^y Canyons LLC 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Ina 

Louistena Publfo 
Sen/toe Commissfon 
Steff 

Cimarex Energy Company 

Ohio Energy Group 

Louistena Publto 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

West Penn Power 

Industiial Intervenors 

Uti l i ty 

Kentudty Utilities 
Louisvate Gas & Eledric Ca 

Appatediten Power Ca 

Connedfout Lights Power 

United Illuminating 

Mon Power Co. 
Potomac Edison Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, Ina 

Entergy Louisiana, LLC 

Ohfo Power, Cdumbus 
Sodhem Power 

PPiFlPdric Utilities Corp. 

PPL Etedric Utilittes Corp. 

Grand Valtey Power Coop. 

Wisconsin Electric Power Co 

Enteigy Sewtaes, Inc. 
and ttie Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

RodtyMountein Power 

(PadliCorp) 

Ohfo Edison, Totedo Edffion 
Cteveland Etedric Illuminating 

Entergy Servfoes, Ina 
and ttie Entergy Operating 
Compantes 

West Penn Power Ca 

Exh ib i t (SJB-1) 

Page 18 o f 19 

Subiect 

Environmentel cost recovery. 

Cost Aflocatnn, Alfocation of Revenue Incr, 
Off-System Sates maigin ratelreatoient 

Rate unbundling issues. 

Retail Cost of Servfoe 

Revenue apportionment 

Imptementation of FERC Dedsfon 
Jurisdtotional & Rate Class Alfocation 

Environmentel Surcharge Rate Design 

Cost of servtoe, rate design, 
teriff issues and fransmfssfon 
sen/toe charge. 

Cost of servtoe, rate design, 
teriff issues. 

Distribution Line Cost Alfocatfon 

O™^ of Sen/foe, rate design, tariff 
Issues, intenuptibte rates. 

Proposed modifications to 
System A^eement Schedute MSS^. 
Costtonctionalization issues. 

Vintege Pridng, Marginal Oost Pridng 
Projeded Test Year 

Class Cost of Servfoe, Rate Res&uduring, 
Apportionment of Revenue Increase to 
R^Sdiedutes 
Enteigy'sCompltenceRling 
System Agreement Bandwkltti 
Catoulations. 

Default Sen/toe Plan issues. 
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Date 

3/08 

05/08 

6/08 

7/08 

08/08 

09/08 

09/08 

09/08 

Case Jur isdict . 

Doc No. AZ 

E-01933A-05^50 

08-0278 WVA 
E-Gl 

CaseNo. OH 
08-124-EL-ATA 

DodtetNa UT 
07-035-93 

Doc.Na Wl 
6690-UR-119 

Doc. No, Wl 
6690-UR-119 

Case No. OH 

08-936-EL-SSO 

Case No. OH 
08-935^L-SSO 

Expert Test imony Appearances 

Party 

Kroger Company 

WestViigmte 
Eneigy Useis Group 

Ohio Energy Group 

Kroger Company 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Ohfo Energy Group 

Ohfo Energy Group 

Stephen J . Baron 
As o f October 2008 

Utility 

Tucson Etedric Power Co. 

Appatediten Power Co. 
American EtedricCa 

Ohfo Edison. Totedo Edison 
Ctevetend Etedric Illuminating 

Rocky Mountain Povi«rCa 

Wisconsin Powrer 
and Ught Co. 

Wisconsin Publto 
SewioeCo. 

Ohfo Edison, Totedo Edison 
Ctevetend Eledric lllumtoating 

Ohfo Edison, Totedo Edison 

Ctevetend Fledric Illuminating 

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

Cost of Sen/toe, Rate Design 

Expanded Net Eneigy Cost "ENEC 

Analysis. 

Recovery of Deferred Fuel Cost 

Cost of Sen/toe, Rate Design 

Cost of Sen/foe, rate design, teriff 
issues, Intermptilite rates. 

Cost of Senflce, rate design, teriff 
Issues, Intemjptibte rates. 

Pnwkter of Last Resort Competitive 
Soltoitetion 

Provkter of Last Resort Rate 
Pten 
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