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1 L QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

2 Q, Please state your name and business address. 

3 A. My name is Stephen J. Baroa. My business address is J. Keamedy and Associates, 

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

5 Georgia 30075. 

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

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

9 planning, and economic considtants in Atlanta, Georgia. 

Q. Please describe briefly the nature of ttie consulting services provided by 

12 Kennedy and Associates. 

^̂  ^- Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric and gas utility 

^^ industries. Our clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consumcirs. 

15 The finn provides expertise in system plantiing, load tbrecasting, financial analysis, 

'1^ cost-of-service, and rate design. Current clients include the Geor^a and Louisiana 

17 PubHc Service Commissions, and industrial and commercial customer consumers 

16 throughout the United States. My educational backgraund and professional 

19 experience are summarized on Baron Exhibit __ (SJB-1). 

20 

21 Q. On whose behalf arc you testifying in this proceeding? 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc, 
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1 A. I am testifying on behalf of The Ohio Energy Group ("OBG"), a gtt^p of ktge 

2 industrial customed of Duke Energy Ohio. The members of OEG who take service 

3 from die Companies are: AK Steel Corporation, Air Products and Chemicalsj Inc., 

4 Ford Motor Company, GE Aviation, and The Procter & Gamble Co. . 

5 

6 Q. Have you previously presented testimony in Duke Energy Ohio cases? 

7 A. Yes. 1 have previously testified in Case Nos. 91-372-EL-UNC, 91-410-BL-AIR and 

B 99-1658-EL-ETP (the Company's restructuring case in which rates were unbundled 

9 and the Company was restmctured to implement retail compedtion). 

10 

11 Q. Have you previously presented testimony in Standard Service Oifer C*SSO'̂  

12 cases u) Ohio? 

13 A. Yes. I have testified in a number of ESP and MRO cases involving the First Energy 

14 Companies and the American Electric Power Companies in Ohio. This includes 

15 Case Nos. 08-935-EL-SSO, OS-pâ -̂ EL-SSO, 08"917-EL-SSO, 08-918-EL-SSO and 

16 09-906-EL-SSO. 

17 

16 Q, What is the purpose of your testimony? 

19 A. I am addressing a number of issues raised by the Company's 2010 MRO filing 

20 associated with its requested rates and riders, as well as related issues raised in tlie 

21 Company's filing related to its discussion of a proposed transfer of legacy generation 

22 assets to an unregulated affiliate. Specifically, I will address the Company's request 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 to materially shorten the 5 year minhnum statutory MRO transition period requited 

2 pursuant to R.C 4928.142(D), (the 'lilending period''), to two years and, effectively 

3 remove die discretion firom the Commission to extend the transition period for up to 

4 10 years. As part of this discussion, I will also address the Company's proposed 

5 transfer of its legacy generation assets. While Duke is not specifically requesting 

6 approval in this case for the transfer, die Con^any has mtroduced this issue and it is 

7 inexorably tied to the proposed shortening of the 5 year minimum statutory MRO 

8 blending period to two yeais. 

9 

10 I will also address the Company's proposal to unplqment a transmission cost 

11 recovety mechanism designed to recover, on a non-bypassable basis, costs incurred 

12 as a result of Duke's withdrawal from the Midwest Indepeodeot System pp^arator, 

13 Inc. ("MISO") so that the Company can jom PJM. The Company is seeking 

14 approval to recover MISO exit fees and MISO transmission expansion plan costs 

15 ("MTEP") in this case. As I will discuss, there is nothing, to my knowledge, m the 

16 MRO statute that requires the Commission to address transnussion cost recovery 

17 within the 90 day accelerated timeframe for MRO decision making. Given ihe 

18 complexity of the ti-ansraission issues raised in the Company's filing, particularly the 

19 prudence of the transfer fsom MISO to PJM, the Commission should reject the 

20 Company's transmission cost recovery proposals in this case. 

Because of its request to aUgn the MRO transition period with the PJM Jime 1 to May 31 ddivery year, 
the first year of the Company's two year MRO comprises the 17 moatii period Jamiory \ , 2012 to May 3U 
2013. Thus, the two year MRO will be m effect for 29 mgntbs. 

X Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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1 

2 Q. Would yoii please summarize your testimony? 

3 A. Yes. 

4 ^ The Commission should reject Duke Energy Ohio's proposed 
5 MRO because it fails to meet the requirements of R-C. 
6 4928*142(D)9 which requires a five year minimum truisition 
7 period in wiuch market rates arc blended with the existing ESP 
8 SSO rate. The Company's proposed blending jperiod terminates 
9 after 29 months. R.C. 4928,142(0) requires a 60 month (five 

(̂̂  year) minimum blending period with potential extensions of a 
11 blended rate for an additional five years. The Company^s 
12 proposal does not provide for the level of consumer protedion 
13 required m R.C. 4928.142(D) and should therefore be rejected 
14 by the Conunission. 
15 
16 • While Duke is not specificaUy requesting approval In fhî  case to 
17 transfer Its legacy generation assets to an afEUiatê  the 
13 Commission should be awar« that a generation transfer would 
19 Effectively preclude any blendmg of the ESP SSO rate with 
20 market rates once the assets tLavc been transferred. Approval of 
21 the transfer would thus remove a key element of the MRO 
22 transition protections required by S.B 221. 
23 
24 
25 • The Commission should reject the Company^ proposed 
26 transmission riders, BTR and RTO. The Commissmn should 
27 require the Company to re-file its request in a separate 
28 proceeding, not tied to the 90-day MRO review proceeding. The 
29 MRO has a statutory tune frame for a Commission dedsion that 
30 is very brief and does not lend itself to the evaluatioj(i of other 
31 issues, such as the Company's transmission cost recovery 
32 proposals. The Issues raised by the Company's request for 
33 transmission cost recovery are complex and require a full 
34 evaluation by the Commission, Inciudmg an opportunity for the 
35 Commission to consider prudence issues in evaluatiiig die 
36 reasonableness of cost recovery of a MISO exit fee and ongoing 
37 MTEP charges. 
38 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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1 n . DUKE*S 29 MONTH MRO "BLENDING" FROPOSAL IS 

2 CONTRARY TO THE STATUTORY 5 YEAR MINIMUM BLENDING 

3 PERIOD AND IS DETRIMENTAL TO CONSUMERS 

4 

^ Q. Would you please discuss the Company's proposal to shorten the MRO 

6 transition period to 29 months, from the 5 year minimum provision provided 

7 for in R.C. 4928.142(D)? 

8 A. As discussed in the Application and the testimony of a number of Company 

9 Avitnesses (e.g., James Rogers, Julia Janson, Judah Rose, William Don Wathen, Jr,), 

10 Duke is requesting that the Commission approve an MRO transition period that 

11 termî mtes in 29 months (January 1, 2012 to May 31, 2014) and moves to a 100% 

12 market rate beginning June 1, 2014. This is in contmst to the 5 year, 60 month 

13 minimum transition period described in S.B 221, 

14 

15 Q. Would you explain your understanding of the statutory transition period 

16 provided for m R.C. 4928.142(D) under the MRO option available to Duke 

17 Energy Ohio? 

1S A. Yes. This provision requires a rate transition fix3m Ihe existing SSO pdce to M 

19 mai'ket based pricing over a minimum of 5 years for an electric distribution utility 

20 that owned generating resources as of July 3U 2008 that had been used and useful, 

21 which would include Duke Energy Ohio. The specific language requires that "a 

22 portion of the utility's standard service offer load for the firat five years of the market 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 rate offer be competitively bid under division (A) of this section as follpws: ten per 

2 cent of the load in year one and not less than twenty per cent in year two* thhty per 

3 cent in year three, forty per cent m year four, and fifty percent in year five." While I 

4 am not offering a legal opinion on the interpretation of this provision, it cleatiy sets 

5 out a minimum five year transition period before implementing 100% market rates, 

6 

7 Q. Docs the Company agree that there should be a ''portion'^ of the standard 

8 service load bid dudng each of the first five years? 

9 A. No, unless one interprets '*portion" as meaning 100% in years three, four and five. 

10 Duke's proposal is to terminate the transition at the end of month 29 (as opposed to 

11 month 60). The Company, through the testhnony of Mr. Wathen and other witnesses 

12 requests that the Commission adjust the blending requirement spelled out in the 

13 stalTite. Table I below compares Duke's pmposed blending period to the statutory 

14 schedule that I quoted in my prior answer. 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Table 1 
Comparison of Puke MRO Blending to 

MRO Year 

1 
2.1-2.5 
2.6-2.12 
3.1 - 3.5 
3.6 "3.12 

4 
5 

:-:^:-.: 

. • • 7 * . . : . • 

• • • • 3 * . - • • • • 

,.:. 9*.-,-' 

• . „ „ , , l O * ; ' . • ; • ; ; 

Duke Proposal 
SSO 

90% 
90% 
80% 
0% 
0% 

m 
0% 

, . . . . _ , 

0% 

m 
m\ 

: _ • : ] . ' : Q % 

Market 

10% 
10% 
20% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

7 1069^ :'^^ 
100% 

: 100% 
' •: w o % : ; : • ; 

., L^9o%:: ;; 

* Pursuant to R.C 4gz8.l42(E), blendlne may be eKtended 

R.C. 4928.142(0) 

R.C. 4925.142(D) 
SSO 

90% 
80% 
80% 
70% 
70% 
60% 
50% 

'".,'. • • : ? " " - " . • 

: • , . : ? ' ' / ' ' ^ ^ 

, • 7 - , „ • • • • • . . 

• - ' > : - " - . : 

through year 1,0. 

Market 

10% 
20% 
20% 
30% 
30% 
40% 
50% 

• ; • • • ? " " • • • 

; • • ? • . y 

". . ? : : • • ; • 

, : : . ? • • • 

• ; ? : • ; : . . : 

Q. What is the basis for DuJce's request to change the blending schedule 

established in R.C. 4928.142(D)? 

A. First, the Company argues that R.C. 4928.142(D) permits the Connnission to modify 

die blending schedule prospectively in year two of the MRO. This is clearly a legal 

argument and wiU be addressed by OEG in briefing. More substantively, Duke 

offers the testimony of Judah Rose that addresses projected ESP SSO rates and 

projected maricet rates and concludes that "the MRO price will also be equal to the 

ESP price and the retail market price" by 2014, wluch is the year in which the 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc, 

H "d t'SAaigfEis "ON m AHUOl ? i m i HH308 Wd i£:W 3ni 0102-12-030 



Stephen J, Baron 
Pages 

1 Company's proposed transition is tcrmmated (specifically, the blended rate 

2 lemiinates on May 31, 2010, at which time the MRO SSO rates are at 100% market 

3 pricing). EITectively, the Company's "substantive" argument in support of its 

4 truncated 29 month transition period is that by 2014, according to Mr. Rose, there 

5 will be no difference (or at least no significant difference) between th« ESP SSO 

6 rates and market rates, so a blending would result in the same rates as 100% market. 

7 Of course, if Mr. Rose's projections are wrong, market rates could substantially 

8 exceed the otherwise appHcable blended ESP SSO/Market rates. 

9 

10 Q. With a five year blendmg period, 100% market rates would not be 

11 implemented untii 2017. Does Mr. Rose offer market rate projections for the 

12 years 2015 through 201$? 

13 A, No, he provides projections only through 2014. He does note on page 24 of his 

14 Direct Testimony that "2014 prices are 40% above the prices of the last 12 months 

15 and 52% above 2009 prices." Since Mr. Rose expects substantial increases in 

16 markets prices through 2014, which closes the gap with the Company's ESP SSO 

17 rates by May of 2014, it certamly seems reasonable to believe that market rates could 

16 begin accelemting beyond die ESP SSO rat^ in 2015 and 2016. If maricet rates 

19 inaease in price beyond the ESP SSO rates in 2015 and 2016, then ftiat would 

20 precisely be the time that rat^ayeis im^ the pmtection afforded by the statutoity 

21 minimum 5 year blend. 

22 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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1 Q. Have you made any projections of ESP SSO or market rates for Duke? 

2 A. No. Nor have I evaluated the reasonableness of Mr. Rose's projections tbrou^ 

3 2014. My concern is that Duke's customers will not be aiilbrded the protections 

4 envisioned in R.C. 4928.142(D) by virtue of die Company's truncated blenditjg 

5 period. A central argument of the Company in this case appears to be that, based on 

6 Mr. Rose's pmjections there is no benefit of furdicr blending beyond May 31,2014, 

7 even though the statute would pemiit at least a full five year transition period? 

8 

d Q. Tf the ESP SSO rates and retail marlwt rates will be roughly identical by 2014, 

10 as predicted by Mr. Rose, would Duke receive essentially the same level of SSO 

11 revenues under a 29 month transition period and a 60 month blending schedule 

12 as called for in R.C 4928.142(D)? 

13 A. Yes. Of course, as I discussed earlier, Duke does not offer projections beyond 2014 

14 so it may be the case tiiat Duke MRO SSO revenues will be higher as a result of the 

15 Company's truncated blending proposal. 

16 

17 Q. Are there other reasons cited by Company witnesses in support of their 

18 truncated blendmg period? 

19 A. Yes. Mr. Watiien discusses at pages 11 and 12 of his testimony the Company's 

20 proposal to transfer its legacy generation assets to an affiliate on or before May 31, 

^ As I discussed previously, 1 am not offering a statutory inteipretation eitiier in support of or agamst the 
Comptmy's apparent position that the Conmussion has discretion whether to terminate the Weudiflg period 
after 29 months. 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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1 2014. Assmning diat such a plan is approved by the Commission (which I oppose, 

2 as I will discuss subsequently), Mr. Wathen argues that the blended taje following 

3 asset transfer would be comprised of a weighted average of the price of power 

4 purchased under a Purchased Power Agreement (̂ TPA**) and a market Tate. Since 

5 the PPA vrauld logically be priced at market as wdl, Mr. Wathen argues that once 

6 (he legacy generation assets have been transferred, there would be no need for any 

7 blending of the ESP SSO rate and maricet rates. 

8 

9 Q. If the Commission denied the Company's request to transfer the legacy 

10 generation assets during the MRO transition, which could be as long as 10 

11 years, would Mr. Wathen's argument be applicable? 

12 A. No. This argument in support of a shortened blending period only has merit if die 

13 Company is permitted to transfer its legacy generation assets to an amiiatc within a 

1-̂  29 montii period. If the Commission denies the legacy generation asset transfer 

15 request, then customers would continue to be protected during the iWl five year 

1^ minimum transition period ending in December 2016, and p^haps up to an 

17 additional five years beyond. Unless the Commission denies the legacy generation 

18 asset transfer. Duke's retail customers would effectively face SSO rates set at 100% 

1̂  market even if the five year or longer transition period is adopted by the 

20 Commission, 

21 
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1 If Duke's generation assets are transferred to an unregulated affiliate that is not 

2 subject to this Commission's jurisdiction, then Duke would look like FirstEnergy. 

3 This would mean that consumers would not have access to ESP SSO generation at 

4 legacy pricing. Tliis would harm consumers, which is presumably why the MRO 

5 statute contains a 5-10 year transition to Ml market pricing for (hose who do not 

6 shop for competitive generation. 

7 

8 Q, The Company has argued in its testimony (for example, James Rogers at page 

9 13, line 7 of his Direct Testimony) that the current ESP plan provid«s Duke's 

10 retail customers a "free option" that permits customers to choose between the 

11 lower of market rates and the ESP SSO rates without any compensation to the 

12 Company, Do you have a response to the Company on this issue? 

13 A. Yes. While it is correct that pursuant to S.B. 221 Duke's customers are permitted to 

14 switch to competitive retail supplies, while Duke is required to offer SSO service at 

15 ESP SSO rates, this is purpose of die ESP and, during the transition period, the 

16 purpose of the MRO, It provides protection to retail customers while at the same 

17 time provides opportunities for consumers to participate in the competitive retail 

18 market. While Duke is entitled to apply for an MRO under S.B. 221, it is my 

19 understanding diat the Commission is not authorized to alter the consume protection 

/ Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 mechanism underlying an MRO, which cleariy calls for a minimum five year 

2 transition, with specified blended rates,̂  

3 

4 Q. Is the MRO transition period limited to a maximum of five years? 

5 A. No. As provided for in R.C 4928.142(E), the Commission, can extend the MRO 

6 blending period tbr up to a total often years **as counted firom the effective date of 

7 the approved market t ^ offer." 

8 

9 Q. Under what conditions can the Conunission alter the blending proportions and 

10 extend the blending period up to a total of ten years? 

11 A. Under R.C. 4928.142(E) the Commission can make such an alteration annually 

i 2 beginning in the second year of a blended price. Specifically, the statutory language 

13 states that the Commission '*mav alter prospectivdv the propordons spedi^ed in that 

14 division to mitigate any effect of an abrupt or sienificant dmnee in the electric 

15 distribution utility's standard sendee offer i>rice that would otherwise result in 

16 general or with respect to anv rate aioup or rate schedule but for sudi dtEmation, 

17 Any such alternation shall-be made not more often than annually, and the 

18 commission shall not by altering those proportions and in anv event including 

19 because of the lenath of time, as authorized under division (C) of tins sectjon, taken 

^ "Tiae standard service offer price for retail electric generation service under this first appUcadon shall be a 
prqportiojiate blend of the bid price and the generation service price for the remaining service offer load 
..."(R.C-4928.142(D)). 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 to approve the mte offer, cause the duration of the blending period to exceed ten 

2 years as counted fam the effective date of die approve market rate offer." 

3 

4 This provision provides further consumer protection during the MRO transition and 

5 effectively permits die Commission to evaluate the potential rate impact on 

6 customers annually, beginning in the second year of the blending period. To the 

7 extent that market rates may cause an abrupt or significant change in the MRO SSO 

8 price, the Commission has tiic autiiority to alter the blending period, including 

9 extending the blending period for up to an additional five years (in this cage, 

10 December 31, 2021). This is a necessary consumer protection because ©f the very 

11 volatile nature of electric generation pricing, 

12 

13 Q- The Commission's rules govemhig an MRO [4901:1^35-03 (B)(2KP] r^uire 

14 that the electric utility **provide ite best current estimate of anticipated 

15 adjustment amounts for the duration of the blending period, and compare the 

16 projected adjusted generation service pHces under the CBP plan to the 

17 projected adjusted generation service prices under its proposed electric security 

18 plan.'' Has the Company complied wilh this rule in its filing? 

19 A. No, not in my opinion. Because Duke did not present any legacy ESP rate 

20 projections or projected market prices under tiie CBP plan beyond 2014, die 

21 requested temiination year for Duke's MRO blending, the Company did not comply 

22 witii tiie Commission's rules. As discussed by Duke witness Judah Rose, he 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 developed projections for the period up to tiie requested temiination of the 

2 Company's MRO in 2014. While Mr. Rose predicts that the legacy ESP prices will 

3 be close to market prices by the time of the proposed temiination of the MRO 

4 blending period, there is no evidence presented regarding adjusted legacy ESP prices 

5 and maricet prices for MRO years beyond the 29 montii blending period proposed by 

6 Duke. These years would include montiis 30 through 60 (five years). 

& Q. Duke witness Rose projects that the legacy ESP prices and nmrket prices will 

9 converge by the time of the Company's pro{H)sed termination of blending. 

10 Assuming for the salce of argument that Mr. Ro$e's projections sre correct 

11 would you still be opposed to the Company's proposal? 

12 A. Yes. Duke's proposed 29 month transition plan effectively transfers substantial risk 

13 to retail consumers. The blending provisions in R.C, 4928.142(D) establish a 

14 schedule that shares the risk and rewards of market pricing between Duke's 

15 shareholders and its retail customers, Duke is proposing to stibstantially shorten this 

16 blending period and also to eliminate tiie potential relief available to ihe Commission 

17 pursuant to R.C. 4928.142(E) to extend tiie blending through year 10 of the MRO. If 

18 adopted by tiie Commission, maricet risk would be shifted towards customers 

19 b wause there wotdd no longer be a legacy ESP price option available to customers in 

20 years 3, 4 and 5 (and possibly longer) in tiic event that market prices began to 

^1 escalate substantially above the adjusted ESP price. Thus, evtaa if Mr. Rose is 

7, Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 correct, customers are bdng hanned, relative to R.C. 4928.142(D), because of the 

2 shift in risk under the Company's plan. 

3 

4 Q. What is your recommendation to the Conunission on the MRO blending 

5 period? 

6 A. First, I recommend that tiie Comnussion reject tiie Company's request to terminate 

7 tiie MRO transition blending period after 29 months. As I discussed, irrespective of 

8 the Company's forecasted market prices* there is no reason to deny Duke's 

9 customers the protection afforded by S.B. 221, specifically R.C. 4^8.142<D). 

10 Rather, the Commission should require a ftdl five year minimum blending period 

11 consistent with tiie provisions of R.C. 4928.142(D). In addition, die Commission 

12 should establish annual reviews by the Comnussion Staff and other parities of the 

13 current market rates and the impact on tiie blended MRO SSO rate charged to 

14 customers. To tiie extent that such annual reviews find tiiat the five year blending 

15 period may result m an abrupt or significant chanp;e in general SSO rates or die SSO 

16 rates of a specific rate class or rate schedule, the Commission should make 

17 appropriate changes in tiie blending tMxiportions and evaluate whetiier an extension 

18 of the blending period vp to ten years is appropriate. 

19 

20 Q. In light of your recommendation regarding the blending period, do you have 

21 any comments on the Company's proposed transfer of its legacy generation 

22 assets to an affiliate? 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 A. Yes. Though Duke is not specifically requesting approval of its proposed legacy 

2 generation transfer in tiiis case (see Direct Testimony of Julia Janson at page 15, line 

3 6), the Company has indicated its plan to seek approval for such a transfer. The 

4 transit would occur on or before the aid of the proposed 29 month transition period 

5 (May 31, 2014). Qeariy, in tiie event that such a legacy generation asset transfer 

6 occurs during tiie period January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2021, the 

7 Commission would effectively be denied the ability to mitigate the impajĉ  of markBt 

6 based rates through the blaiding pmvisions of R.C. 4928,142(D) and R.C. 

9 4928.142(E). As such, I do not believe tisat tiie Commission should authorize such a 

10 transfer until the MRO blending period of 5-10 years is over. 

11 

12 Q. Would you summarize your recommendation to the Conunission regarding the 

13 Company's MRO plan? 

14 A. The Commission should reject Duke Energy Ohio's proposed MRO because it fails 

15 to meet the requirements of R.C. 4928.142(D), which requires a mmimum five year 

16 transition period in which maricet rates are blended with the existing ESP SSO rate. 

17 As discussed in my testimony, the Company's proposed blending period temiinates 

18 after 29 montits, R.C. 4928.142(D) requires a 60 montii (five year) blending period 

19 with potential extensions of a blended rate for an additional five years. The 

20 Company's proposal does not provide for tiie level of consumer protection reqdred 

21 in R.C. 4928.142(D) and should tiiemfore be rejected by the Commission. 

22 

/ . Kennedy and Associates) Inc, 
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1 In_addition. while Duke is not specifically requesting approval in this case to transfer 

2 its legacy p;eneration assets to an affiliate, the Commisaion should be aware that such 

3 annroval would e'flfecttvelv preclude anv blending of tiie ESP SSO mte witii market 

4 rates once die assets have been transfgrred. Approval of tiie transfer would thus 

5 remove a key element of the MRO transition protections required by S.B 221. 

6 

7 Q. On pages 13 and 14 of his testimony, Mr- Wathen discusses the Company's 

3 proposal to forgo adjustments to the ESP component of the blmdcd generatltm 

9 rate for changes In fuel, purchased power and environmental costs, if the 

10 Company's '̂ Blenduig Period ends before June 1, 2014," but would make such 

11 adjustments quarterly if the Blending Period is extended/ Do you have any 

12 comments on his testimony on this issue? 

^^ A. Yes. While it is correct tiiat R,C. 4928.142p)(l) through R.C. 4928.142(D)(4) 

14 permits such adjustments to die "most recent standard service offer price," the statute 

15 places an earnings test on the ability of the Company to recover any such 

16 adjustments. Specifically, RC. 4928.142(D) states as follows: 

17 The commission shail also determine how such adjustm^ts Iviil affect 
13 the electric distribution utility^s retum on conunon equity th^t may be 
19 achieved by those adjustments* The commission shall not apply jite 
20 consideration of the retum on common equity to reduce any 
21 adjustments auHiorized under this division unless tiie adjustments wiH 
22 cause the electric distribution utility to earn a return on common equity 
23 that is significantly in excess of the retum on common eqnily that is 
24 earned by publicly traded companies, including utilitiesiT that face 
25 comparable business and financial risic, with such adjustnients for 
26 capital structure as may be appropriate. The burden of tiroof for 

'̂ Watlien Direct at page 13, line? 15 and 16aadatpdge 14,liaes4 to 6. 
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1 demonstrating that sienificantiv excessive earnings will not occur shatt 
2 be on the electric distribution utility, (emphasis added). 
3 

4 The statute clearly requires the Company to establish C b̂urdcn of proof *) each time 

5 tiiat it files Ibr adjustments to its ESP rate for fixcl and purchased power costs, and 

6 environmental costs tiiat tiiese adjustments will not Tcsdt in significantly excessive 

7 earnings. This is an additional consumer protection provided by flie MRO; cost 

8 increases for tiie BSP portion of tiie blended rate arc not necessarily recoverable 

9 because the approval of the adjxxstments depends on the utility's projoctod retum on 

10 equity. 

11 

X Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 ni , TRANSMISSION RIDERS, MISO EXIT FEE AND MTEP COSTS SHOULD 

2 BE DECIDED IN A SEPARATE CASE 

3 

4 Q. Would you please summarize your understanding of the Company^s proposal 

5 to recover transmission costs through a Base Transmission Rider C'BTR") and 

6 an RTO rider (**RTO'*)? 

7 A. Yes. As a result of Ehike's voluntary withdrawal from MISO and realigmnent into 

8 PJM, Duke is proposing to recover most of its transmission costs toough a non-

9 bypassable rider (Rider BTR). Currentiy, shopping customera pay for transmission 

'lO costs tiirough charges paid to a Competitive Retail Electric Service C'CRES") 

11 provider. Only SSO customers pay Duke directiy for transmission service* As 

12 discussed in the Testimony of Duke witness William Don Watiien, Jr., the Company 

13 is proposing Rider BTR, which is to recover basic network integrated transmissiont 

14 service costs (NITS), as wdl as some otiier transmission costs billed to the Company 

15 by PJM on the basis of total retail load (not just SSO load). However* Rider BTR 

16 would also recovei- all costs incutred as a result of tiie Company's witiidrawal fmm 

17 MISO and on-going MISO transmission expansion costs for which tiie Ccrmpany has 

1S a continuing liability* The first of tiiese two costs is an exit fee imposed on Duke by 

19 MISO as a result of its voluntary witiidrawal fiom MISO, The second charge 

20 represents Duke's ongoing liability for MTSO Transmission Expansion Plan 

21 ("MTEP") costs for projects approved by MISO while Duke was a MISO manbia". 

22 Duke's MTEP liability mcludes the costs of major transmission projects that have 40 

X Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 to 50 year useful lives. These transmission projects will provide little or no benefit to 

2 ratepayers once the move to PJM is complete. 

3 

4 The second rider, Rider RTO is a bypassable charge that is designed to recover costs 

5 strictiy related to serving SSO load. Shopping customers would tiot pay diarges for 

6 Rider RTO. Accordmg to Mr. Wathen, tiiese RTO charges are biUed directly to load 

7 serving entities and thus, for shopping customers, these costs would h6 recovered 

8 tiirough CRES charges, hicluded in these RTO chaiges are: RTO "admmistrative 

9 fees, ancillary services charges, revenue sufficiency guaranteeSs etc."^ 

10 

11 Q. Do you have any concerns with the Company's proposed transmission cost 

12 recovery riders? 

13 A. Yes. The key concern that I have with the Company's proposal is that it wouki 

14 automatically permit Duke to fiilly recover ail MISO exit fees and MTEP charges 

15 fiom ratepayeî g. As I will more fiiUy discuss below, the decision to witiidraw fixjm 

16 MISO and join PJM was a tmilateral dedsion made by the Company, wi& foil 

17 Iciowledge of the financial consequences, specifically the imposition of m exit fee 

18 by MISO. With regard to the ongoing MTEP charges associated witii tite costs of 

19 MISO construction projects approved during Duke's membership, customers are 

20 being asked to pay these costs even though Ohio ratepayers will receive little or no 

21 benefit because Duke will no longer be a member of MISO, and Dttke will incur 

Watlieii Direct Testimony at page 26, footnote No. 6. 
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1 PJM RTEP costs (regional transmission expansion plan) that it will also dharge to 

2 ratepayers. Duke is asking ratepayers to pay for tiie transmission expansion costs of 

3 its former RTO (MISO), as well as for the transmission ê Qpansion costs of its new 

4 RTO (PJM). 

5 

6 While I am not specifically addressing the reasonableness of Duke's request to 

7 recover these MISO charges, or the legal issues involving federal preemption and tiie 

8 prudence of choice exception to die filed rate doctrine (Pike County doctrine), it is 

9 certainly questionable whether the decision to withdraw irom MISO and join PJM 

10 was reasonable and in the interests of its customers. As such, tiie Company's actions 

11 raise an issue of prudence tiiat may justify tiic Commission disallowing some or all 

12 of these MISO costs. OEG counsel has advised me tiiat die prudence of E)uke's 

13 decision to withdraw from MISO and join PJM is a legitimate issue that can be 

14 addressed by the Commission in its evaluation of cost recovery. The outcome of 

15 such an evaluation could have an impact on tiie rccovembility of tiliese MKO costs 

16 fiom Duke's ratepayers. 

17 

18 Q. Has the Company presented any economic analysis in this MRO case that 

19 would support its decision to withdraw from MISO and join PJM? 

20 A. No. Duke witness Kennctii Jennings identifies three beneiSts of joining PJM. These 

21 are: 1) the joint ownership witii PJM utilities of some of tiie Company's generation 

22 assets, 2) the benefit of all utilities in Ohio bdng a member of a single RTO (Diike 

/ . Kennedy and Associates, Inc 
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1 would be the only non-PJM Ohio utility if it had not realigned into PJM)̂  and 3) the 

2 benefit of PJM's forward capacity market. None of tiicsc benefits have been 

3 quantified in any manner to my knowledge, nor have these benefits been compared 

4 to the costs of witiidrawal firan MISO. This infomiatiott would be material in any 

5 Commission evaluation of tiie decision by the Company to join PJM and approve 

6 cost recovery of RTO charges.*̂  

7 

8 Q. Has the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission («FERC") approved Duke's 

9 withdrawal from MISO and its request to join PJM? 

10 A. Yes. Tn its October 21, 2010 Order Addressing RTO ReaUgnment Request (FERC 

11 Docket Nos. ERlO-1562 and ER10.2254), tiie FERC approved tiie withdrawal of 

12 Duke fiom MISO and its realignment into PJM, including Duke's proposed Fixed 

13 Resource Requirement btegration Plan (FRR Integration Plan). The FERC 

'' 4 specifically did not address the recovery of any MISO exit fees or MTEP costs tiiat 

^ 5 tnay be imposed by MISO on Duke, declined to make "a general statement regarding 

16 a witiidrawing transmission-owning utility's transmission planning and cost 

17 obligation to its fonner RTO and new RTO/' and whetiier Ohio retail customers 

18 should be charged the costs associated witii any exit fees or MTEP costs imposed by 

19 MTSOonDuke.̂  

" While the f ERC has previously determined Uaot such a cost/benefit analysis is not required to support a 
decision to switch RTO'i*, it is my understanding from OEG Counsel that the Ohio CoTntnissian can make 
such a determination in its conuidcration of a request for cost recovery of RTO charges* 

^ FERC Order of Octobcr21,2010 at paragraphs 73,74 and 75. 
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2 Q. What is your recommendation to the Commission ou the Company's request 

3 for approval of JRiders BTR and RTO? 

4 A- 1 recommend that the Commission reject these riders in this case and require the 

5 Company to re-file its request in a separate proceeding, not tied to the MRO approval 

e proceeding. The MRO has a statutory time frame for a Comnoission decision that is 

7 very kief and does not lend itself to the evaluation of other issues, such as die 

e Company's transmission cost recovery proposals. There is nothiogj to my 

9 knowledge, in the S.B. 221 that requires Ihe Commission to make a detemiinatton on 

transmission cost recovery mechanisms within an MRO case and within the limited 

timeframe provided for an MRO determination. The issues raised by the Compan/s 

request for transmission cost recovery are complex and require a full evaluation by 

tlie Commission, including an opportunity for the Commission to consider prudence 

issues. The Company's request in this case is not an approval for withdrawing from 

MISO and joining PJM; rather it is for cost recovery only. Duke will not join PJM 

until January 2012, providing sufficient time for a full consideration by the 

Commission of this issue outside the confines of an accelerated MRO proceeding. 

Does that complete your Direct Testimony? 

Yes. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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A. 
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Professional Qualifications 

Of 

Stephen J. Baron 

Mr. Baron graduated from die Univeisity of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics aijd Computer 

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

University of Florida. His areas of specialisation were econometrics, statisticB, and public 

utility economics. His diesis concerned the development of an econometric model to 

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

Public Utility Research Center of die University of Florida, In addition, he has advanced 

study and coursework in time series analysis and dynamic model building. 

Mr. Baron has more dian thirty years of experience in the electric utility industry in Ihe 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 analysts of rate cases for electric, telephone, aod gas utilities, as 

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

recommendations. 

hi December 1975, he joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco ServiceSj Ina 
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as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years he worked for EbascOj 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 id the ar̂ JS of 

econometric modeling, load and energy forecasting, production cost modeling, planning 

cost-of-service analysis, cogeneration, and load management. 

He joined flie public accountmg firm of Coopers & Lybrand in 1982 as a Manager of the 

Atlanta Office of the Utility Regulatory and Advisory Services Group. In this capadty be 

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

included the technical and administrative supervision of the staff, budgeting, recruitmg, and 

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

he specialized in utility cost analysis, forecasting, load analysis, economic analysis, and 

planning. 

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

President and Principal. Mr. Baron became President of the firm in January 199L 

During the course of his career, he has provided consulting services to more than thkty 

utility, industrial, and Public Service Commission dients, including three international 

utility clients. 
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He has presented nuracrons papers and published an article entitled "How to Rate Load 

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

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

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

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

the study. 

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

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Main^ Michigan, 

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

Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah. Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, die 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and in United States Bankruptcy Court. A Hst of 

his specific regulatory appearances follows. 
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Industrial 
IntBtvetiQFs 

Arkansas Eleclrie 
Energy Consumers 

Chamber rf 

CommenM 

UHlJtv 

LoUisvillBGas 

& Electric Co. 

Kansas City 
Power&UghtCa 

Tucson ElQctric 
Co, 

IjjuisvllleGss 
& Electric Co. 

Arltar^as Power 

aughico. 

Rorlda Power 
Corp. 

Arkansas Power 
andLlgtitCo. 

Pennaylvatila 
Power & L P 
Co. 

Contra! I\yne 

Power Co, 

Phiiactelphta 

Electric Co. 

Louisville Gas 
&BeGt[loCo. 

Georglfi Power 
Co. 

West Penn Power 

Ca 

Arkansas Power & 

UglitCo. 

Santa Ctars 
Municipal 

Exh i l f i t (SJB-1) 

Page 4 o f 21 

Siiblact 

CoM-^eivlGe, 

Fongoastlng. 

FuHcsstfng planning. 

Revenue mqufnaments, " 
coskrf-sarvJce, ftjrecasd!^, 
Weather normaJizatlwi. 

Excess capacity, c o s t ^ 
service^ rate design. 

Allocatton of flited costs, 
load end capacity b^ancsb and 
reserve margin. Dtwerstflcatlan 
ofutyity. 

Cost aitocalion end i^dtistgn. 

lnlemtptlbtBmte&, axcess 
capeel^,andph£&^n. 

Intermptible rBte design. 

Londandenerj^lbrocaBL 

Economics of oompMing fessif 

gwiwalingunit. 

load and e f i ^ y ibnecasSr̂ , 
generation planning economics. 

GeneratRn pi^mlng economics, 

prudery ctf a pumped filorege 

tiydrounli 

Cost-Of-savk», rats design 
retum mdltiptlGra. 

Cost̂ 3f-«efvlce. rate design. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

S£ 'd mzizm'i m m AHMoi '8 imi mm m L̂ m m maz-iz-om 



Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of December 2010 

Exhibit (SJB-l) 
Pages of 22 

Date Case J u r i s d i c t Pa r t ) ^ 
6/85 84-768- WV 

E42T 

6/85 E7 NC 
Sub 391 

7/85 29046 

ID/85 65*83 

NY 

10/65 85-043.U AR 

ME 

2/85 ER- NJ 
B507698 

3/65 R-65D220 PA 

2/66 R-B50220 PA 

.299U AR 

3/8e B5-726- OH 
EL^IK 

5/86 86.061- WV 
E-GI 

E-7 ^ 0 
SLb408 

U^17378 LA 

12/88 36063 

Weat Virginia 
intfustilal 
intervenofs 

Carolina 
Industrials 
(CIGRJRIII) 

Industrial 
Energy Users 
Association 

Arkansas Gas 
Consumers 

Airco Irxfajstrial 
Gases 

AirPrtidudsand 
Chemicals 

Wast Penn Power 
industrial 
iritervenofs 

West Penn Power 
Indu&tilai 
intervenors 

Arkansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

industrial Electric 
Consumers Group 

West Virginia 
Eneigy Users 
Group 

Carolina Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Putillc 
Servira Comm^sion 
Stetf 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Ut i l i t y 

MonongahBla 
Power Ca 

Dute Power Co. 

Orange and 
Rocldsnd 
UUiitfes 

Arkla,ltiG. 

Sub jec t 

Ganei^tlon planning economics, 
prudence of a pumped storage 
tiydrounit 

Cost̂ oT'SBrvlqe, ratedes^n, 
iniemiptlbJeratedesigiT. 

Cost-of^sarvica, rate design. 

R e ^ u l a ^ poky, gas oosk;&> 
ssrvce, rate design. 

Central Maine 
Power Co. 

Jersey Cantral 
Power&LlgtitCo. 

West Penn Power Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Arkansas Power 
&L|gtilCo. 

Otiio Power Co, 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Dlike Power Co. 

Guirsiales 
Utilities 

Indiana fihlictilgan 
Power Co, 

Feasibility of li^emjptlt)lB 
rales, avakled cost 

Rate design. 

Optimal reserve, prudence, 
off-system sales guarantee plan. 

Optimal PBsefVB margins, 
prudence, off-system sales 
guaran^plan. 

Cost-of-^ervte, rate dsign, 
revenue disttflMitlQn. 

Cost^rf^flfvks, redesign, 
IntemipHNa rates. 

Generation planning economics, 
poidence oF s pumped storage 
Hydro unit. 

Cost-of-Bonrice. rate design, 
in temjp tb lgr^ . 

Excess capeoity, economic 
ansiysls oJ purahssed powsr. 

InterruptiblaE^ss. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC, 
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Data 
3/B7 

4/B7 

5/87 

5/87 

5/ff7 

5/87 

S/67 

6/87 

7/67 

8/87 

9/87 

10/87 

10/87 

10/87 

Casa 
EL-85-
53-001 
EL-86-
57-0D1 

U-17282 

87-023-
E-C 

87-072-
E-G1 

86-524^ 

9781 

3673-U 

U-17282 

85-tQ'22 

3673-U 

R-e5022Q 

R-87D651 

1^60025 

E^15/ 

Ju r i sd ic t 
Federd 
Energy 
Regulatory 
Commission 
(FERC) 

LA 

WV 

WV 

WV 

K/ 

GA 

LA 

CT 

GA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

MN 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
A3ofD«:ember2010 

Party 
Louisiana P\M\L 
Ssivicg Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Airoo Industrial 
GasQs 

West Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Group 

West Virginia 
Energy Users'Group 

Kentucky Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

rinnigia Public 
Sarvlrs Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Sorvlca Commission 
Staff 

Connfifltioiit 
Inriiinfilai 
Energy Consumers 

Geafgia PlAjiic 
ServlcB Commission 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Interveners 

Duquesne 
Industrie 
Intervenors 

Pennsylvania 
industrial 
Inten/enors 

TaconKe 

Uti l i ty 
Gulf States 
Utilities, 
SgulliyinCo, 

Gulf States 
Utilises 

Monongatiete 
Power Co. 

Monongahela 
Power Co. 

Monongahela 
Power Co, 

LaUlsvJIlBGas 
AEIedrlcCo. 

Georgia Power Co, 

Oilf States 
Utilllles 

Cohnecticut 
Ughta Power Co, 

Georgia Power Co, 

West Penn Poitfet Co. 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Minnesota Power 

R^ibit (SJB^̂ I) 
Page 6 of 21 

sub jec t 
Cost^eUt analysis of unit 
power sates conbad 

load forecasting and Imprudence 
damages, River Band Nuclear unIL 

Intemjptibte rates. 

Analyze Mon Powers fixd filing 
and exarr^B tlia reasonableness 
rfMP'g claims. 

Economic dlspa^ing of 
pumped storage ttydrourlii 

Analysis of trnpfint of 19^Tax 
R îOrtHAct 

Economic prudence, ovaluatfon 
of Vogtienuclear unit-load 
forecasting, plarmli'ig. 

Phase^n plan forfiiver Send 
NudearunlL 

lWethodoiogyft)rreI\inding 
rate moderation fund. 

Test year sales and nevertue 
fbrscasi 

Excess capacity, reilabili^ 
ofgeneratlng system, 

lntemjplJblerHte,cosi«F-
SBtvicBi rovanUe aHoc^on, 
rate design. 

Proposed wtes ibr cogeneration, 
avoided coHt, rate recovery. 

Excess capac^, power and 

J, KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC, 
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Date 

10/87 

12/87 

3/88 

3/ea 

5/88 

6/88 

7/88 

7/B8 

11/BB 

11/88 

3/ag 

a/sg 

Casg 

GR-87223 

6702^1 

87^7-01 

10064 

87-163-TF 

J u r i s d i c t 

FL 

CT 

KY 

AR 

a7Dl7lCC01 PA 

8701720005 PA 

6B-171- OH 
EL-AIR 
88-170. 
EL^IR 
Interim Rate Case 

Appeal 
of PSC 

R-880969 

98^171-
EL-AiR 
88-170-
EL-AIR 

870218^83 
284/286 

8555 

T9th 
Jiiciir îal 
Docket 
U-17282 

PA 

OH 

PA 

TX 

Expert Testimony Appesrancos 
of 

Stepheri J . Baron 
As of December 2010 

Party 
Inien/enors 

OcoitterttatChBrnloal 
Corp. 

Conneintfcutlndustriflt 
Energy Consumers 

Kentucky Industrial 
Enetgy Consumers 

Arltansss Electric 
Consumers 

GPU Industnai 
Intervenors 

GPU Industrial 
tnlervenors 

IrvJustrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/Ice Commission 
Circuit 
Court of Louisiana 

United States 
Steel 

Industrial Biergy 
Cofisumars 

Armco Advanced 
MaterlsiaCorp., 
Allegheny Ludium 
Corp. 

Corp. 

Ut ih ty 

SLigiitCo, 

Florida Power Cofp. 

Connecticut LigiTt 
Power Co. 

loi i i^ i l leGasS 
Electric Co, 

ArlonsBS Power fi 
LfghtCD. 

Mein^poiitan 
Edison Co. 

Pennsyh/anla 
electric Co, 

Qeveiand Electric/ 
TolBdo Edison 

Gulf states 
Utilities 

Carnegie Gas 

Cleveland Electric/ 
Toledo Edison. 
General Rate Cas9, 

West Ponn Power Co, 

Houston Uplitlng 
a Power Co, 

Kxhibit (SJB-1) 
Page 7 of 21 

Sub fec t 
cost-oMervfcB, rate < t o s ^ 

Revenue ̂ jfecasUng, wedher 
tiOTnalization. 

ptiase-in. 

Revenue tbfecast,weatlier 
normdizjition rate treatment 
of cancelled pianL 

Standby/becttup etscbic rales. 

Cogeneration defervBf 

cost recovery (ECR). 

CDgeneraliondefeft^ 

coslrBOOverylECK). 

FinandalanaiyslsMeedfbr 
IntBrim rate relief. 

lnFTlfi3rBcastlng,impfuderRe 
damages 

Gas oosl-of^nrtse, rate 
design. 

Weatiiernormaiizatlancpf 
peak loads, eitcesscapaci^. 
regulatory poltoy. 

Calculated avoided capadiy, 
recovery of capaidty payments. 

Cost-^-senloe, rate design. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

8/89 

9/^g 

10/69 

11/89 

1/90 

5/90 

6/9D 

9/90 

12/90 

12/90 

12/90 

1/91 

5/91 

Case 

3S40-U 

2087 

2262 

38728 

U-17282 

890366 

R-901609 

8278 

U.9346 

Robuttal 

U-17282 
PhBseiV 

90̂ 205 

90^12^3 
Interim 

90-12-03 
Phase II 

Jurisdict. 

GA 

NM 

NM 

IN 

LA 

PA 

PA 

m 

w 

LA 

ME 

CT 

CT 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of December 2010 

Party 

GeogaPubDc 
Sen/Ice Ctmimissian 

Attorney Genarai 

ofNewMflxh™ 

New Mexico Industrie 

Energy Consumers 

Industrial Consumers 
forFair Utility Rates 

Louisiana Public 
SonflCB Cornmlsslon 
Start 

GPU Industrial 
InterverBrs 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp,, 
Altegtieny Ludium 
Corpi 

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

Association of 
Budnesses Advocating 
Tariff EquHy 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/Ice Commission 
Staff 

Alrco Industrial 
Gsses 

Connecticut Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Connecticut Industrial 
Eneiijy Consumers 

Utility 

Georgia Power Ca 

Public SewlceCa 

[ r f l>^ Mexico 

Public Senrfce Co. 

OF New Mexico 

Indiana Iwtlctilgan 

Power Co, 

Gulf States 

Utilities 

Metropolitan 
Edison Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

&alllmoreGas& 
Electric Co. 

Consumers Power 

Co, 

Gut! States 
Ubilties 

Central IVtaine Power 

Co. 

ConnedfeiutL^lit 

& Power Co. 

CormertfraitUght 

& Power Co. 

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

P a g e s o f 2 1 

Sublect 

Revenue fbreoaating. weather 

normalizaiion. 

Pitidanoa-Palo Verde Nudea-
Units 1,2 and 3. load ibr^ 

casting, 

Fuel arlJiRimentdausG, off-
system sdes, GQst-of-̂ ervtce, 
rate design, maiginaiooa 

Excess capacity, capeclty 
equalizellon.lurt9dlcltonBi 
uobt albcstion, late des^ , 
Interruptible rates. 

JurisdictlDndDQBt allocation, 
O&A/lacpsnsaanal^ls. 

Non-utillty generator cost 

recovery, 

Ailocaiion of OF demand ctrarges 

In thet^costcDs^-

sETvicB, redesign. 

Cost-of-seivice, rate design, 

revenue ailnrnilDn. 

DemantWdemanagemait 
environmenlai externalities. 

Revenue requirements, 

juNsdk^lon^ aHocatlon. 

imrestlgatlon Into 

intemjptlbte service and rales. 

Interim rate relief, financial 

analysis, class navenue allocation. 

Reverjue requlremenls, oosl-of" 
service, rata design, demancî Ide 
mGsi^em^ 

J. KEKNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC 
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Date 

6/91 

8/91 

8/91 

9/91 

9/91 

10/91 

Casa 

E-7, sue 
SUB4B7 

8341 
Phasoi 

91-372 

EL-UNC 

P-910611 
P-9l05t2 

91-231 

8341^ 
Phase tl 

10/91 U-17282 

Nota: Nolestfmony 

was prefiled on this. 

11/91 

mi 

12/91 

1/92 

6/92 

U.17949 

Subdocket/: 

91-410-

EL-AIR 

p-aao286 

c-giyii"!. 

92-02-19 

Jurisdict 
NC 

MD 

OH 

PA 

WV 

MO 

LA 

LA 

m 

PA 

PA 

CT 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
OF 

Stephen J . Baron 
A s of December 2010 

Party 

North Carolina 

industrial 

Eneigy Consumers 

WBBtvacoCorp. 

AmffioSlaalCa.LP. 

Aiiegfieny Ludium Corp., 

AmiGo Advanced 

Materials Co., 

Tlie West Penn Power 

[ndusiriai Users'Groi4) 

west Virginia Energy 
Users'Group 

WestvacoCorp. 

Louisiana PiiNin 

Sen/ice Commission 

Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Armco Steel Co., 
Air Products & 
ChemicBts, Inc. 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegtieny Ludium Corp. 

niifViesnelntmuptlblB 
Complainants 

Connecticut industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Util i ty 

Duke Power Co, 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Cincinnati Gas & 

Electric Co. 

WostPennPcwerCo. 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Potomac &lison Co. 

Gulf Slates 

UUIities 

Soutti Central 

Beil Telephone Co. 

and proposed merger with 

Southern Bell TeiBphona Co. 

Cincinnati Gas 

& Electric Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Yankee Gas Co. 

Bxhibii (SJB-1) 
Page9of21 

Subject 
Revenue roduitemants, cost 

alFocailDn, rate des^n, demand-

side management 

Cost allocaiJon,rBle design, 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. 

Econranic ar>gf)%ls of 

osgeneratlon, svo^ co^ rats. 

Economic analysis of pn^posed 
CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Air 
Act Amendments expendtures. 

Economic analysis of proposed 
CWtP Rider ibrlSdO Clean Air 
Act Antendmenls expenditures. 

Economic anaiy^s of proposed 
CWiPRIderfor 1990 Clean AlP 
Act Amendments expenditures. 

Results of comprehensive 
managemertt audit 

Analysis of Soulh Central 
Belfs restmcturing and 

Rate design, Intermplbia^ 
rales. 

Evaluation of appropriate 
avoided cspad^ costs-
QFprniRnts. 

Industrial intemjisSbie rale, 

Rate design. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

8/92 

8/92 

g/92 

10/92 

12.f92 

12/92 

1/83 

2/93 

4/93 

7/93 

m 

9/93 

11/93 

12/93 

C a s e 
2437 

JuriMllct. 

m 

R-0D922314 PA 

39314 ID 

M-00920312 PA 
C.007 

U-17949 U 

R-0D92'̂ 37e PA 

8467 

E002/GR-
92^1185 

EC92 
21000 
ER92-806-
000 
(RebuHal) 

93-0114-

93D759-EG 

mm 
3n4nfi 

346 

U-17735 

MD 

IVIN 

Federal 
Enei^y 
Regulatory 
Commission 

WV 

FL 

PA 

KY 

LA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J , Baron 
As o f December 2010 

Party 

New Mexico 
Industrlgl Inten/enois 

GPUInduslrial 
intervsnois 

industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utility Rates 

TheGPUlnritlptngi 
Int^venus 

Louisiana Publfc 
Sen/fee CommiaslDn 

Staff 
ArmcQ Advanced 

Materials Co, 
Tho WPP Industrial 
Intervenors 

Tiie Maryland 
Industtfai Group 

North star StesI Co. 
Praxair, Inc, . 

Louisiana Public 
Sanfice Commission 
Staff 

Alrco Gases 

Florida indastriai 
Power Users'Group 

Lehigh Valley 
Power Commiflae 

Kenltjcky industrial 
Utillly Customers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
StalT 

Utility 

Public Service Co. 
of New Mexico 

MetropoHtan Edison 
Co. 

Indiana Michigan 
Power Co. 

Pennsylvania 
FlentrfcCa 

South Centid Bell 
Co. 

West Penn Power Co, 

BaitimffleGss& 
EledricCo. 

Northem States 
PoiflierCo, 

Gulf States 
UtiiitlBs/EntQigy 
agreement 

iWoriongahefa Power 
Co. 

Generic-Bectric 
Utilities 

PenreylvanlQ Power 
KUghlCo. 

Gsnaric-Gas 
Ulllttles 

CaJunEledric 
Power CooperaBVc 

Ej^ibit (SJB-1) 
Page 10 of 21 

Sublect 

cogt-<3f-ee»vlce. 

Cost>of-5ervlce, rate 
daslpi, energy cost rate. 

CoslrOt-sendce, rate design, 
energy cost rals^ rate treatment 

CDst-af-senica,r9tede6^n, 
energy cost rate, rate tfsatmenL 

Management aiKlii 

Costid-sen/lca. rale design, 
energy cost rate, SO2 allowance 
i ^ treatment 

Electric costK}^nfoes id 
rale design, gas rate d e ^ n 
(iiexible rates). 

IntenvpNbie rates. 

MergerofGSU into Entergy 
System; impact on system 

interruptible rates. 

Cost recovery and aiiocation 
of DSM coals. 

Katemaking treatment of 
off-system sales revenues. 

Allocation of gas pIpeilnB 
Iran^tlDii costs - P E ^ Order G36. 

Nuclear plant pnldence, 
forecasting, access oapacfty. 

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

Stephen J. Baron 
As of December 2010 

ExhUnt (SJB-J) 
Page U of21 

Dal:e Case Jurisdict Party UMIIty S u b j o c t 

4/94 E-OIS/ 
GR-D'UIOI 

MN Large Power inten/enors Minnesoia Power 
Co. 

Cost ailocalion, rate ^ g n , 
rate phase-in plan. 

5/94 U-2017B LA 

7/94 R-00942986 PA 

7/94 94^0035- WV 
E42T 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Amico, inc.: 
West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

8/94 EC34 Federal Loufsiana Public 
13-000 Energy Service Gommtasion 

Regulatoiy 
Commission 

9/94 

9/94 

9/94 

10/94 

11/94 

2/95 

4/96 

6/95 

R-00943 
091 

R-00943 
081CDQQ1 

U-17735 

U-19904 

5Z59-U 

PA 

LA 

LA 

6A 

EC947-000 FERC 
ER94-898-D0O 

94U30EG 

R-a0943271 

CO 

PA 

C-00913424 PA 
C^94fi104 

LBhighVattoy 
PowarCommltise 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Piihlin 
SenrfGeCommtesion 

Geotgla PutiBc 
Sen/Ice Cammisslon 

Louteiane Public 
Service Commission 

CF&I Steel, LP. 

PP&L industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Duquesne Intemiptihie 
Complainants 

Louisiana Power & 
Light Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Integraled resource plan and 
demand-aide management program. 

Cost-of-senricB, atlocatton of 
rata increase, rats design, 
emission aHowance soles, am) 
oper^dlons and maintenance expense. 

Monongahelii Power 
Co. 

Gulf Stales 
Utlles£nteTgy 

PernsytvaniaPubte 
Utility Commission 

C^unFlmtric 
Power Coopgralivo 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Southem BeA 
Telephone & 
Telegraph Co. 

El Paso Electric 
and Central and 
Souttiwest 

PirhkSenflce 
Company of 
Cninrado 

Pennsylvania Power 
a Light Co, 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Cnst^rf-senrfca, allocation of 
rate increase, and rale design. 

Analysis of extended reserve 
shutdown units and vioialion of 
sysism agreement by Entergy. 

Analysis oi Interruptlbte rate 
terms and condllione, availabliity. 

Evaluation of appropriate avoided 
cost rate. 

Revenue leqi^nements. 

^ p o s a b to address compoHlon 
in telecommunication mgrlfels. 

IVIerger economics, trsr^mis&Rin 
equallzatidn hold hetmiras 
prapnaals. 

InbmtptihIP rates, 
cost-of^enrlce. 

Cost-of-«^ice,BllDcat{onof 
rale Incres^, rate design, 
lnt̂ TU|!)'Sble nstes. 

intemiptlble fates. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, EVC 
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Data 

8/95 

10/95 

10/96 

10/95 

11/95 

7/96 

7/96 

a/96 

9/S6 

2/97 

6/97 

6/97 

5/97 

Case 

ER95-112 
-000 

LJ-2148S 

ERg5-1042 
-000 

U-214B6 

i.94nn32 

U-21496 

6725 

U.17735 

U-2:2og2 

R-973677 

CJvll 

Artinn 
No. 

94-11474 

R.973963 

6738 

Jurisdict 
FERC 

U 

FERC 

LA 

PA 

LA 

MO 

U 

LA 

PA 

US Bank-
rtiptcy 
Court 

Middle Distrlc 
of Louisiana 

PA 

MD 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of December 2010 

Party 
Louisiana PuWIc 
Serwlco Commission 

Louisiana Public 

Service Commission 

Louisiana Pubilo 
Sewice Commlsslori 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

industrial Eneigy 
Consuffteraof 

Pennsylvania 

Louisiana Public 

Service Commission 

Maryland InriiiifHal 
Group 

LouisisnaPubitc 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Philadelphia Ai«a 
Industrial Ensgy 
Users Gmup 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

t 

PhltariprphlaArBa 
Industrial E n e ^ 
Users Group 

Mar^andlnHllsfrial 
Group 

Utility 

EntQigySewicSB, 
Inc. 

Gulf Slates 

Uitles Company 

System Energy 
Resources, Inc. 

GulfStatas 

Utilities Co. 

Stal&-w!de-
all utiles 

Central Louisiana 

EledricCo. 

BaramoreGBsSi 
Elec. Ca, Potomac 
Elec Power Co., 
ConsteUation Energy 
Co. 

Cajiin Electric 

Power CooperaBve 

Entergy Gutf 
Stales, Inc. 

PECO Energy Co. 

Ca|un Electric 
Power CooperativB 

PECO Energy Co. 

Generic 

E x h M (SJB-V 
Page 12 o f 21 

Subbct 
Open Access Transmlsston 

Tarlflls^ Wholesale. 

Nuclear decommlsskming, 
revenue lequ^menls, 
capital structune. 

Nucbardecommfs^lng, 

revenue requliements. 

Nudesr decommissiDning and 

costoFriehtcapry,gapttal 

struc^ra. 

Retail competition issues. 

Revenue requirement: 

arffilysls. 

IRatemaidî  issues 
associated with aMerger. 

Revenue requirements. 

Dftoommisslonfrig.waathar 

nonnailzaQon, capital 

slnjctura. 

GompetiveFestruGluring 
pollrv issues, stranded cost 
iransitlDft ctiargffi. 

Conlimialion of feorganjzallon 

plan; analysis of rate paths 

pnxluced by coinpetlng plans. 

Retail competttton issues, rats 

ttfibunding, stranded cost 

analysis. 

Reiail GompettUon Issues 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date Ca«e 

7/97 R-973954 

10/97 97-204 

10/97 R-g74008 

10/97 R-974DD5 

11/97 U-224gi 

11/97 P-g7l265 

12/97 R.9739B1 

12/97 R.9741Q4 

3/96 U-22092 
(AilDcated Stranded 
Cost issues) 

3/ga U-22092 

9/98 U-17735 

12/99 8794 

12/99 U-2335a 

5/99 EC>9B-
(Cross-40^00 
Answering Testimony) 

Ju r i sd i c t . 

PA 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

LA 

m 

LA 

FERC 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J, Baron 
As of December 2010 

Party 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Alcan Aluminum Corp. 
SouihwireCo. 

lyetropolilfln Edison 
Indiif^msl Users 

Industrial Cusbmer 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Philadelphia Area 
industrial Energy 
Users Group 

West Penn Power 
Industrial intenrenora 

Duquesne IniliistriBi 
Intervenors 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Sen îce Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Seivkje Commission 

Maf)^and Industrial 
Group end 
Millennium inoi^nlc 
Cliemicals inc. 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commlsston 

Ut i l i tv 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 

Big River 
Electric Corp. 

IVIetropoHtan Edison 
Co. 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co, 

EntorgyGUlf 
States, tnc. 

Enron Energy 
Sanrlces Power, Incy 
PEcOEtieigy 

WeslPenn 
Power Co. 

Duquesne 
L^htCo. 

Gulf States 
U l l l i ^Co . 

Gulf States 
UyiitiQs, Inc. 

C^un Electric . 
Power Cooperative, 
inc. 

Baitirmi^Gas 
andFlwtfcCo. 

Entergy 3uif 
States, inc. 

American Electric 
Power Co. & Central 
South West Corp. 

Exhibit (SJB'l) 
Page 13 €f21 

Sub jec t 

Retail oompetitlonlfisues, mte 
unl?undilng, slrsnded cost analysis. 

Analysis of co^ of s$n/lGe issues 
- Big Rivers Resin jfjiiifing Ran 

Retail oompetHic îssijeSk rate 
unbundling, stratded cost analysis. 

Retail conqjetilion issues, r?te 
unbundling, stranded cost analysis. 

DscommtsBloning, weaifter 
normalizaiion, c £ ^ 
stmciure. 

Analysis of l^ot^t 
Restmcturing Pjoposal. 

i^etai] competition issues,, rats 
unbundling, stranded ooat 
analysis. 
Retail competitlDn Issues, feta 
unburnning, slroided cost 
analysis. 

RataiicxTmpetillon, stranded 
costquantHicalion. 

Stranded ctst ouantificatiQr^ 
restoKituring issues. 

Revenue requiiemente analysis, 
weatiiBrnormalizaton. 

Ebctricudll^restmelurina, 
stranded costreotNety, rats 
unbundling. 

Nudesr decommissioning, weaBier 
normailzation. Enteigy System 
Agreement 

Merger issues related to 
nwket power mitigaifon proposals-

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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t3ate Case 

5/99 98426 
(RespDnsQ 
Tostimony) 

6/99 98^452 

7/99 99.03-35 

J u r i s d i c t 

KY 

m 

CT 

7/99 Adversary U.S. 
Proceeding Bankaiplcy 
No. 98-1065 Court 

7/99 99-03-06 

10/99 U-24182 

12/99 U.17T25 

03/00 U-17735 

03/00 99-1658. 
EL-ETP 

CT 

LA 

U 

LA 

OH 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
AsofDec«mber2010 

Party 

Kentucky Industrial 
UtlUty Custorrrers, inc. 

West Viiginia Energy 
Usars Group 

Connecticut industrial 
\Enerpy Consumers 

Loulslane Pubtic 
SenrlceCommissbn 

Connecticut industrial 
Enorgy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Sen îce Commission 

LouislanB Public 
Servlw Commi^on 

Louisiana Public 
Service Cc^mission 

AK Steel Corporation 

UtlUty 

LouisvlllaGas 
^EleciricCo. 

Appalachl^PowK, 
Monongghela Power, 
&pQloiriwEdtBOn 
Companies 

United Illuminating 
Company 

CaJunEleclric 
Power GoopfirsHvB 

Connecticut Llgtit 
& Power Co. 

EntargyGulf 
States, ina 

Ca)ynHeclrio 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

CaJunEiecyic 
Power CoopetaHwe, 
Inc. 

Cincinnetl Gas & 
Electric Co. 

EMbit fSJB-1) 
Page 14 <f21 

Sub lec t 

Peribrmance based regulaDon, 
settlement pFopogai Issues, 
cross-subskiles betii»een;alectria 
gas services. 

Eledric utility restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Electric uUlltyreslnrcturing, 
slranrf^ cost recovery, r«te 
untAindlins. 

Mottontoctolve 
piellmfnarylr^uncijon. 

Electric utility restructuring, 
slranflerl cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Nudea" deasrimfesiDnlng, weaither 
rjormallzalion, Enlergy Sysiem 
Agreen)ent 

Ananiysl of proposed 
Contmct Rates, Maritet Rates. 

Evaluation of Cooperative 
pQwraf Contract Electons 

Electric uityrestnjotiirln^ 
stranded cost recovety, rsie 
Unbundling. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATiES, INC. 
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Expert Te^imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of December ^ 1 0 

Exhibit (SJB-1) 
Page IS of 21 

Date Case 

08/00 9B-0452 
E-Gi 

Ju r i sd i c t 

WVA 

Party 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Uti l i ty Subject 

Appalachian Power Co, 
American Eteclrlc Co. 

Electric utility restmcturing 
t ^ unbundling. 

OB/00 00-1050 
E-T 
00-1D51-E-T 

WVA West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Monl^owerCa 
Poiomac Edison Co. 

Electrtculiti^ restmcturing 
rale unbundling. 

10/OD SOAH 473-
00-1020 
PUC 2234 

TX The Dallasfort Worth 
Hospital CouncS and 
The Coalition of 
Independent Colleges 
And UnivQrsliles 

TXUJnc Electric utility resbuGhiring 
rateuntHjndBng. 

12/00 U-24993 U 

12/00 EL00.66- U 
000 SL ER0IJ-2B54 
EL95-33-O02 

04/01 U-21453, [A 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
{SubdocMB} 
Addressing Contested Issues 

11/01 

11/01 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/lce Commission 

Louisiana Putrilc 
Service Commbslon 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/Ice CommisslDn 

10/01 UOOD-U GA 

U-256e7 [A 

U-25965 LA 

03/02 001148-51 

06/02 U-25965 

07/02 U-21453 

FL 

LA 

LA 

Geoipia Pub^ 
Sendee CDmmlsslon 
Adversary Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Senrice Commfsslan 

Louisiana Public 
Servjoe Commission 

Soutii Florida HospitBi 
and Healthcare Assoc 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

LoulBlana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

Entergy Senrices inc. 

Enietgy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

Geotgia Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

Generic 

Rorida Power & 
Light Company 

Entei^y Gulf States 
Entergy Louisiana 

SWEPCO,AEP 

Ninidear dKomm^kxi i rg , 
t^vemjeiequlrements. 

Inter-Company System 
Agreement lutociflcations for 
re t^ competitloa intsrrupllbie load. 

Jurisdictional Business Separation -
Texas Reslmcturing Plan 

T ^ t year revenue fsrecast 

Nuclear docommbsioning FsqulFsmenls 

tiensmisslon revenues-

independent Trai^mlsslon Compare 

(Transoo*). RTO rate design. 

Relsil cost of seivice. rate 
design, resoui^ planning and 
demand side jnanagemaht 

RTO 

Jurisdictional Business Sep.' 
Texss Resinjcturing P i m 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

06/02 

08/02 

11/02 

0l/t]3 

02/03 

D4«33 

11/03 

11/03 

m 3 

01/04 

02/04 

03/04 

Casa Jur l sd fc t 

U-25a88 LA 

EL01- FERC 

86-000 

a2S-3l5EG CO 

U-17735 U 

02S-S94E CO 

VJ-25527 LA 

bh{03-753-IW FERC 

ER03.58M0O FERC 

ER03-fif}3-Qal 

ERD3^&3-002 

ERD3-681-000. 

ERD3-681.001 

ERg3-562-<100. 
ER03-682-001 
ER03-5B2-002 

U-27138 UV 

E.01345. AZ 
03-0437 

00032071 PA 

03A-436E CO 

Expert Testlnrany Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Garon 
A s o f D e c e m b ^ 2 0 l O 

Party 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Cammisslon 

CF&ISW&aimax 
MolybdanumCo. 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commissbn 

Cripple Cteek and 

Victor (iniri Mining Co. 

LomsSanaPnhflo 

Senrlce Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Sennca Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 

Senrfce Commission 

KruytfrCorr^wny 

Duquosno indifitrial 

Interveners 

CF&l Steel, LP and 
CllmaKl^olyhRrifflum 

UtlllW 

EntargyLoufslana.inc. 
Bntergy Gulf States, Ina 

EniargySenflceslJlC. 
and the Entergy 
OpereHngCompanios 

Public Sanjice Co, of 
r.nlnTado 

Uiuisisna Coops 

Aquila, Inc. 

Eritorgy Gulf Slates, Inc 

Entergy Sewicea, Inc. 
andtheEntengyOperBting 

Companies 

Entergy SenricBS, inc., 
HTB Entergy Operating 
Companies, EWO Mariffit-
lng,LP,andEnteigy 
Power, inc. 

Entergy Louislane, Inc. 

Arizona PidjiicSewlcs Co. 

Duquesne Llgtit Company 

Public Eanrics Company 

ofCoJorado 

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

Page 1 6 c f 2 1 

Subiec l 

Modifications to the inter 
Company System A^eanent, 
Production Coat EqudbBtiorL 

Modiiications to tfie inter­
company System Agreement, 
ProdiKJfionCostEquallzafiDn. 

FuelAtSustmentClaUsB 

Contract issues 

Revenue requirements, 

purchased power. 

purchase expenses, System 
Agreemerrt axpartsw. 

Proposed modlDcatlons to 
System Agreement Tariff MSS4. 

Evaluation oFWhrfeaalePurctiasBd 
Power Contfaola. 

Evali^on of Whotesate Purchssed 
l̂ ovinar Contracts. 

Revenue allocation rate design. 

Provider of last î aort Issues. 

Pur^aeed Power Adjustment Clause. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC 
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D a t e _ 

04/04 

0-6/04 

06/04 

1Q/D4 

03/05 

06/05 

07/OS 

09/05 

01/06 

03/06 

04/05 

06/06 

oa'06 

07/06 

Case J u r i s d i c t 

2003^0433 KY 
2003-00434 

03S.539E CO 

R^00492S5 PA 

04S-164E GO 

Case No. KY 
2004«I4Z5 
C ^ N o , 
2004-00421 

050045-EI FL 

U^6155 LA 

Caset^os, WVA 
05.D4D2.E-CN 
06-0750-E-PC 

2005-00341 KY 

U-22092 Lft 

U-25116 LA 

H'^mmB PA 
CD001-0005 

R-UU061366 
R-0nnR1367 
P-0QQ6Z213 
P'O0O62214 

U-22D92 LA 
Sub^ 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Beron 
As of December 2010 

Party 

Kentucky tfidustriglUllfty 
Customers, Inc. 

Cripple C i ^k ,Vdor Gold 
Mining Co, Goodrich Corp., 
HDlcim(U.S.,Mnc.,and 
ThaTraneCo. 

PP&L industrial Customer 
AiHancePPUCA 

CF&lstBet Company. Climax 
Mines 

Kentucliy Industrie 
Utility CustomaTB, Inc. 

Soulh Florida Hospital 
and Healtlicare Assoc 

Louisiana Public 
Seivice Commissicn Staff 

West Virginia Energy 
Users G m p 

Kant]jd<y Industrial 
Utility Customers, inc 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana PtiNfrt Sendee 
Commission Staff 

Duquesne int^striel 
Intervenwa&tECPA 

Met€d Industrial Enari^ 
U5er^(jroupandPenEilec 
Indusif tat Customer 
Alliance 

Louisiana PutillnSenrlGe 
Commission Staff 

Ut i l i t y 

Lot^ l l le Gas & Electric Co. 
KentudvUtHleaCo. 

Aquila, Inc 

PPL Eiectilc Uit les Corp. 

PubiicServlt^ Company 
of Colorado 

Kentucky UtiHties 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co. 

Florida Power* 
Light Company 

Entergy Louisiana. Inc. 
Entergy Oiir Stales, Inc. 

MonPwtaiCo. 
Potomac Edison Co, 

Kentucity Power Company 

Enter^ Gulf Slates Jna 

Enlargy Louisiana, Inc 

Duquesne Ligfit Co. 

MetropoOtan Edison Co. 
Pennsylvania Eksitrfc Co, 

Entergy Gulf Stales, Inc. 

Exhibi i (SJB'2) 
Page 17 o f 21 

S u b l e t ^ 

Cost oi Service Rate Design 

Cost of Service, Raisdes^n 
Irriierrupfil^e Rates 

CQstofservlcd.rEiledee^n, 
teriff issues and traiMnlsion 
service Gtiarge. 

Ccfit dsenrlcB, rats design, 
interruptibte Rates. 

EnvironrnentaicoBl recovery. 

Ratal cost of sahrice, rate 
design 

Independent Coonjlnsitxor 
Transmission-Cost/Benefit 

SecuritizatlDn, Financing QRiter 

Cost of servioB, rale design, 
transmission expenses, Congestion 
Cost Recovery Mechanism 
Separation of EGSI into Texas and 
Louisiana companies. 

Transmission Prudence irruesfi'gation 

Cost of Service. Rate Design. Trmsmission 
Service Ghar3e.T9tff Issues 

Generation Rate Cap, Transmission Sendee 
Diffge. CostdSehrfcB, Rata Daslgn. Tariff 
Issues 

S^aatlonor&GSl Into Texas w j 
Louisiana Compantes. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

07/06 

oa/OB 

09/06 

11/06 

01/07 

Q » 

05/07 

05/07 

OQ;O7 

07/07 

09/07 

11/07 

1/08 

1/oa 

2/08 

2/DB 

Case Jur lsd icL 

Case No, KY 

2006^130 

Case No, 

2006^0129 

Cass No. VA 

PUE^OD6-00065 

E-01345A- AZ 
05-0816 

Doc No. CT 

97^1^l5REaZ 

Case No. WV 

06.Q9S0^42T 

U-297e4 LA 

Case No, OH 

D7^3-EL-UNC 

R-00049255 PA 
Remand 

R.QQ072155 PA 

Doc, No. CO 

D7F-037e 

DOC, No, Wl 
05-UR-103 

ER07.682^QQ FERC 

Doc, No. WY 

2O00a-277-ER-O7 

Case No, OH 
07-551 

ER07^56 FERC 

Doc ND. PA 

P-00072342 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J . Baron 
As of December 2D10 

Parly 

Kentucky industrial 

UUIItyCti,<4fnmers,in& 

Old Dominion Committee 

ForFair Utfiityl^aies 

Kroger Company 

Connecticut industrtel 

Energy Consumers 

Wast Virginia Energy 

Users Group 

Louisiana Piihlln Service 
Commission Staff 

Olilo Enetgy Gmuti 

PP&L industrial Customer 
AiHancePPUCA 

PP&L Industrtel Customer 
AiligncePPLlCA 

Gateway Cenyons LLC 

Wisconsin indasfriai 

Energy Sroup, Inc. 

Louisiana Public 

Sanrice Commission 

Staff 

Clmarex Energy Company 

Ohio Energy Group 

Louisiana Public 
SeMce Commission 
Staff 

West Penn Power 

industrial Inten/enors 

Ut ldtv 

Kentucky Utilllfes 

Louisville Gas &FlpntnG Co. 

Appalachian Power Co, 

Arizona Public SennceCa 

ConneottautLigfiliPower 

United illuminating 

IVIon Power Co, 

Potomac Edisoti Co. 

Entargy Gulf States, inc 
Entargy Louisiana, a c 

Ohio Power. CotumfcMS 
Southem Power 

PPL Electric Utiimes Corp. 

PPL ElectrtoUfflfea Corp. 

Grand Valley Power Coop, 

Wisconsin Electric Power Co 

Entergy Senses, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

flockylVlountBlnl̂ 'Dwer 

(PadfiCoipl 

Ohio Edison, Tot^o Edison 

CievalandEtecitric Illuminating 

Entergy Services, inc. 

and the Entergy Operating 

Companis 

West Pem Power Co. 

Exhibit (SJB-1) 
Page IS of 21 

SubJeot 

Environmental cost rocovery. 

Cost AllnnaHnn, AilocBtion of Rev tncr. 

Off-System S ^ magln rats treatment 

Revenue e îtocation, oost o F s e n ^ 

rate (fes^n-

Rale unbundNng issues. 

Î atail Cost of Service 

Revenue apportlonmsnt 

Impiementetion of FERC Decision 

Jurisdictional & Rale Cle^ ABDcation 

EiwironmentBl surcharge Rate Dra^n 

Costofsen/lceii^doBign, 

tart Issues and transmission 

service charge. 

Cost of Service^ rats des^n, 
tsi4ff issues. 

Dlslributlon Line Cost AilocaUon 

Cost or Senrlce. rate design, terflT 
Issues, intenupUblB rates. 

Proposed mod^ccitions to 

System Agreement Schedule MSS-^ 

Vintage Pridnp. Ivlarglnal Cost Pricing 
PraiededTestVesi 

Class Cost of Sanrica, Rata Rflstrwturing, 

Apportionment of Revenue Increase to 

Rate Schedules 

Enteigys Compliance Filing 

System Agreement Bandwidth 

Caioulaliona. 

Default Service Plan issues. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCUTES, INC. 
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Exhibit _^(SJB-I) 
Page 19 of21 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of December 2010 

Data 

3/08 

05/08 

5/oa 

7/08 

OByos 

09/08 

05/06 

09/OB 

09/08 

10/06 

11/08 

11/08 

01/09 

01/09 

C a ^ e J u r i s d i c t 

Doc No. AZ 
E-01933A-O6-065O 

0a-027[i WV 
E-GI 

Case No. OH 
08-124-EL-ATA 

Docket No. UT 
07-035-53 
Doc, No, Wl 
BS80"UR"116 

DOG, No. Wl 
66go.UR.iig 

Case No, OH 
08-936-EL^SO 

C ^ Q N O . O H 

08-g35^L-5SO 

Case No, OH 
08-91?^EL-SSO 
0fi-918-EL.3SO 

2008-00251 KY 
2009-00252 

08-1511 WV 
E-GI 

M-SOOŜ  PA 
2036183, M-
200B-2036197 

ER08-1056 FERC 

E-01345A- AZ 
08^)172 

P a r t v 

Kroger Company 

WastViiginia 
EnetgyUsereGioup 

Ohio Energy Group 

Kroger Company 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Gnntp, Inc. 

Wisconsin IndustHel 
&ra»gyGRsup,lrw;. 

Ohio Energy Group 

Onio Energy Gn»jp 

Oliio Energy Group 

Kentucky Industrie! Utility 
Customers, inc. 

WestVlFginis 
BiBtgyUseiS Group 

Met-Ed Intifstrial Energy 
Users Group and Penelec 
indusMaiCu&iomer 
Alliance 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/lcB Cwnmfeslon 

Kroger Company 

U t i l i t y 

Tucson Eleclric Power Co. 

Appalachian Power Co. 
Ameifcan Etectrio Powar Co. 

Ohb Edteon, Toletto Erll^on 
CteveiaKlFMrloiiluniinatlns 

Rooky Mountain Power Co, 

Wisconsin Power 
andUgi^Co. 

Wisconsin Pulillc 
Seivice Ca 

Olila Edison, Toledo 5dison 
Cleveland Electric illumlnaling 

Ohb Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

S u b l e c t 

Cost of Sanftw.l^ate Design 

Expanded Net E n ^ Cost "ENEC 
Analysis. 

Recovety of Defsned Puel Cost 

Cost of 6en/ice, Rale Oes^n 

Cost of Service, rate design, tariff 
Issues, Inlenuptltjie rales. 

Cost of Service, rate cift5ign,tffiff 
Issues, fritenuplble rates. 

Provider of Last Resort ConripeHdye 
Solldiation 

Pravidar of Last Rasorl Rate 
Plan 

Olifoi^ower Company PnwJdar of Last Resort Rale 
CotumlHJs.'iiouttiem Power Ca Plan 

LoulRville Gas & Electric Co. 
Kentucky UUIIdes Co, 

MonPoWarCa 
Potomac Edison Co. 

Metiopoiiten Edison Co. 
Pennsyivan^ Eleclric Co. 

Enteryy ServlcBS, inc. 
and the Enlargy Operating 
Cksmpanies 

Arizona Public service Ca 

Cost of Sen/ice, Rata Dffifen 

Expanded Net Ener^ Cost •ENEC" 
Analysis. 

Transmission SefvlceC^atge 

EntBig/sCompliancsFBi^ 
System ApreamBnt Bandwidth 
Cafculations. 

Cost Of Sendee. Hate Des^ i 

02/09 2006-00409 KY Kentucky Indu^al UlUlty Bmi Kentucky Pcwer 
Customers, Incx Cooperative, Inc. 

Cost of Sendee, Rate Design 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, I N C 
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Date 

S/Q9 

5/09 

6/09 

6AJ9 

7/09 

aios 

9/09 

9/09 

9/09 

10/09 

10/09 

11/09 

11/09 

12/09 

12/09 

12/09 

Casa 

PUE-2009 

-00018 

09-0177-

E-GI 

PUE-2009 
•00016 

PUe-2009 
-00038 

08O677.Ei 

U-20925 
(RRF2004) 

OgAL-Z99E 

Doc. No. 

05-U(̂ -104 

Jurisdict 

VA 

WV 

VA 

VA 

FL 

LA 

CO 

Wl 

Doc. No, Wl 
66flO-UR-117 

DockslNa 

09-03&-23 

09AL-2g9E 

PUE-2009 
-00019 

09-1485 
E-P 

UT 

CO 

VA 

WV 

Case No, OH 

09-90G-a.-SSO 

EROg-1224 FERC 

CaaeNo, VA 
PUE-20D9^0?in 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
o f 

Stephen J . Baron 
AsofDecenriberZOlO 
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