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I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Stephen I. Baron. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates,
Inc. ("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell,

Georgia 30075,

What is your occupation and by who are you employed?
1 am the President and a Principal of Kennedy and Associates, a firm of utility rate,

planning, and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia.

Pleasc describe briefly the nature of the consulting services provided by
Kennedy and Associates.

Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric and gas wutility
industries. Qur clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consumers.
The firm provides expertise in system planning, load forecasting, financial analysis,
cost-of-service, and rate design. Current clients include the Georgia and Louisiana
Public Service Commissions, and industrial and commercial customer consumers
throughout the United States. My educational background and professional

experience are summarized on Baron Exhibit _ (SJIB-1).

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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I am testifying on behalf of The Ohio Energy Group (“OEG™), a group of large
industrial customers of Duke Energy Ohio. The members of OEG who take service
from the Companies are: AK Steel Corporation, Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.,

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

Have you previously presented testimony in Duke Energy Ohio cases?
Yes. I have previously testified in Case Nos. 91-372-EL-UNC, 91-410-EL-AIR and
99-1658-EL-ETP (the Company’s restructuring case in which rates were unbundled

and the Company was restructured to implement retail competition).

Have you previously presented testimony in Standard Service Offer (“SS0”)
cases in Ohio? |

Yes. have testified in a number of ESP and MRO cases involving the First Energy
Companies and the American Electric Power Companies in Ohio, This includes
Case Nos. 08-935-EL-SS0, 08-936-EL-SSO, 08-917-EL-SSO, 08-918-EL-SSO and

09-906-EL-SS0O.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

[ am addressing a number of issues raised by the Company’s 2010 MRO filing
assoctated with its requested rates and riders, as well as related issues raised in the
Company’s filing related to its discussion of a proposed transfer of legacy generation

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

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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to materially shorten the 5 year minimum statutory MRO transition period required
pursuant to R.C. 4928.142(D), (the “blending period™), to two years and, effectively
remove the discretion from the Commission to extend the transition period for up to
10 years.! As part of this discussion, I will also address the Company’s proposed
transfer of its legacy generation assets. While Duke is not specifically requesting
approval in this case for the transfer, the Company has introduced this issue and it is
inexorably tied to the proposed shortening of the 5 year minimum statutory MRO

blending period to two years.

1 will also address the Company's proposal to implement a transmission cost
recovery mechanism designed to recover, on a non-bypassable basis, costs incurred
as a result of Duke’s withdrawal from the Midwest Independent System Operator,
Inc. (*MISO™) so that the Company can join PJM. The Company is secking
approval to recover MISO exit fees and MISO transmission expansion plan costs
(“MTEP”) in this case. As I will discuss, there is nothing, to my knowledge, in the
MRO statute that requires the Commission to address transmission cost recovery
within the 90 day accelerated timeframe for MRO decision making, Given the
complexity of the transmission issues raised in the Cornpany’s filing, particularly the
prudence of the transfer from MISO to PJM, the Commission should reject the

Company’s transmission cost recovery proposals in this case.

! Because of its request to align the MRO (ransition period with the PJM June ! to May 31 delivery year,
the first year of the Company’s two year MRO compriscs the 17 month period January 1, 2012 to May 31,
2013, Thus, the two year MRO will be in effect for 29 months.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc,
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Q.

Would you please summarize your testimony?

Yes,

* The Commission should reject Duke Energy Ohib’s proposed

MRO because it fails to meet the requirements of R.C.
4928.142(D), which requires a five year minimumt transition
period in which market rates are blended with the existing ESP
SSO rate. The Company’s proposed blending period terminates
after 29 months. R.C. 4928.142(D) requires a 60 menth (five
year) minimum blending period with potential extensions of a
blended rate for an additional five years. The Company’s
proposal does not provide for the level of consumer protection
required in R.C. 4928.142(D) and should therefore be rejected
by the Commission.

While Duke is not specifically requesting approval in this case to
transfer its legacy genmeration assets to an affiliate, the
Commission should be aware that a generation transfer wounld
effectively preclude any blending of the ESP S50 rate with
market rates once the assets have been transferred. Approval of
the transfer would thus remove a key clement of the MRO
transition protections required by S.B 221.

The Commission should reject the Company’s proposed
transmission riders, BTR and RTQ. The Commission should
require the Company to re-file its request in a separate
proceeding, not tied to the 90-day MROQO review proceeding. The
MRO has a statutory time frame for a Commission decision that
is very brief and does not lend itself to the evaluation of other
issnes, such as the Company’s transmission cost recovery
proposals. The issues raised by the Company’s request for
transmission cost recovery arc complex and require a full
evaluation by the Commission, including an opportunity for the
Commission to comsider prudence issmes in evaluating the
reasonableness of cost recovery of a MISO exit fee and ongoing
MTEP charges.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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IL DUKE’S 29 MONTH MRO “BLENDING” PROPOSAL IS
CONTRARY TO THE STATUTORY 5 YEAR MINIMUM BLENDING

PERIOD AND IS DETRIMENTAL TO CONSUMERS

Would you please discuss the Company’s proposal to shorten the MRO
transition period to 29 months, from the 5 year minimum provision provided
for in R.C. 4928.142(D)?

As discussed in the Application and the testimony of a number of Company
witnesses (e.g., James Rogers, Julia Janson, Judah Rose, William Don Wathen, Jr.),
Duke is requesting that the Commission approve an MRO transition period that
terminates in 29 months (January 1, 2012 to May 31, 2014) and moves to a 100%
market rate beginning June 1, 2014, This is in contrast to the 5 year, 60 month

minimum transition period described in S.B 221.

Would you explain your understanding of the statutory transition period
provided for in R.C. 4928.142(D) under the MRO option available to Duke
Energy Ohio?

Yes. This provision requires a rate transition from the existing SSO price to full
market based pricing over a minimum of 5 years for an electric distribution utility
that owned generating resources as of July 31, 2008 that had been used and useful,
which would include Duke Energy Ohio. The specific language requires that “a

portion of the utility’s standard service offer load for the first five years of the market

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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rate offer be competitively bid under division (A) of this section as follows: ten per
cent of the load in year one and not less than twenty per cent in year two, thirty per
cent in year three, forty per cent in year four, and fifty percent in year five.” While I
am not offering a legal opinion on the interpretation of this provision, it clearly sets

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

Does the Company agree that there should be a “portion” of the standard
service load bid during each of the first five years?

No, unless one interprets “portion™ as meaning 100% in years three, four and five.
Duke’s proposal is to terminate the transition at the end of month 29 (as opposed to
month 60). The Company, through the testimony of Mr. Wathen and other witnesses
requests that the Commission adjust the blending requirement spelled out in the
statute. Table 1 below compares Duke’s proposed blending period to the statutory

schedule that I quoted in my prior answer.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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MRO Year

21-25
26-2.12
3.1-35
36-3.12
4
5

S
A

EY

10*

Tabie 1

Comparison of Duke MRO Blending to R.C. 4928.142(D)

Duke Proposal R.C. 4928.142(D}
Ss0 Market S50 Market
90% 10% 90% 10%
90% 10% 80% 20%
80% 20% 80% 20%
0% 100% 70% 30%
0% 100% 70% 30%
0% 100% 60% 40%
0% 100% 50% 50%

0% . . 100% - - 7

0% 100% G F

* pursuant to R.C. 4928.142{E), blending may be extended through year 10.

Page 7

What is the basis for Duke’s request to change the blending schedule

established in R.C. 4928.142(D)?

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

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

arpument and will be addressed by OEG in briefing. More substantively, Duke

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

projected market rates and concludes that “the MRO price will alsa be equal to the

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

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Company’s proposed transition is terminated (specifically, the blended rate
terminates on May 31, 2010, at which time the MRO SSO rates are at 100% market
pricing). Effectively, the Company’s “substantive” argument in support of its
truncated 29 month transition period is that by 2014, according to Mr. Rose, there
will be no difference {or at least no significant difterence) between the ESP S30
rates and market rates, so 2 blending would result in the same rates as 100% market.
Of course, if Mr. Rose’s projections are wrong, market rates could substantially

exceed the otherwise applicable blended ESP SSO/Market rates.

With a five year blending period, 100% market rates would not be
implemented until 2017. Does Mr. Rose offer market rate projections for the
years 2015 through 2016?

No, he provides projections only through 2014. He does note on page 24 of his
Direct Testimony that “2014 prices are 40% above the prices of the last 12 months
and 52% above 2009 prices.” Since Mr. Rose expects substantial increases in
markets prices through 2014, which closes the gap with the Company’s ESP SSO
rates by May of 2014, it certainly seems reasonable to believe that market rates could
begin accelerating beyond the ESP SSO rates in 2015 and 2016. If market rates
increase in price beyond the ESP SSO rates in 2015 and 2016, then that would
precisely be the time that ratepayers need the protection afforded by the statutory

minimum 5 year blend.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Stephen J. Baron
Page 9

Have you made any projections of ESP SSO or market rates for Duke?

No. Nor have [ evaluated the reasonableness of Mr. Rose’s projections through
2014. My concemn is that Duke’s customers will not be afforded the protections
envisioned in R.C. 4928.142(D) by virtue of the Company’s truncated biending
period, A central argument of the Company in this case appears to be that, based on
Mr. Rose’s projections there is no benefit of further blending beyond May 31, 2014,

even though the statute would permit at least a full five year transition period.®

If the ESP S50 rates and retail market rates will be roughly identical by 2014,
as predicted by Mr. Rose, would Duke receive essentially the same level of S5O
revenues under a 29 month transition period and a 60 month bleuding schedule
as called for in R.C. 4928.142(D)?

Yes. Of course, as [ discussed earlier, Duke does not offer projections beyond 2014
so it may be the case that Duke MRO SSO revenues will be higher as a result of the

Company’s truncated blending proposal.

Are there other reasoms cited by Company witnesses in support of their
truncated blending period?
Yes. Mr. Wathen discusses at pages 11 and 12 of his testimony the Company’s

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

* As [ discussed previously, I am not offering a statutory interpretation cither in support of or against the
Company’s apparent position that the Commission has discrefion whether to terminate the blending period
after 29 months.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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2014. Assuming that such a plan is approved by the Commission (which I dppose,
as [ will discuss subsequently), Mr. Wathen argues that the blended rate following
asset transfer would be comprised of a weighted average of the price of power
purchased under a Purchased Power Agreement (“PPA™) and a market rate. Since
the PPA would logically be priced at market as well, Mr. Wathen argues that once
the legacy generation assets have been transferred, there would be no need for any

blending of the ESP SSO rate and market rates.

If the Commission denied the Company’s request to transfer the legacy
generation assets during the MRO transition, which could be as long as 10
years, would Mr. Wathen’s argument be applicable?

No. This argument in support of a shortened blending period only has merit if the
Company is permitted to transfer its legacy generation assets to an affiliate within a
29 month period. If the Commission denies the legacy generation asset transfer
request, then customers would continue to be protected during the full five year
minimum transition period ending in December 2016, and perhaps up to an
additional five years beyond. Unless the Commission denies the legacy generation
asset transfer, Duke’s retail customers would effectively face SSO rates set at 100%
market even if the five year or longer transition period is adopted by the

Commission.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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If Duke’s generation assets are transferred to an unregulated affiliate that is not
subject to this Commission’s jurisdiction, then Duke would look like FirstEnergy.
This would mean that consumers would not have access to ESP SSO generation at
legacy pricing. This would harm consumers, which is presumably why the MRO
statute contains a 5-10 year transition to full market pricing for those who do not

shop for competitive generation.

The Company has argued in its testimony (for example, James Rogers at page
13, line 7 of his Direct Testimony) that the current ESP plan provides Duke’s
retail customers a “free option” that permits customers to choose between the
lower of market rates and the ESP SSO rates without any compensation to the
Company. Do you have a response to the Company on this issue?

Yes. While it is correct that pursuant to S.B. 221 Duke’s customers are permitted to
switch to competitive retail supplies, while Duke is required to offer SSO service at
ESP SSO rates, this is purpose of the ESP and, during the transition period, the
purpose of the MRO. It provides protection to retail customers while at the same
time provides opportunities for consumers to participate in the competitive retail
market. While Duke is entitled to apply for an MRO under S.B. 221, it is my

understanding that the Commission is not authorized to alter the consumer protection

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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mechanism underlying an MRO, which clearly calls for a minimum five year

transition, with specified blended rates.?

Is the MRO transition period limited to a maximum of five years?
No. As provided for in R.C. 4928.142(E), the Commission can extend the MRO
blending period for up to a total of ten years “as counted from the effective date of

the approved market rate offer.”

Under what conditions can the Commission alter the blending proportions and
extend the blending period up to a total of ten years?

Under R.C. 4928.142(E) the Commission can make such an alteration annually
beginning in the second year of a blended price. Specifically, the statutory language
states that the Commission “may alter prospectively the proportions specified in that
division to mitigate any effect of an abmapt or significant change in the electric

distribution utility’s standard service offer price that would otherwise result in
eneral or with respect to any rate or rate schedule but for such alternation.

Any such alternation shall made not more often than annually. and the

commission shall not, by altering those proportions and in any ev incl

because of the length of time, as authorized under division {C) of this section, taken

? “The standard service offer price for retail electric generation service under this first application shall be a
proportionate blend of the bid price and the generation service price for the remaining service offer load
L (RCL4928.142(D)).

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

years as counted from the effective date of the approve market rate offer,”

This provision provides further consumer protection during the MRO transition and
effectively permits the Commission to evaluate the potential rate impact on
customers annually, beginning in the second year of the blending period. To the
extent that market rates may cause an abrupt or significant change in the MRO SSO
price, the Commission has the authority to alter the blending period, including
extending the blending period for up to an additional five years (in this case,
December 31, 2021). This is a necessary consumer protection because of the very

volatile nature of electric generation pricing.

The Commission’s rules governing an MRO [4901:1-35-03 (B)(2)(j)] require
that the electric utility “provide its best current estimate of anticipated
adjustment amounts for the duration of the blending period, and compare the
projected adjusted gemeration service prices under the CBP plan to the
projected adjusted generation service prices under its proposed elecl:ﬁc security
plan.” Has the Company complied with this rule in its filing?

No, not in my opinion. Because Duke did not present any legacy ESP rate
projections or projected market prices under the CBP plan beyond 2014, the
requested termination year for Duke’s MRO blending, the Company did not comply

with the Commission’s rules. As discussed by Duke witness Judah Rose, he

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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developed projections for the period up to the requested termination of the
Company’s MRO in 2014, While Mr. Rose predicts that the legacy ESP prices will
be close to market prices by the time of the proposed termination pf the MRO
blending period, there is no evidence presented regarding adjusted legacy ESP prices
and market prices for MRO years beyond the 29 month blending period proposed by

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

Duke witness Rose projects that the legacy ESP prices and market prices will
converge by the time of the Company’s proposed termination of blending,
Assuming for the sake of argument that Mr. Rose’s projections are correct
would you still be oppesed to the Company’s proposal?

Yes. Duke’s proposed 29 month transition plan effectively transfers substantial risk
to retail consumers. The blending provisions in R.C. 4928.142(D) establish a
schedule that shares the risk and rewards of market pricing between Duke’s
shareholders and its retail customers. Duke is proposing to substantially shorten this
blending period and also to eliminate the potential relief available to the Commission
pursuant to R.C. 4928.142(F) lto extend the blending through year 10 of the MRO. If
adopted by the Commission, market risk would be shifted towards customers
because there would no longer be a legacy ESP price option available to customers in
years 3, 4 and 5 (and possibly longer) in the event that market prices began to

escalate substantially above the adjusted ESP price. Thus, even if Mr. Rose is

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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correct, customers are being harmed, relative to R.C. 4928.142(D), because of the

shift in risk under the Company’s plan.

What is your recommendation to the Commission om the MRO blending
period?

First, [ recommend that the Commission reject the Company’s request:to terminate
the MRO transition blending petiod after 29 months. As I discussed, irespective of
the Company’s forecasted market prices, there is no reason to deny Duke’s
customers the protection afforded by S.B. 221, specifically R.C. 4928.142(D).
Rather, the Commission should require a full five year minimum blending period
consistent with the provisions of R.C. 4928.142(D). In addition, the Commission
should establish annual reviews by the Commission Staff and other parities of the
current market rates and the impact on the blended MRO SSO rate charged to
customers. To the extent that such annual reviews find that the five year blending
period may result in an abrupt or significant change in general SSO rates or the S5O
rates of a specific rate class or rate schedule, the Commission should make
appropriate changes in the blending propottions and evaluate whether an extension

of the blending period up to ten years is appropriate.
In light of your recommendation regarding the blending period, do yon have

any comments on the Company’s proposed transfer of its legacy: generation

assets to an affiliate?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Yes. Though Duke is not specifically requesting approval of its proposed legacy
generation transfer in this case (see Direct Testimony of Julia Janson at page 15, line
6), the Company has indicated its plan to seek approval for such a transfer. The
transfer would occur on or before the end of the proposed 29 month transition period
(May 31, 2014). Clearly, in the event that such a legacy generation asset transfer
occurs during the period January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2021, the
Commission wonld effectively be denied the ability to mitigate the impad of market
based rates through the blending provisions of R.C. 4928.142(D) and R.C.
4928.142(E). As such, I do not believe that the Commission should authorize such a

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

Would you summarize your recommendation to the Commission regarding the
Company’s MRO plan? L.

The Commission should reject Duke Energy Ohio’s proposed MRO because it fails
to meet the requirements of R.C. 4928.142(D), which requires & minimurmn five year
transition period in which market rates are blended with the existing ESP SSO rate.
As discussed in my testimony, the Company’s proposed blending period terminates
after 29 months. R.C. 4928.142(D) requires a 60 month (five year) blending period
with potential extensions of a blended rate for an additional five years. The
Company’s proposal does not provide for the level of consumer protection required

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

J. Kennedy and Asseciates, Inc. ‘
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1 In addition, while Duke is not specifi vestin val in this case to transfer
2 its legacy generation assets to an affiliate, the Commission should be aware that such
3 approval would effectively preclude any blending of the ESP SSO rate with market
| 4 rates once the assets have been transferred. Approval of the transfer would thus
|
‘ 5 remove a key element of the MRO transition protections required by S.B 221.
| ,
} 6
i 7 Q. On pages 13 and 14 of his testimony, Mr. Wathen discusses the Company’s
8 proposal to forgo adjustments to the ESP component of the blended. generation
| 9 rate for changes in fuel, purchased power and environmental costs, if the
10 Company’s “Blending Period ends before June 1, 2014,” but would make such
1 adjustments quarterly if the Blending Period is extended.! Do yon have any
‘ 12 comments on his testimony on this issue?
‘ 13 A.  Yes. While it is correct that R.C. 4928.142(D)X1) through R.C. 4928.142(D)}(4)
j 14 permits such adjustments to the “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, R.C. 4928.142(D) states as follows:
17 The commission shall also determine how such adjustments will affect
18 the electric distribution utility’s return on common equity that may be
19 achieved by those adjustments. The commission shall not apply its
20 consideration of the returm on common equity to reduce amy
21 adjustments authorized under this division unless the adjustments will
22 cause the electric distribution utility to earn a return on commeon equity
23 that is significantly in excess of the returm on common equity that is
24 earned by publicly traded companies, including utilities, that face
25 comparable business and financial risk, with such adjustments for
26 capital structure as may be appropriate. The burden of proof for

* Wathen Direct at page 13, lines 15 and 16 and at page 14, lines 4 10 6.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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demonstrating that significantly excessive earnings will not accur shall
be on the electric distribution utility. (emphasis added).

The statute clearly requires the Company to establish (“burden of proof”) each time
that it files for adjustments to its ESP rate for fuel and purchased power costs, and
environmental costs that these adjustments will not result in significantly excessive
earnings. This is an additional consumer protection provided by the; MRO; cost
increases for the ESP portion of the blended rate are not necessarily recoverable
because the approval of the adjustments depends on the utility’s projected return on

equity.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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TRANSMISSION RIDERS, MISO EXIT FEE AND MTEP COSTS SHOULD

BE DECIDED IN A SEPARATE CASE

Would you please summarize your understanding of the Company’s praposal
to recover (ransmission costs through a Base Transmission Rider (“BTR”) and
an RTO rider (*RT0O™)?

Yes. As aresult of Duke’s voluntary withdrawal from MISO and realignment into
PJM, Duke is proposing to recover most of its transmission costs through a non-
bypassable rider (Rider BTR). Currently, shopping customers pay for transmission
costs through charges paid to a Competitive Retail Electric Service (“CRES”™)
provider. Only SSO customers pay Duke directly for transmission service. As
discussed in the Testimony of Duke witness William Don Wathen, Jr., the Company
is proposing Rider BTR, which is to recover basic network integrated transmission
service costs (NITS), as well as some other transmission costs billed to the Company
by PJM on the basis of total retail load (not just SSO load). However, Rider BTR
would also recover all costs incurred as a result of the Company’s withdrawal from
MISO and on-going MISO transmission expansion costs for which the Company has
a continuing liability. The first of these two costs is an exit fee imposed on Duke by
MISO as a result of its voluntary withdrawal from MISO. The second charge
represents Duke’s ongoing Hability for MISO Transmission Expansion Plan
(“MTEP”) costs for projects approved by MISO while Duke was a MISC member.

Duke’s MTEP liability includes the costs of major transmission projects that have 40

J. Kennedy and Assoclates, Inc.
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to 50 year useful lives. These transmission projects will provide little or no benefit to

ratepayers once the move to PIM is complete.

The second rider, Rider RTO is a bypassable charge that is designed to recover costs
strictly related to serving SSO load. Shopping customers would not pay charges for
Rider RTO. According to Mr. Wathen, these RTO charges are billed directly to load
serving entities and thus, for shopping customers, these costs would be recovered
through CRES charges. Included in these RTO charges are: RTO “administrative

fees, ancillary services charges, revenue sufficiency guarantees, etc.”

Do you have any concerns with the Company’s proposed transmission cost
recovery riders?

Yes, The key concern that I have with the Company’s proposal is that it would
automatically permit Duke to fully recover all MISO exit fees and MTEP charges
trom ratepayers. As I will more fully discuss below, the decision to withdraw from
MISQO and join PIM was a unilateral decision made by the Company, with full
knowledge of the financial consequences, specifically the imposition of an exit fee
by MISO. With regard to the ongoing MTEP charges associated with the costs of
MISO construction projects approved during Duke’s membership, customers are
being asked to pay these costs even though Ohio ratepayers will receive little or no

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

5 Wathen Direct Testimony at page 26, footnote No. 6.
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PJM RTEP costs (regional transmission expansion plan) that it will also charge to
ratepayers. Duke is asking ratepayers to pay for the transmission expansion costs of
its former RTO (MIS0), as well as for the transmission expansion costs of its new

RTO (PIM).

While T am not specifically addressing the reasonableness of Duke’s request to
recover these MISO charges, or the legal issues involving federal preemption and the
prudence of choice exception to the filed rate doctrine (Pike County doctrine), it is
certainly questionable whether the decision to withdraw from MISO and join PIM
was reasonable and in the interests of its customers. As such, the Company’s actions
raise an issue of prudence that may justify the Commission disallowing some or ail
of these MISO costs. OEG counse] has advised me that the prudence of Duke’s
decision to withdraw from MISO and join PIM is a legitimate issuc that can be
addressed by the Commission in its evaluation of cost recovery. The outcome of
such an evaluation could have an impact on the recoverability of these MISO costs

from Duke’s ratepayers.

Has the Company presented any economic analysis in this MRO case that
would support its decision to withdraw from MISO and join PJM?

No. Duke witness Kenneth Jennings identifies three benefits of joining Pm. These
are: 1) the joint ownership with PIM utilities of some of the Company’s generation

assets, 2) the benefit of all utilities in Ohio being a member of a single RTO (Duke

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Page 22
would be the only non-PJM Ohio utility if it had not realigned into PJM}, and 3) the
benefit of PIM’s forward capacity market. None of these benefits have been
quantified in any manner to my knowledge, nor have these benefits been compared
to the costs of withdrawal from MISO. This information would be material in any
Commission evaluation of the decision by the Company to join PJM and approve

cost recovery of RTO charges.®

Q.  Has the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) approved Duke’s
withdrawal from MISQO and its request to join PJM?

A.  Yes. In its October 21, 2010 Order Addressing RTO Realignment Request (FERC
Docket Nos. ER10-1562 and ER10-2254), the FERC approved the withdrawal of
Duke from MISO and its realignment into PJM, including Duke’s proposed Fixed
Resource Requirement Integration Plan (FRR Integration Plan). The FERC
specifically did not address the recovery of any MISO exit fees or MTEP costs that
may be imposed by MISO on Duke, declined to make “a general statement regarding
a withdrawing transmission-owning utility’s transmission planning and cost
obligation to its former RTO and new RTO,” and whether Ohio retall customers
should be charged the costs associated with any exit fees or MTEP costs imposed by

MISO on Duke,”

® While the FERC has previousty determined that such a cost/benefit analysis is not required to support a
decision to switch RTO’s, it is my understanding from OEG Counsel that the Ohio Commission can make
such a determination in its consideration of a request for cost recovery of RTO charges.

7 FERC Order of October 21, 2010 at paragraphs 73, 74 and 75.
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What is your recommendation to the Commission on the Company’s request
for approval of Riders BTR and RTO?

I recommend that the Commission reject these riders in this case and require the
Company to re-file its request in a separate proceeding, not tied to the MRO approval
proceeding. The MRO has a statutory time frame for a Commission decision that is
very brief and does not lend itself to the evaluation of other issues, such as the
Company’s transmission cost recovery proposals. There is nothing, to niy
knowledge, in the S.B. 221 that requires the Commission to make a determination on
transmission cost recovery mechanisms within an MRO case and within the limited
timeframe provided for an MRO determination. The issues raised by the Company’s
request for transmission cost recovery are complex and require a full evaluation by
the Commission, including an opportunity for the Commission to consider prudence
issues. The Company’s request in this case is not an approval for withdrawing fiom
MISO and joining PJM; rather it is for cost recovery only. Duke will not join PIM
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.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Professional Qualifications
Of

Stephen J. Baron

Mr. Baron graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high
honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and Computer
Science. In 1974, he reccived a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also from the
University of Florida. His areas of specialization were econometrics, statistics, and public
utility economics. IHis thesis 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 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.

In December 1975, he joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco Services, Inc.
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as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years he worked for Ebasco, he received
successive promotions, ultimately to the position of Vice President of Energy Management
Services of Ebasco Business Consulting Company. His responsibilities included the
management of a staff of consultants engaged in providing services in the areas of
econometric modeling, load and energy forecasting, production cost modeling, planning,

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

He joined the 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
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,

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

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

During the course of his career, he has provided consulting services to more than thirty
utility, industrial, and Public Service Commission clients, inctuding three international

utility clients.
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He has presented numerous papers and published an article entitled "Howl to Rate Load
Management Programs" in the March 1979 edition of "Electrical World." His article on
"Standby Electric Rates" was published in the November 8, 1984 issue of "Public Utilities
Fortnightly." In February of 1984, he completed a detailed analysis entitled "Load Data
Transfer Techniques™ on behalf of the Electric Power Research Institute, which published

the study.

Mr. Baron has presented testirnony 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, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and in United States Bankruptcy Court. A list of

his specific regulatory appearances follows.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC,
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Dacember 2010
Date  Case Jurisdict. Party Utdlity Subject
481 203(8) KY Louisvilla Gas Louisvilie Ges Cost-uf-gervice,
& Electric Co. & Elechic Co.
4/81 ER8142 MO Kansas City Power Karesas City Farecasting,
& Light Go. Power & Light Co.
681 U-1933 AZ Arizona Comporaiion Tucson Electric Foracasting planning.
Commission Co.
284 8924 KY Airco Carbide Lovisville Gas Revanue requirements,
& Electric Co. oost-of-service, forecasting,
weather normalization.
W84 84038 AR Arkansas Fleckic Arkansss Power Excess capadily, cost-oF
Energy Consumers & Light Co. sarvice, rata design.
5/84 8304701 FL Florida Industial Florida Power Allocation of #xed costs,
Power Usars' Group Corp. load and capacity balance, and
reserve margin. Divarsification
of utility.
10/84 84199V AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power Cost allocation and rate design,
Energy Consurners snd Light Co.
1184  R842651 PA Lehigh Valley Parnsyania intermuptibla rates, oxoess
Power Comimittee Power & Light capadity, and phase-in.
Co.
1185 8565 ME Airco Industriat Central Maine Inberruptibhe rate design.
Gases Power Co.
2/85 1840381 FA Philadelphia Area Philadeiphia Load and enengy foragast
Industrial Energy Electric Go.
Users' Group
385 9243 KY Alcan Aluminurm Louisville Gas Ecanomics of complefing fossil
Com., etal & Elsciric Co. genarating Unit.
385 3488 GA Attomey General Georgia Power Load ard enery forecasiing,
Co. genergtion planning economics.
3185 R-842632 PA Wast Penn Power West Penn Power Genaration planning economics,
Industrial Co. prudence of a pumped storage
Intervenors hwydro unit.
5/85 84-243 AR Arkansas Eleclric Arkansas Power & Coshof-service, rats disign
Erery Consumers Light Ca. retum mullipliers.
5165 City of Chamber of Santa Clara Cost-of-servica, rate design.
Santa Commerca Municipal
Clara

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC,
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date  Case Jurisdict Party Utility Subject
6/85 84-768- Wv Wesi Virginia Monongehela Generation planning econormics,
E-42T industrial Power Co, prudence of a pumped storage
Intervenors hydno unit
685 E7 NG Cardlina Duke Powsr Co. Cost-of-service, rate design,
Sub 391 industrials interuplible rate design.
(CIGFUR lIl)
7185 2904 NY Industrial Oranga and Cost-of-service, rate dasign.
Energy Usess Rockland
Assodiation Utilities
10/85 85-043-U AR Arkansas Gas Arida, Inc. Regulatory poficy, gas cosk-of-
Consumers senvice, rate design.
1085 8563 ME Alroo Industrial Central Maing Feasibility of interruptible
Gases Power Co. rades, avoided cost.
2/85 ER- NJ Air Products and Jersey Conlrat Rate design.
8507698 " Chemicals Power & Light Co.
385 RA50220 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co, Optimal reserve, prudence,
Industrial off-system sales guarantes plan,
Intervenors
2i86 R850220 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Optimal reserva mangins,
Industrial prudence, off-system sales
Intervenors guarantaé plan,
386 85-299U AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power Costof-service, rake design,
Energy Consumers & Light Co. revenue distribution.
386 85-726- QH Industrial Electric Ohio Power Go. Cost-oi-sarvica, rala design,
EL-AR Consumers Group inleruptible rates.
5/86 B6-081- wy West Virginia Monongahela Power Generglion planning eccnomics,
E-Gi Energy Users Co. prudence of a pumped storage
Group hydro unit
888 E7 NC Carclina Industried Duke Power Go. Cost-of-servica, rabe design,
Sub 408 " Eresgy Consumers inemuptile retes.
1086  U-17378 LA Louistana Public Gulf States Excess capacity, economic
Servica Commission Utilities anelysis of purchased power.
Staff
12085 38063 IN Industrial Energy Indiana & Michigan Infemuptible rates.
Consumers Power Co.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date  Case Jurisdict Party Utility Subject
387 EL-86- Federal Louisiana Public Gulf Staies Costibeneiit anelysis of unit
53-001 Erergy Service Commission Utifities, power sales contract.
EL-86- Regulatory Staff Southem Co.
57001 Commission
(FERC)
487 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Load forecasting andimprudence
Servica Commission Utilities damages, River Bend Nuciear unil.
Stafl
bigv 87-023- wv Airco Industial Monongahela Intemupible rabes.
EC Gases Power Co.
587 87072 Wy West Virginia Monongahela Analyza Mon Power's fuel filing
E-G1 Energy Users' Power Co. and examine the reasonableness
Group of MP's claims.
587 8554- WV West Vinginia Monangahela Economic dispatching of
E-SC Energy Usars' Group Pawer Ca. pumpad storage hydio unit
587 9781 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisville Gas Analysis of impact of 1986 Tex
Energy Consumers & Eleciic Co. Reform Act
6/a7 873V GA Georgia Public Georgia Pawer Co. Ecanomic prudence, evalualion
Service Commission of Vogtte nuctear unk - kead
forecasting, planning.
687 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Guif States Phese-in plan for River Bend
Servica Commission Uiilities Nuciear it
Staff
787 85-10-22 ") Conneclicut Connacticut Methodalogy for refunding
Industrial Light & Power Co. rate moderation fund,
Energy Consumers
887 B/ GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Test yoar sales and revenue
Senvice Commission forecast.
9/87 R-850220 PA West Penn Power Wesl Penn Power Co. Excess capacily, refiability
Incustrial of generating system.
Intervenors
10/87 R-270651 PA Duguesne Duguesne Light Go. Interuptibla rate, cost-of
Industrial sarvice, revenue allocstion,
Intervenors rabe design.
1087 1-660025 PA Pennsylvania Proposed rules for m@anerelim
Incustrial avoided cost, rate recovery,
Intervenors .
1087 EMY MN Taconite Minnesota Power Excass capacity, powar and

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC,



Exhibit __ (§JB-1)

Page 7 of 21
Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date Case Jurigdict. Party _ Utllity Subject
GR-87-223 Intervenors & Light Co. cost-oF-service, rale design.
1087 B702-El FL Occidentd Chemical Florida Power Corp. Revenve forecasting, weather
Com. nomalization.
1287 870701 cT Cannectiout industrial Connecticut Light Excess capacity, nuclear plant
Energy Consumars Power Co. phase-in.
388 10064 KY Kenhucky Industrial Loulsvile Gas & Revenue forecast, weather
Energy Consumers Electriz Co. normalization rete freatment
of cancelied plant.
3i88 87-183-TF AR Arkansas Eleclic Arkansas Power & Stancby/hackup eleckic rales.
Consumers Light Ca.
538 B70171C001 PA GPU Industrial Metropolitan Cogeneratian defemal
Intervenors Edison Co. mechanism, modiication of ensrgy
cost nscovery (ECR).
6/88 870172C005 PA GPU Industrial Pannsylvania Cogeneration defaral
Intervenors Elactic Co. mechanism, madification of enengy
cost recovery (ECR),
7i68 28171 OH Industrial Enggy Cleveland Electric/ Financial analysisinaad for
EL-AIR Censumers Tolstdo Bdison interim rade relisf.
88-17¢-
EL-AIR
Interim Rate Case
788 Appeal 15th Louisiana Public Guif States Loaxt forecasting, imprudence
of PSC Judicial Service Cammission Utilities damages. .
Docket Circuit
U-17282 Court of Loulsiana
11788  R88098% PA United Stafes Camegie Gas Gas eost-oksenice, rale
Steel design.
1186 88-171- OH Industrial Enemgy Claveland Electrig/ Wasther normalization of
EL-AIR Consumars Toledo Edison. peik loads, axcess cepacity,
RB-170- General Rate Case, reguletory policy.
EL-AIR
388 B70216/283 PA Armeo Advanced West Penn Power Co. Caleulated avoicked capacily,
2841285 Materials Corp., recovery of capaclty payments.
Allegheny Ludburn
Comp.
B/39 £555 X Qccidental Chemical Houston Lighting Cost-okearvics, rata design.
Com. & Power Co.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subjact
889 3840V GA Geargla Public Georgla Power Co. Revenue forecasting, weaher
Service Commission : noraiization,
9/89 2087 NM Atiorney General Public Service Co. Prudence - Palo Verde Nuclesr
of New Mexico of New Mexico Units 1, 2 and 3, load fore-
casting.
1089 2262 NM Mew Mexico Industrial Public Service Co. Fuel adustment dausa, off-
Energy Consumers of New Mexico system sakes, cost-of-senvice,
rabe design, marginal cost.
1189 878 N Industrial Consumers Indiana Michigan Excess capacily, capacity
for Fair Utility Rates Power Co. equafizaion, jurisdictional
cost allocation, rale design,
interupiible rakes.
1780 U-17282 LA Louislana Public Gulf States Jurisdictional cost aliocation,
Service Commission Utillties O8M expensa analysis.
Staff
5§i80 890366 PA GPt! industrial Matropofitan Non-utility generator cost
Intervenors Edison Ca. recovery.
640 RGO1B09  PA Amnco Advanced West Penn Power Co, Allocation of OF demiand chamges
Materials Corp., in the fuel cost, cost-of
Allegheny Ludium service, rale design,
Com.
940 8278 MD Maryland Industrial Baltimora Gas & Cest-af-sarvics, rate design,
Group Electric Co. revenug afiocation. -
1290  U-9346 M Associztion of Consumers Power Demand-side management,
Rebuttal Businesses Advocating Co. envilonmental exiamaities.
Tariff Equity
1290 U-17282 LA Louisiana Pubilc Gulf Stetes Revanue requiremants,
Phase IV Service Commission Utilities jusdictional allocation,
Staff
1280 90-205 ME Airco Industrial Central Maine Power Investigation Mo
Gases Co. indarnuptible service and rales.
1/91 90-12-:03 CT Cannecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Interim rate refief, financiel
Intarim Energy Cangumers & Power Co. analysis, dass revenue allocalion.
501 80-12:03 cT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Revanue requirements, cost-o-
Phasa || Energy Consumers & Power Co, gervice, rate design, demand-side

management,
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date  Case Jurisdict Party Utllity Subject
4191 E7.8UB NG North Cardfina Duke Power Co. Revenue raquiremants, cost
SUB 487 Industrial allocation, rats design, demand-
Energy Consumers side menagement.
a/91 8341 MD Westvaco Corp. Pctomac Edison Co. Cost allocation, rale design,
Phase | 1950 Clean Alr Act Amendments.
891 N-372 OH Amco Stedd Co, LP. Cincinnati Gas & Economic anglysis of
ELUNC Electric Co. cogeneration, eveld cost rate.
991 P910511  PA Allsgheny Ludium Corp., West Pern Power Co. Economic analysis of propesed
F-810512 Armeo Advanced CWIP Rider for 1990 Glaan Al
Matartals Co., Act Amendments expenditures.
The Wast Penn Powar
Industrial Users’ Group
4191 91-231 wv West Virginia Energy Monangahela Power Economic analysis of proposed
E-NC Users' Graup Co, CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Al
Act Amendmants expendiures.
10/91 8341 MD Westvaco Corp. Potomac Edison Co. Economic analysis of proposed
Phase Il CWIP Rider for 1980 Clesn Air
Act Amendments expendifures.
10 U472 LA Louisiana Public Guif Stales Resulls of comprehansive
Service Commission Liilifies managemant audt.
Staff
Note: Na testimony
was prefiled on this.
181 U794 LA Louisiana Public South Central Analysis of South Gentral
Subdocket A Service Commission Bl Telephona Co. Bells restruchuring and
Staif and proposed merger with
Southem Bed Telephane Co.
12191 91-H0- OH Armoo Steel Co, Cincinnali Gas Rale design, intesruptible
EL-AIR Air Products & & Eleciric Co. rakes.
Chemicals, Inc.
1261 P-880288 PA Armeo Advanced West Pann Power Co. Evaluation of approprizie
Materals Corp., avoided ¢apacity costs -
Allegheny Ludium Corp, OF projscta.
182 C913424  PA Duquesna Interruptible Ducuesna Light Co. Industrial interruptible rate.
Complainanis
692 920219 CT Gonnecticut Industral Yankee Gas Co. Rafe desigr.

Enemy Consumers
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010

Date  Case Jurigdict. Party Utllity Subject
8/92 2437 NM New Mexico Public Service Co. Cost-of-gervice.

Industrial intervenors of New Mexico
897 RA0922314 PA GPU Industria Metropolitan Edison Cost-gFservice, rote

Intervenors Ca. design, energy cost rate.

9/92 39314 (v} Industrial Consumers Indiana Michigan Cost-cFservice, rate design,

for Fair Utiity Rales Power Ca. anargy cost rats, rate ireatment

1082 MD0920312 PA The GPU Industrial Panrsylania Cost-of-senvica, rate design,
coa7 Intervanors Eleciric Ca. energy cost rate, rate reatment.

1282 U-17949 LA Louisiana Public South Cantra) Bal Managemen autit,

Service Commission Co.
Staff
1292 R-00922378 PA Armoo Advanced West Penn Power Co. Cost-observics, rate design,
Materials Co. energy cost rete, SOz dllowanca
The WPP Industrial rate treatmant.
intervenors
1793 8487 MD The Maryland Baltimore Gas & Eleciric cost-cf-servica and
Induskial Group Electric Co. rate design, gas rate design
{fendble rakes).
433 EOD2GR-  MN North Star Steel Co, Northem States Irtermuptible: raies.
92-1185 Pravealr, Inc. Power Go.

4/93 ECS?2 Faderal Louigiana Public Gulf States Merger of GSU inte Entergy
21000 Enengy Service Commission UtiliiesEniergy System; impact on system
ER92-806- Regulgtory  Staff agreement.
oce Commission
(Rebuttal)

7193 930114- WV Airco Gases Monongahala Power Intenuptible rates.

E-C Co.
B/93 930759EG FL Flofida Industrial Generic - Elactric Cast recovery and allocation
Power Users” Group Utiliies of DSM cosis.

9193 M-009 PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Power Ratemaking trestment of
30406 Power Commities & Light Co. off-system sales revenues.

1183 346 KY Kentucky Industris) Generle - Gas Alocation of gas pipeline

Utility Customers Utiliies fransition costs - FERC Order 838.

1293 U-7735 LA Lovisiana Public Cajun Electric Nuclear plart prudence,

Service Commigsion Powes Caoperafive forecasting, excess capacity.
Staff

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date Case Jyrisdict. Party Utility Subject
4/94 E015/ MN Large Power Intervenors Minnesota Power Cost alocation, rate design,
GR-94-001 Co. rate phase-in plan,
594 u-20178 LA Louisiana Public Louisiana Pawer & Andysis of leasl cast
Senvice Commission Light Ca. integratad resource plan and
demand-slde mansgantent program.
7794 R-008429856 PA Ameo, Inc.; West Penn Power Co. Cosofgervice, aRocalion of
West Penn Power rake increass, rate design,
industrial Intervenors emission allowance seles, and
oparations and mainenance expense.
74 04-0035- Wy West Virginia Manongahela Power Cost-of-senvice, altoaation of
E-42T Energy Users Group Co. rale increase, and rabe design.
894 ECH Federal Lovisiana Public Gulf States Anglysis of extendad resava
13000 Energy Servica Commissicn Utiities/Entermy shutdown units and violafion of
Regulatory systom agresment by Entergy.
Commission
994 RO0S43  PA Lehigh Velley Pennsylvania Public Analysis of interruptibie rate
o Power Commities Utility Cormmission tems and conditions, availability.
R-00943
081C00M
994 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Eleckric Evaluation of appropiizte avolded
Seqvice Commission Powsr Cooperative costrate.
9494 U-14964 LA Louisiana Public Guif Stales Revenus mquisments.
Service Commission Utilities
10/04  5258-U A Geargia Public Southem Bell Proposals to address compefiion
Service Commigsion Telephone & in telecommunication meskets,
Telegraph Co.
11/84  EC94-7000 FERC Louisiana Public E| Paso Electic Mesger aconomics, fransmission
ER94-8968-000 Sanvige Commission and Caniral and equalization hold hamnless
' Soulhwest propesaks.
295 D41-430EG CO CF& Stedl, LP. Public Service Inferrupiible rates,
Compeny of cosl-of-service.
Colorado
4195 R-00943271 PA PP&L Industrial Pennsylvania Power Cost-of service, alloczdtion of
Customer Alliance & Light Co. refe increase, rale design,
intamuptible rates.
6/95 C-00313424 PA Duguesna Interruptible Duguesne Light Co. Intermuptitde rates.

C-00945104

Compiainants
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Decamber 2010
Date  Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
B/35 ER95-112 FERC Louisiana Public Enlergy Services, Open Access Transtnission
000 Service Commission in. Tarifls - Wholesale,
10/95 U-21485 LA Lauisiana Public Gulf States Nuclaar decommissioning,
Service Commission Utilitiess Company revenue fequiremanis,
capita! stuctura,
10/%5  ER9-1042 FERC Louisiana Public System Energy Nuclear decommissioning,
<000 Service Comenisgion Resources, Ing. revenue requirements,
10/95 -21485 LA Louisiana Public Gulf Stetes Nuclear decommissioning and
Service Cormmission Lifilies Co. cost of dabt capital, eapital
siructure.
1195 1940032 PA Industrial Energy Stale-wida - Retall competition iagiies.
Consumers of all utfities
Penngylvenia
796 U-21456 LA Louisiana Public Central Lovisiana Revenue raquinsment
Service Commission Elaciric Co. analysis,
706 8725 MD Marytand Industrial Bskimore Gas & " Retemaking issues
Group Elec. Co., Potomac assocized with a Merger.
Elec. Power Co.,
Constellation Energy
Co.
8/9% U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Capn Electric Revenue requirements.
Service Commission Power Cooperative
9%  U92002 LA Lovisiana Public Entergy Gul Decommissioning, weather
Sarvice Commission States, Inc. nomalization, capital
structura,
297 R-973877 PA Philadelphia Area PECQ Energy Co. Competitive restructuring
Industrial Energy policy &sues, sranded cast,
Users Group transition charges.
6097 Chvil US Bank- Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Confirmation of reorganization
Action nploy Service Commission Power Cooperalive plan; analysis of rate paths
No. Courd praduced by competing plans,
9411474 Middle District
of Lovisiana
6197 R-973953 PA Philadelphia Area PECQ Energy Co. Retall compelition issues, rate
Industrizl Energy unbundiing, stranded cost
Users Group anglysis.
697 8738 MD Maryland Industriaf Ganeric Retail compatition issues

Group
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Staphen J. Baron
As of December 2010
Date Case Jurisdict. Parly Utility Subject
7197 RO73854 PA PREL Industrial Pennsyivania Power Retail sompetition issues, raie
Customer Alliance & Light Go. unbundling, stranded cosi analysis,
1007 97204 KY Algan Alumioum Comp. Big River Analysis of cost of sarvica issues
Southwire Co. Electric Comp. - Big Rivars Restruchuring Plan
10097 RG74008 PA Metropoitan Edison Metropolitan Edison Reteil compefition Idsues, rate
Industrial Users Co. unbundiing, stranded cast analysis.
10097 RG74009 PA Pennsylvania Electric Pennsyivania Retail compefition issues, rate
Industrial Custorner Elactric Co. unbundling, stranded cost analysis.
197 U-22491 LA Louisiana Public Entengy Gulf Decommissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. nomadization, capitat
shucture.
1687 POTI266  PA Philadelphia Area Enron Energy Analysis of Retail
industrial Energy Services Power, Inc./ Restruchuing Proposal.
Users Group PECO Energy
1297 R973881 PA West Penn Power West Pern Redail competition issues, rate
Industria Intervenors Power Co. unbundiing, skanded cost
analysis.
1297 RO7A04  PA Duquesne industrial Duquesns Redail compedition Issues, rate
Intervenors Light Co. unbunding, stranded oost
analysis.
3198 U-22092 LA Louisiana Publig Guilf States Retail competition, siranded
(Alocated Stranded Sarvice Commission Utiities Ca. cost quantification,
Cost Issues)
398 U-22062 Louisiana Public Guif Staes Stranded cast quantification,
Service Commission Utilities, Inc. resfructuring issues.
9198 U-17735 Louisiana Public Cajun Etactic Revenue requirements anafysis,
Service Commission Power Cooperative, weather normalization.
Ing.
1208 8794 MD Maryland Industrial Beltimore: Gas Elechric utiity restructuring,
Group and and Etectric: Co, stranded cost recovary, rate
Millennium inorganic unbundfing.
Chemicals Inc.
12498 123358 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nuclaar decommissloning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. normalizeticn, Entergy System
Agreement.
5159 EC90- FERC Louisizna Public Amesican Eleciric Werger issuss relatsd to
{Cross- 40-000 Senvice Commission Power Co. & Central markel power mitigation proposals.
Answering Testimany) South West Corp.
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599 98426 KY Hantucky Industrisl Louisvile Gas Pesformance based requlation,
(Response Utility Customers, Inc. & Eleclric Co. sefiement proposal issuies,
Testimony) crass-subsidies between eleciric,
(jas senvices.
6/99 £8.0452 WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power, Edectric utility restructuring,
Users Group Manongahela Power, stranded cost recovery, rate
& Potomac Edisan unbyndiing.
Compsnies
799 950335 CT Connecticut Indusirial Unétedt Hiuminating Elactric ulilly restn¢huing,
Encrgy Consumens Campany strandad cost recoviry, rale
unbundiing.
719 Adversary  U.S. Louiskang Public Cajun Electric Molion to dissolve
Proceedng  Bankruptey  Service Commisgion Power Cooperative prefimingry injuncdion.
No. 98-1065 Court
N wms T Connecticut Industrial Connectic Light Eleciric utlity restrugluring,
Enengy Consumers & Power Ca. stranded cost recovery, rate
unbundling.
10198 U-24182 LA Louisiana Public Entargy Guif Nuclsar dacommissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. nommalization, Entergy System
Agreament.
1299 U7 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electic Anantysi of Proposed
Service Commigsion Power Cooperativa, Centract Rates, Market Rales.
Ing.
0300 Y7738 LA Louisiana Public Caun Electric Evaluation of Cooperative
Service Commission Power Cooperetiva, Power Contract Elections
inc.
0300  99-1658- OH AK Steel Corporation Cincinnafi Gas & Elactric utlity rastruchuring,
ELETP Electric Co. shranded 0ot recovery, rate
Unbundiing.
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0800 980452  WVA West Virginia Appalachian Power Co. Elechric ulitty restructuring
E-GI Energy Users Group American Electric Go. rate unbundiing.
08100 00-1050 WVA West Vimginia Mon Power Co. Electric utiliy restrugturing
ET Energy Users (oup Polomac Edison Co. rata unbundiing.
00-1051-E-T
1000  S0AH4TE:  TX The Dallas-Fort Worth TXU, tnc. Electric uliity restrudturing
001020 Hespha Councll and rate unbundiing.
PUC 2234 The Coalition of
Independent Colleges
And Universities
1200 U-24993 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nuclesr decommissioning,
Service Commission Staes, Inc. reventia recuirements.
12160 ELO0-66- LA Louisiana Public Entergy Services Inc. Inter-Compeny System
000 & EROC-2854 Sewvice Commission Agresment Modifications for
F195-33-002 retail compalition, inlermuptibie load,
04 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Jurisdictional Business Separaion -
U-20925, Service Commission Statas, Inc. Texas Restructuring Plan
U-22092
{Subdocket B)
Addressing Contasted lssuas
10401 140000  GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Test yaar revencs forecast.
Sesvice Commission
Adversary Staff
1M U28667 LA Lovisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nudlear decemmissianing requirements
Service Commission States, Inc. fransmission revenues.
M u2s068 LA Louksiana Public Genenic Independent Transmission Company
Service Commission . { Transco™). RTO rale design.
0302 0011485 FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of senes, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company deskqn, resource planming and
demand side management
0802  L-25965 LA Louisiana Putlic Entergy Guif States RTO Issues
Senvice Commission Entergy Louisiana
07/02  y-21453 LA Lovisiana Public SWEPCQ, AEP Jurisdictional Business Seq. -
Service Commission Texas Restructuring Plan.
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0802  U-25888 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Louisiana, inc. Modifications to the Inter-
Service Commission Eniergy Gulf States, Inc, Company Sysiem Agreement,
Production Cost Equalization.
0802 BELM- FERC Louisiana Puiic Entergy Servicss Inc. Modifications to the Infer-
B8-000 Service Commission and the Entergy Company Sysiem Agreement,
Operating Companies Production Cost Equalization.
12 025-315EG €O CF&! Steal & Climax Pubkic Servica Co. of Fual Adjusiment Clausa
Molybdenum Co. Colorado
0103 DA7735 LA Louisiana Public Lovistana Coops Contract Issues
Senvice Commission
0203 025-584E  CO Crippla Creek and Aquita, Inc. Revenué requirements,
Victor Gold Mining Co. purchased power.
04403 U-26527 LA Louisiana Public Entengy Gulf States, Inc. Westher nosmefization, power
Service Commissian purchase expenses, System
Agmament expensas.
1103  ER03-753000 FERC Louisiana Public Enlergy Sarvices, Inc. Praposad modifications to
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreemant Tarff MS5-4.
Staff Cempanies
1103  ER03-583000 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, ne., Evalugtion of Wrolesale Purchased
ER03-583-001 Service Commission the Entergy Operating Power Contracts.
ER03-583-002 Companias, EWO Market-
Ing, L.P, and Entergy
ER03-681-0CC, Power, Inc.
ERG3-681.001
ER(3-682-000,
ER03-682-001
ER03-682-002
1203 U238 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Lovisiang, Ing. Evaluation of Wholesale Purchased
Senvice Commission Power Contracts.
M4 EOINS  AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Servica Co. Revenus allocation rate design,
030437
0204 00032071 PA Duguesne: Indusirial Duguesne Light Company Provider of last resort lasues.
Intarvencrs
0304  03A436E CO CF8) Steel, LP and Public Service Company Purchased Powar Adjustment Clause.
Climax Molybedenum of Colorado
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0404 200300433 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisvills Gas & Electric Co.  Costof Service Rate Design
200300434 Customers, Inc, Kenkicky Utiities Co.
0604 03SHIBE  CO Cripple Creek, Victor Gold Aquila, Inc. Cost of Servios, Rate Design
Mining Co., Goodrich Com., Interruptible Rates
Holgim {U S..), Inc., and
Tha Trane Co.
06/04  R-00049255 PA FPAL Indusirial Customer FPL Elsctric Uilities Com. Cost of servica, r2ta design,
Alliance PPLICA tariff issues and transmission
sefvice charge.
10/04  0481B4E CO CF&} Steel Company, Clima Public Service Company Cost of servica, rata design,
Mines of Colorado Internuplible Rates.
03005  CaseNo. KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Utilities Environmental cost recovery.
200400426 Utility Cuslomers, Inc. Loutgvile Gas & Electric Co.
Case No.
200400421
0605  050045E1 FL South Florida Hospilal Florida Power & Retall cost of service; rale
and Heakhcare Assoc. Light Comparry design
07/05 U-28155 LA Louisiana Public Enlergy Louisiana, Inc. Independent Coordinalor of
Service Commission Staff Entergy Gutf States, tnc. Transmission - CostBanafit
0305  CasaNos. WWA Woest Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Environmenial cost rooovery
05-0402-E-CN Users Group Polomac Edison Co. Securitization, Financing Oxder
05-0750-E-PC
0106 20500341 KY Kentuchy Industrial Kentucky Power Company ~ Cost of seivice, rate design,
Utilty Customers, Inc. fransmission expenses. Congastion
Cost Recovery Machanism
0306 U22092 LA Louistana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Separation of EGSI into Texas and
Commission Staff Lovisiana Compemnies.
04/08 U-25116 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Louisiana, Ing. Transmission Prudance investigalion
Commission Statf
0606  RDD0GIME PA Duquesne industrisl Duguesne Light Co. Costof Servics, Rate Dasign, Transmission
CO0O1-0005 Infervencrs & IECPA Senvice Cherge, Tariff Issues
D6/068  R-D00B1366 Met-Ed Industrial Energy Metrapofilan Edison Co. Generation Rate Cap, Transmission Service
R-00061367 tsers Group and Penelec Pennsyhvania Electric Co. Charge, Cost of Service, Rate Dasign, Tadlf
P-00062213 Induskriat Customar Issues
P-Q0062214 Afliance
07108 U-22002 LA Louisiana Public Senice Entergy Guif States, Inc. Separation of EGS! indg Texas and
Sub-J Commission Staff Louisiana Companies.
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0706 CaseMo,  KY Kentucky industrial Kentucky Utiifies Enviiormental cost recovesy.
2006-00130 Utility Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & Electric Co.
Case No.
2006-00129
0806 CaseNo, VA Old Dorrinion Committee Appalachian Power Co. Cost ARlocation, Atlocation of Rev Incr,
PLE-2006-00065 For Fair Utility Rates Ofi-System Sales mergin rate treatment
0906 E0134%4. AZ Kroget Company Arizona Public Service Co. Ravenue alllocation, cost of servica,
050818 rale design.
11,06 Doc.No, CT Connecticut industrial Connacticut Light & Power Rala unbundling issuse.
97-01-15REQ2 Enargy Consumers United Muminating
01607  CaseNo, Wy Wast Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Retsil Cost of Service
06-0960-E-42T Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Revenue apportionment
03107 U-29764 LA Louisiana Pubfic Senvice Entergy Guif States, Inc. Implementstion of FERC Decision
Commission Staff Entergy Louisiana, LLG Jurisdicional & Rats Class Allocation
0307 CaseNo. OH Ohio Energy Group Chio Power, Columbus Environmental Surchame Rate Design
07-83-EL-UNC Southem Power
05007  ROG0449255 PA PPSL Industriat Custormer PPL Electric Utikfes Comp. Costaf service, rate design,
Remang Alliance PPLICA tarif? issues and transmission
gervice charge,
0807  R-00072155 PA PPAL industrial Customer PPL. Elegiric Utilies Corm. Cost of servics, ride design,
Alliance PPLICA tanff issues.
07107 Dec. No. GO Gateway Canyons LLC Grand Valley Power Coop. Disiribution Line Cost Allocation
O7F-037E
09/07 Doc. No. WI Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Electric Powar Co.  Cost of Service, rate dasign, tariff
05-UR-103 Energy Group, Inc. 1ssues, Inleimaptivle rates.
1107  ER0O7-682000 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Senviges, Inc. Proposed modifications to
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating Sysiem Agreament Schedule M5S-3.
Staff Companies Cost functionalization issues.
1/08 Doc.No,  wy Cimarex Energy Company Rocky Mountain Power Vintage Pricing, Marginal Cost Pricing
20000-277-ERO7 {PacifiCorp) Projected Tast Year
108 CaseNo, OH Chig Energy Group Ohic Edison, Toledo Edison Class Cost of Seniice, Rate Rasiruchiring,
07-551 Cleveland Eleciic Wuminating  Apporlionment of Revenua Increase to
Rats Schedules
2/08 ER07-856 FERC Louisiana Pubiic Entergy Services, nc. Entergy’s Compliancs Flling
Service Commission and tha Entergy Operating Systern Agreement Bandwidth
Staff Companies Calculations.
218 DocNo.  PA West Pann Power West Penn Powar Co. Default Servics Plan issues,
PL00072342 Industrial Intervencrs
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308 Docho.  AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rale Design
E-01933A-05-0650
0508 080278 WV West Virginia Appalechian Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost ‘ENEC”
E-GI Enenyy Users Group American Flectiic Power Co.  Analysis.
6/08 CaseNo. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohic Edison, Toledo Edison ~~ Recovery of Deferved Fuel Cost
08-124-EL-ATA Claveland Electric [fuminaling
7408 DocketNo. UT Kiogsr Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
0743593
08/08 Doc. Mo. Wi Wisconsin tndustrial Wisconsin Power Cost of Service, rate design, taiff
6680-UR-116 Energy Group, Inc. and Light Ga. Issues, Imarmuptible ratss.
09/08 Doc. Mo. ‘Wl Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Public Cast of Service, rabe design, tanff
6690-UR-119 Energy Sroup, Inc. Senica Co. Issues, Inlermuptibls ralss.
0908 Case No. OH Ohio Energy Group Chio Edison, Toleda Edison  Provider of Last Resort Competitive
08-936-EL-350Q Clevaland Elactic lluminsting  Solicitation -
0ans Casa No. OH Ohio Energy Graup Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison  Provider of L.ast Resort Rate
08-935-EL-880 ‘ Claveland Electic lluminating  Plan
09/08 Case No. OH Ohio Enesrgy Group Chio Power Company Provider of Last Resort Rate
08-817-EL-350 Columbus Southern Power Co.  Plan
08-918-EL-550
1008  2008-00251 KY Kentucky indusirial Utility Louisvile Gas & Electric Co.  Costof Service, Rate Design
2008-00252 Cuslomers, Inc. Kentucky Utiitizs Co.
1108 06-151 wv West Virginia Mon Fower Co. Expandad Net Energy Cost "ENEC”
E-Gi Energy Users Group Patomac Edison Co. Analyss.
1108  M-2008- PA Met-Ed Industrial Energy Metropalitan Edison Co. Transmission Service Charge
2036188, M- Users Group and Penglec Pennsylvenia Electric Co.
2008-2036197 industrial Customer
Alliance
0108  ER0B-1058 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc. Entergy's Compliance Filing
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Bandwicth
Companies Calculations.
0108  EL1345A- AZ Kroger Cempany Avizona Public Service Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
030172
0209 200800409 KY Kantucky Industrial LHlity East Kentucky Power Cost of Service, Rete Design
Gustomers, inc. Cooperative, In;.
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509 PUE-2)09 VA VA Commitiee For Dominion Virginia Transmission Cost Recovery
M018 Fair Utlity Rates Power Company Rider
8i09 03-0177- WV West Virginia Energy Appatachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost
E-GI Users Group Company 'ENEC’ Anglysis
6109 PUE-2009 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Fue! Cost Recovery
0016 Fair Utility Rates Power Company Rider
609 PUE-2009 VA Old Dorminion Committea Appalachian Power Fuel Cost Recovery
0038 For Falr Utility Ratas Company Rider
7i08 080677-El  FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retall cost of service, rete
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design
849 U-20925 LA Louisizna Public Service Entergy Louisiana Inferruptible Rale Refund
(RRF 2004) Commission Staft e Settiement
908 DOAL2E €O CF& Steet Company Public Service Comparry Energy Cost Rate lssuss
Climax Molybderum of Colorado
9109 Doc. No. W Wisconsin industriat Wiscansin Electric Power Ca.  Cost of Sarvica, rate design, lanff
05-UR-104 Energy Group, In. Isgues, Infermplibie rites.
908 Doc.No, ‘W1 Wiscansin Industrial Wiscorsin Power Cost of Service, tate design, tariff
6680-UR-117 Energy Group, Inc. and Light Co. Issuss, Intermuplible miss,
10/09  DocketNo. UT Kreger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co, Cost of Service, Allocalion of Rev Increase
09-035-23
009 09AL-2%9E CO CF&l Steel Company Public Service Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
Clirnat Mctybdenum of Colorado
11/09 PUE-2008 VA VA Committee For Dominion Visginia Cost of Service, Rate Design
00019 Fair Utiiity Rates Power Company
109 091485 WV West Virginia Mon Power Ca. Expanded Net Energy Cost ‘ENEC*
EP Energy Users Group Potomac Edisan Ca. Analysis.
1208  Case No. OH Ohio Energy Group Chio Edisan, Toledo Edizon Provider of Last Resort Rate
09-906-EL-38C Cleveland Electric Huminating Plan
1209  ER0%-1224 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Servicas, Inc. Entargy’s Compliance Fiing
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Bardwidth
Companies Calculgtions.
12109 CasaNo. VA Cld Dominion Committea Appalachian Power Co, Cost Allocation, Allocation of Rev Increase,
PUE-2003-00030 For Fair Utility Rates Rats Design
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210 DocketNo.  UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountzin Power Co. Rata Design
05-035-23
3o CaseNo. WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Retail Cost of Service
09-1352-E42T Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Revenue spporfonment
3o E015/ MN Large Power Inlervenors Mienesota Power Co. Cost of Service, rate design
GR-08-1151 :
410 ELO9-61 FERC Louisiana Public Servica Entengy Servicss, Inc. System Agresmen lssues
Servica Compmisgion and the Entergy Operating Relabed to offsysiem sales
Companies
4710 2009-00459 KY Kertucky industial Kentizcky Power Company Cost of service, rate design,
Utilty Customers, Inc. fransmission epansas.
410 0900548 KY Kentucky Industrial Utilty Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
200900549 Customers, Inc. Kentucly Utilities Co.
7710 R-2010-  PA Phiadeiphia Area Indusirial PECO Energy Company Cost of Service, Rate Desigrn
2161575 Energy Users Group
0910 201000167 KY Kentucky Industrial Uity East Kentucky Power Costof Service, Rate Design
Cuslomers, Inc. Gooperative, Inc.
0910  10M-245E CO CF&i Steel Company Publi; Senvice Company Esonomic Impect of Clean Al Act
Climax Motybdenum of Colorado
1110 100803-  wv West Virginia Encrgy Appalachian Power Cost of Sefvics, Rate Dasign,
E421 Users Group Company Transmission Rider
1110 Doc. No, Wi Wiscansin Industrial Northam States Power Cost of Service, rate design
4220-UR-118 Energy Group, Inc. Co. Wisconsin
1210 10A-554EG CO CF& Steel Company Public Sesvice Company Demand Side Management
Clintax Molybdenum Issues
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