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I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

Please state your name and business address. 

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

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

Georgia 30075. 

Please state your occupation and employer. 

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

and Principal with the firm of Kennedy and Associates. 

Please describe your education and professional experience. 
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1 A. I eamed a Bachelor of Business Administration in Accounting degree and a 

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

3 eamed a Master of Arts degree from Luther Rice University. I am a Certified 

4 Pubhc Accountant ("CPA"), with a practice license, and a Certified Management 

5 Accountant ("CMA"). In addition, I am a member of numerous professional 

6 organizations. 

7 I have been an active participant in the utility industry for more than thirty 

8 years, as a consultant in the industry since 1983 and as an employee of The 

9 Toledo Edison Company from 1976 to 1983. I have testified as an expert witness 

10 on planning, ratemaking, accounting, finance, and tax issues in proceedings 

11 before regulatory commissions and courts at the federal and state levels on nearly 

12 two hundred occasions, including proceedings before the Public Utilities 

13 Commission of Ohio. My qualifications and regulatory appearances are further 

14 detailed in my Exhibit (LK-1). 

15 

16 Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 

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

18 industrial customers of Coliraibus Southem Power Company ("CSP") and Ohio 

19 Power Company ("OPC"), hereinafter referred to as "the Companies" or "AEP." 

20 The members of OEG who take service from the Companies are: Airgas, AK Steel 

21 Corporation, ArcelorMittal USA, Bmsh Wellman, BP-Husky Refining, LLC, E.I. 

22 duPont de Nemours and Company, Ford Motor Co., GE Aviation, Griffin Wheel, 

23 RG Steel, The Procter and Gamble Co., the Timken Company and Worthington 
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1 Industries. 

2 

3 Q. What is the purpose ofyour testimony? 

4 A. The purpose of my testimony is: 1) to propose and describe an Equity 

5 Stabilization Incentive Plan ("ESIP") as a refinement of the present ratemaking 

6 fi*amework that will bring greater stability and certainty for the Companies and 

7 consumers, both consumers who take service pursuant to the standard service 

8 offer ("SSO") and for consumers who shop, 2) to describe the present combined 

9 eamings of CSP and OP and demonstrate that the Companies' earnings are 

10 reasonable without their proposed rate increases, all else equal, 3) to address and 

11 make recommendations to incorporate accumulated deferred income taxes 

12 ("ADIT") in the computation ofthe Companies' cost-based tariffs, including the 

13 proposed Phase-In Recovery Rider ("PIRR") and the Distribution Investment 

14 Rider ("DIR"), 4) to recommend that the Commission direct the Companies to 

15 pursue securitization financing for the deferred Fuel Adjustment Clause ("FAC") 

16 amounts and to reflect the savings in the computation of the Companies' PIRR 

17 tariff designed to recover these deferred fuel costs over the seven year period 

18 from 2012 through 2018. 

19 

20 Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

21 A. I recommend that the Commission adopt an Equity Stabilization Incentive Plan 

22 diat will provide greater stability and certainty to the Companies and consumers, 

23 both consumers who take service pursuant to the SSO and for consimiers who 
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1 shop. The Commission, Companies and consimiers cannot control the uncertainty 

2 of environmental regulations, wholesale market costs for capacity or energy, fuel 

3 costs, or other requirements and costs, but the Commission does have statutory 

4 authority to control the ratemaking process for recovery of such costs and in that 

5 manner provide greater stability and certainty for the Companies and consimiers. 

6 The ESIP specifically recognizes the state policy objective set forth in 4928.02(A) 

7 to "[ejnsure the availability to consumers of adequate, reliable, safe, efficient, 

8 nondiscriminatory, and reasonably priced electric service" and provides the 

9 Commission with the means to implement this state policy objective within the 

10 statutory authorization for ESPs to "include terms, conditions, or charges as 

11 would have the effect of stabilizing or providing certainty regarding retail electric 

12 service." The components ofthe ESIP are as follows: 

13 1. The ESIP would work in conjunction with the Significantiy 
14 Excessive Eamings Test ("SEET") calculations to also include an 
15 ESIP test that would result in a credit or charge each year based 
16 on an eamings calculation. 

17 2. The ESIP credit or ESIP charge would be determined based on 
18 total company eamings above or below the upper and lower 
19 thresholds of a deadband of 300 basis points above and below the 
20 comparable group eamings. For example, if the comparable group 
21 retum on equity is 11%, then the deadband would range from 8% 
22 to 14%. 

23 3. Eamings generally would be calculated on the same basis as the 
24 SEET, with the exception of off-system sales ("OSS") margins. 
25 Deferrals and the related amortization expense would be included. 
26 Extraordinary and nonrecurring items would be excluded, 
27 including power plant retirements (unless the PUCO authorizes a 
28 deferral and establishment of a regulatory asset). OSS margins 
29 would be included in eamings; however, if OSS margins are 
30 excluded from eamings as is presently the case with SEET, then 
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1 the OSS margins should be properly excluded from both the 
2 numerator and denominator. 

3 4. The selection of companies for the comparable group would be 
4 standardized and weighted more heavily toward regulated electric 
5 utilities. This would result in a relatively stable comparable retum 
6 on equity from year to year. 

7 5. The ESIP credit or ESIP charge would be nonbypassable (both 
8 SSO and shopping consumers receive any credit or pay any 
9 charge) and the allocation would be made on a kWh basis. This 

10 maintains shopping options for all consumers, but reduces AEP's 
11 shopping risk. 

12 6, The annual SEET procedural schedule would remain unchanged, 

13 but would incorporate the ESIP as well. 

14 

15 The ESIP I propose provides a comprehensive and efficient ratemaking 

16 framework based on total company eamings that improves the stability and 

17 certainty of retail electric service and equitably balances the interests of the 

18 Companies and consumers. The ESIP reduces the need for an extensive array of 

19 riders, including the POLR rider; reduces AEP's exposure in funding economic 

20 development rates without EDR recovery, such as the proposed Rate Security 

21 Rider; improves the Companies' ability to obtain timely rate relief while 

22 improving the consumer protections afforded by the SEET; provides fmancial 

23 incentives for the Companies to control costs so that eamings remain within the 

24 deadband; reduces borrowing costs to AEP due to lower risks, which benefits all 

25 consumers; and reduces the administrative burden on the Commission Staff 

26 ("Staff) of auditing and potentially litigating numerous riders, thus allowing the 

27 Staff to focus more on a comprehensive eamings review in the annual 
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1 proceedings. All consumers would retain the right to shop for competitive 

2 generation, subject to the receipt of an ESIP credit or the payment of an ESIP 

3 charge. 

4 1 conclude that the rate increases requested through the various proposed 

5 riders in this proceeding are not necessary in order for the Companies to earn a 

6 reasonable retum on equity, based on Companies' combined retum on equity for 

7 2010. The Companies' combined retum on equity for 2010 was 13.44%, which 

8 significantly exceeds the 11.0% found reasonable by the Commission in Case No. 

9 10-1261-EL-UNC, the most recent SEET proceeding. 

10 I recommend that the Commission incorporate the relevant ADIT amounts 

11 into each cost-based rider, including, but not limited to, the PIRR to recover the 

12 phase-in FAC deferrals and the DIR to recover the costs of new distribution 

13 investment. ADIT traditionally is subtracted from rate base in cost-based tariffs 

14 because it represents amounts that the utility did not have to finance due to related 

15 income tax savings. The Companies have not properly subtracted ADIT in the 

16 calculation of the carrying costs on the FAC deferrals to date and propose no 

17 change in then: calculations going forward in the PIRR, ostensibly on the basis of 

18 their "understanding" ofthe Commission's Order in Case Nos. 08-917-SSO and 

19 08-EL-918-SSO ("ESP Order"), although the Order made no explicit finding on 

20 this issue. Contrary to this methodology, the Companies' witness in this and the 

21 prior ESP proceeding, as well as in West Virginia, agrees that the ADIT should be 

22 subtracted from the deferred FAC amounts in cost-based rates, although he 

23 incorrectly argued in the prior ESP proceeding that the FAC was not a cost-based 
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1 rate. It is. Thus, the Commission should direct the Companies to modify their 

2 calculations going forward for the deferred FAC recoveries through the PIRR and 

3 the DIR. 

4 Finally, I recommend that the Commission direct the Company to pursue 

5 securitization financing of the deferred FAC amount, including seeking any 

6 necessary legislation to do so. Securitization financing will minimize the cost to 

7 ratepayers while ensuring the Companies full recovery of the deferred FAC 

8 amount. The Companies estimate that the one year savings could be $57 million 

or 75% compared to their weighted average cost of capital. Total savings over the 

proposed seven year recovery period could be as much as $200 million. 

The remainder of my testimony is organized sequentially to address each 

of these issues. 

IL EQUITY STABILIZATION INCENTIVE PLAN 

Please describe the present regulatory framework. 

The present retail regulatory framework is comprised of a combination of non-

cost-based generation rates and cost-based generation rates, transmission rates, 

and distribution rates. These rates presently include numerous riders, and would 

be expanded to include additional riders, all of which are listed on Companies' 

witness Mr. Roush's Exhibit DMR-4. 

Does the present regulatory framework ensure that overall rates are just and 
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1 reasonable? 

2 A. No. The present framework ensures only that the totality of the ESP rates 

3 generally are less than an estimate of what a Market Rate Offer ("MRO") might 

4 yield, subject to the statutory limitation that the Companies do not earn 

5 significantly excessive eamings as measured by the SEET. The present 

6 framework encourages the Companies to devise numerous riders in order to 

7 maximize their revenues so long as the ESP rates generally are less than a 

8 projected MRO. This results in a confrising array of riders, both existing and 

9 proposed, many of which are not cost-based, but which were confected to 

10 maximize revenues rather than to recover costs, including a reasonable retum. 

11 

12 Q. Are there other problems with the present framework? 

13 A. Yes. The present framework results in a lack of stability and certainty for the 

14 Companies and consumers, spawning an ever-increasing and confusing array of 

15 non-bypassable riders and bypassable riders; results in piecemeal ratemaking; 

16 results in unnecessary administrative complexity for the Companies, consumers, 

17 and the Staff due to the numerous cost-based and non-cost-based riders; 

18 potentially results in excessive rates, subject only to the SEET; and potentially 

19 results in insufficient rates that may not result in a reasonable retum on invested 

20 capital.. In short, the present ratemaking process is not efficient or reasonable. 
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1 

2 Q. Is it state policy to promote efficient and reasonably priced rates pursuant to an 

3 ESP? 

4 A. Yes. It is state policy to "[ejnsure the availability to consumers of adequate, 

5 reliable, safe, efficient, nondiscriminatory, and reasonably priced retail electric 

6 service," according to § 4928.02(A). 

7 

8 Q. Is the Commission authorized by statute to include terms, conditions, or 

9 charges in conjunction with an ESP that would have the effect of stabilizing 

10 or providing certainty of ESP rates? 

11 A. Yes. The Commission may include terms, conditions, or charges as would have 

12 the effect of stabilizing or providing certainty regarding retail electric service, 

13 according to § 4928.143(B)(2)(d), which states; 

14 (d) Terms, conditions, or charges relating to limitations on customer 
15 shopping for retail electric generation service, bypassability, standby, 
16 back-up, or supplemental power service, default service, carrying 
17 costs, amortization periods, and accounting or deferrals, including 
18 future recovery of such deferrals, as would have the effect of 
19 stabilizing or providing certainty regarding retail electric service; 

20 

21 Q. Is the Commission also authorized by statute to provide incentive ratemaking 

22 or other plans for the recovery of costs pursuant to an ESP? 

23 A, Yes. The Commission may provide for, or include, without limitation, incentive 

24 ratemaking or other plans for the recovery of costs, according to 

25 §4928.143(B)(2)(h) and (i), which state that the: 



Lane Kollen 
Page 10 

1 h) Provisions regarding the utility's distribution service, 
2 including, without limitation and notwithstanding any 
3 provision of Title XLIX of the Revised Code to the contrary, 
4 provisions regarding single issue ratemaking, a revenue 
5 decoupling mechanism or any other incentive ratemaking, and 
6 provisions regarding distribution infrastructure and 
7 modernization incentives for the electric distribution utility. 
8 The latter may include a long-term energy delivery 
9 infrastructure modernization plan for that utility or any plan 

10 providing for the utility's recovery of costs, including lost 
11 revenue, shared savings, and avoided costs, and a just and 
12 reasonable rate of return on such infrastructure 
13 modernization. As part of its determination as to whether to 
14 allow in an electric distribution utility's electric security plan 
15 inclusion of any provision described in division (B)(2)(h) of this 
16 section, the commission shall examine the reliability of the 
17 electric distribution utility's distribution system and ensure 
IS that customers' and the electric distribution utility's 
19 expectations are aligned and that the electric distribution 
20 utility is placing sufficient emphasis on and dedicating 
21 sufficient resources to the reliability of its distribution system. 

22 (i) Provisions under which the electric distribution utility may 
23 implement economic development, job retention, and energy 
24 efficiency programs, which provisions may allocate program 
25 costs across all classes of customers of the utility and those of 
26 electric distribution utilities in the same holding company 
27 system. 

28 

29 Q. Please describe the ESIP in greater detail and how it would operate in 

30 conjunction with the annual SEET proceedings. 

31 A. The stmcture ofthe ESIP generally would retain the existing SSO rates, including 

32 the existing riders and the SEET, but would not include several ofthe Companies' 

33 proposed riders as discussed by OEG witness Mr. Baron, The ESIP would work in 

34 conjunction with the general framework established by the Commission for the 

35 annual SEET review. It would expand and refine that flumework to include a lower 
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1 eamings threshold and ESIP charge in the event that the Companies' eamings are 

2 less than the lower threshold, to establish an upper eamings threshold and ESIP 

3 credit in the event that the Companies' eamings are greater than the upper threshold, 

4 and to incorporate other improvements. The annual SEET review would continue as 

5 required by statute. 

6 I propose that the ESIP eamings bandwidth initially be set at 300 basis 

7 points above and below the comparable group eamings. However, as with any 

8 aspect of my proposed ESIP, the Commission would have the discretion to make 

9 modifications as circumstances warrant. If eamings are within the ESIP 

10 bandwidth, then there would be no rate changes other than those that operate to 

11 recover defined costs, such as the FAC. If eamings are below the lower threshold, 

12 then the Companies would be allowed to increase their rates through an ESIP charge 

13 sufficient to mcrease their eamings to the lower threshold. If eamings are above the 

14 upper threshold, then they would credit the excess eamings to customers through an 

15 ESIP credit, similar to the present SEET refimd process. For example, if the retum 

16 on equity ofthe comparable group is 11.0%, then the lower threshold would be 8.0% 

17 and the upper threshold would be 14.0%o. 

18 Eamings generally would be calculated on the same basis as the SEET, 

19 methodology, with the exception of a change to incorporate off-system sales 

20 ("OSS") margins in the eamings calculations. Deferrals and the related 

21 amortization expense would be included in the eamings, consistent with the SEET 

22 methodology adopted by the Commission. Extraordinary, nonrecurring, and 

23 special items would be excluded, consistent with the SEET methodology adopted 
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1 by the Commission. Such items would include power plant retirements (unless 

2 the PUCO authorizes a deferral and estabhshment of a regulatory asset). OSS 

3 margins would be included in eamings; however, if OSS margins are excluded 

4 from eamings as is presently the case with the SEET, then the OSS margins 

5 would be properly excluded from both the numerator and denominator. OSS 

6 margins should be included because all of the costs incurred by the Companies to 

7 generate the OSS sales and margins would be included in the calculation of 

8 eamings. Any credit or charge from the prior year would be excluded in the 

9 calculation of eamings for the current year, consistent with the SEET 

10 methodology adopted by the Commission. 

11 In addition, the selection of companies for the comparable group would be 

12 standardized and weighted more heavily toward regulated electric utilities. This 

13 would result in a relatively stable comparable retum on equity from year to year. 

14 

15 Q. Would any ESIP credit or ESIP charge be nonbypassable? 

16 A. Yes. The ESIP credit or ESIP charge would be nonbypassable. Both consumers 

17 who take service pursuant to the SSO and customers who shop would receive any 

18 ESIP credit, as is presently the case with a SEET refund, or pay any ESIP charge. 

19 This maintains shopping options for all customers, but reduces AEP's shopping 

20 risk. I beheve that this stmcture is sustainable in the long-run. 

21 

22 Q. Do you propose that any ESIP charge or credit be allocated on a kWh basis 

23 similar to the SEET refund? 
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1 A. Yes. The charge or credit would be allocated in the same manner. 

2 

3 Q. Do you propose any change in the annual SEET process? 

4 A. No. The annual SEET process would continue to operate just as it does now, but 

5 would be expanded to include the ESIP review. 

6 

7 Q. Why should the Commission adopt the ESIP? 

8 A. The primary reason is that it improves the present regulatory framework, not only to 

9 ensure that rates are just and reasonable, but also to provide greater rate stability and 

10 certainty for both the Companies and consumers in an environment of seemingly 

11 increasing uncertainty as to non-ratemaking regulatory requirements and costs. The 

12 ESIP provides a comprehensive ratemaking framework that equitably balances 

13 the interests ofthe Companies and consumers. The ESIP retains and improves 

14 upon the consumer protection through the SEET, while estabhshing eamings 

15 protection for the Companies through the ESIP. 

16 The ESIP improves upon the practical application ofthe SEET by refining 

17 the definition ofthe comparable group, reducmg the variability ofthe comparable 

18 group retums from year to year, and refining the calculation of eamings. 

19 The ESIP reduces the need for an ever-increasing array of riders, including 

20 the need for the POLR rider, and provides an altemative to certain of the new 

21 proposed riders that OEG opposes and other riders that are not consistent with the 

22 recent Ohio Supreme Court decision. It also reduces AEP's exposure in funding 

23 economic development rates without EDR recovery, such as the proposed Rate 
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1 Security Rider. 

2 The ESIP also provides financial incentives for the Companies to control 

3 costs so that eamings remain within the deadband in an increasing cost 

4 environment. In addition, the ESIP should reduce the Companies' borrowing costs 

5 due to lower risk, which benefits all consumers. 

6 Finally, the ESIP improves ratemaking efficiency by reducing the need for 

7 certain riders and thus, the administrative complexity and burden on the Staff to 

8 audit these riders. The ESIP would allow the Staff to focus more on the 

9 Companies' aimual eamings and overall rates to consumers. 

10 

11 Q. Duke Energy Ohio recently filed a request for an ESP in which it proposes a 

12 nonbypassable capacity charge to recover the embedded cost of service 

13 associated with its legacy generation resources as well as the cost of new 

14 generation resources obtained to meet reserve requirements (Case No. 11-

15 3549~EL-SSO). How does the OEG proposal, including the ESIP, compare 

16 to Duke's proposal? 

17 A, The OEG proposal, including the ESIP, is a superior approach. OEG witness Mr. 

18 Stephen Baron addresses the OEG proposal and explains why the OEG approach 

19 is superior; nevertheless, I have a few additional comments specifically with 

20 respect to the ESIP. 

21 The Duke proposal is inferior for a number of reasons. While the OEG 

22 ESIP builds upon the existing ratemaking framework, the Duke ESP seeks a 

23 radical overhaul on an expedited basis. The Duke proposal guarantees cost-based 
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1 pricing (including a premium retum on equity because of the retention of a 

2 significant portion of profits from off-system sales) for generation resources, and 

3 thus lacks the market discipline of the OEG proposal. The Duke proposal is 

4 inferior because it does not include regulatory incentives to control costs through 

5 the use of an eamings dead band. In contrast to the OEG ESIP, the Duke proposal 

6 provides and apparently unconstrained recovery of generation costs through a 

7 rider that could encourage Duke to incur excessive and/or impmdent costs. The 

8 Duke proposal is inferior because the generating resources would not be dedicated 

9 to retail customers for the lives of the resources. The Duke proposal is inferior 

10 because it would inmiediately impose significant additional costs on shopping 

11 customers. In contrast to the Duke proposal, the OEG ESIP would charge or 

12 credit all customers, both shopping and SSO. 

13 

14 m . COMPANIES' CURRENT EARNINGS ARE ADEQUATE AND ARGUE 

15 AGAINST FURTHER RATE INCREASES 
16 
17 
18 Q. What was the combined Companies' most recent calendar year return on 

19 common equity? 

20 A. The combined Companies' 2010 actual retum on common equity was 13.44%), 

21 computed in accordance with the determinations in the Commission's Orders in 

22 Case No. 09-786-EL-UNC and Case No. 10-1261-EL-UNC, except for the 

23 exclusion of the OSS margins, which I computed in accordance with the 

24 methodology that I previously described for the ESIP if OSS margins are 
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1 incorporated. The computations for each Company and the combined Companies 

2 are detailed on my Exhibit (LK-2). 

3 The Order in Case No. 09-786-EL-UNC required that the eamed return 

4 exclude any SEET refunds "to avoid distorting the electric utility's income" 

5 [Order at 15] and that it exclude "any non-recurring, special, and extraordinary 

6 items." [Order at 18]. Consequently, I removed the after-tax effects of the SEET 

7 refund for CSP from its eamings. I also removed the effects of the one-time 

8 charge by AEP for its "Cost Reduction Initiative." These adjustments are 

9 reflected in the computations on my Exhibit (LK-2) and are separately 

10 quantified in the footnotes. 

11 The Order in Case No. lO-1261-EL-UNC specified that deferrals and the 

12 related amortization expense were to be included [Order at 31] and that off-

13 system sales margins were to be excluded [Order at 29-30]. Consequently, I 

14 made no adjustment for deferrals or any related amortization expense. I made no 

15 adjustment to exclude OSS margins; however, the exclusion would have no effect 

16 if the margms were excluded on a consistent basis from both the numerator and 

17 the denominator in the calculation under the assumption that the off-system sales 

18 had the same margin as other sales. 

19 

20 Q. What is the significance of the combined Companies' 2010 return on equity? 

21 A. The significance is that the combined Companies' eamed retum is already 

22 reasonable when compared to the Commission's most recent determination of 

23 11,0% for tile SEET computation in Case No. 10-1261-EL-UNC and that die 
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1 Companies' requested rate increases through various riders in this proceeding are 

2 not necessary in order for them to eam a reasonable return on equity, all else 

3 equal. It is important for the Commission to maintain an overall perspective when 

4 considering the perpetuation of and/or increases in numerous riders and the 

5 Companies' numerous proposed new riders. The retum on equity provides a 

6 sanity check on the overall reasonableness of the Companies' requests for the 

7 separate rate increases proposed through the ever-increasing number of surcharge 

8 riders. 

9 

10 Q. What effect does each $10 million in rate increases have on the combined 

11 Companies' return on common equity, all else equal? 

12 A. The effect is to increase the combined Companies' retum on common equity by 

13 0.22% for every $10 million in rate increases, all else equal. If there is an equal 

14 and offsetting increase in expense that matches the rate increase, such as the 

15 amortization of the FAC deferrals, excluding any carrying charge effect, then 

16 there is no change in the combined Companies' retum on common equity, all else 

17 equal. 

18 

19 IV. ACCUMULATED DEFERRED INCOME TAXES SHOULD BE 
20 REFLECTED IN COST-BASED RIDERS 

21 

22 Q. Please describe the Companies' proposed methodology to calculate the 

23 carrying charges on the deferred FAC amounts that will be recovered 

24 through the PIRR rider. 
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1 A. The Companies project that the deferred FAC amount will be $642,623 million at 

2 December 31, 2011, according to Companies witness Mr. Nelson. This amoimt 

3 consists of the cumulative underrecoveries in FAC expense and the related 

4 carrying charges on those underrecoveries, accordmg to Mr. Nelson's workpaper 

5 identified as PJN p. 8, a copy of which 1 have attached as my Exhibit (LK-3). 

6 The Companies calculated the carrying charges through December 31, 

7 2011 using a grossed-up weighted average cost of capital applied to the gross 

8 deferred FAC amounts. The Companies did not reduce the deferred FAC 

9 amounts by the related ADIT. 

10 The Companies propose to use this same methodology prospectively. 

11 They propose no reduction for ADIT on either the prior amounts projected 

12 through December 31, 2011 or on the ongoing amounts through the end of the 

13 amortization period in 2018. 

14 

15 Q. What does the ADIT represent and why should it be subtracted from the 

16 gross deferred FAC amount? 

17 A. The ADIT represents a reduction in the income taxes paid by the Companies. The 

18 income savings were due to the fact that the Companies deducted the fuel expense 

19 as it was incurred for income tax purposes, but did not have any matching revenue 

20 (income) due to the phase-in of the FAC rate increases. The Companies will not 

21 receive this revenue (income) until they receive recovery of the deferred FAC 

22 amounts in the years 2012 through 2018. At that time, they will have no 
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1 deductions against the income and only then will they pay the income taxes that 

2 they did not pay during the deferral period.. 

3 This means that the Companies did not have to finance the entirety of the 

4 deferred FAC amounts, but rather only had to finance the amounts, net of the 

5 income tax savings. In essence, the federal and state governments provided 

6 interest free loans during the deferral period that will only be paid back as the 

7 deferred FAC amounts are finally recovered by the Companies. 

8 The ADIT amount is referred to as the "tax shield" and is an essential 

9 component of any analysis of the economic and financial effects of regulation. 

10 For example, the rate base for a utility regulated on a cost-basis includes net plant, 

11 but the rate base also is reduced by the ADIT effects of accelerated tax 

12 deprecation in excess of straight line tax depreciation. The reason for this is that 

13 the federal and state governments provide an interest free loan through the ability 

14 to reduce taxable income by the accelerated tax depreciation. 

15 

16 Q. Did the Commission actually decide this issue in Case Nos. 08-917-EL-SSO 

17 and 08-918-EL-SSO? 

18 A. In my opinion, it did not. In the Companies' opinion, it did. The Commission's 

19 Order made no explicit finding on the deductibility of the ADIT prior to the 

20 apphcation ofthe carrying charge rate. The only explicit finding that it made was 

21 that the Companies should use the grossed up weighted average cost of capital as 

22 the carrying charge rate for purposes of the deferrals associated with the phase-in 

23 of the FAC. [Order at 23-24]. Although the Order identified the ADIT as an 
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1 issue and described the positions of OCC, the Commercial Group and the 

2 Companies, it did not explicitly state the Conmiission's resolution ofthe issue, if 

3 any, or provide reasons for such a resolution, if any. 

4 The Order did state that the Company opposed the subtraction of the 

5 ADIT on the basis that this methodology was appropriate only imder a traditional 

6 cost-of-service ratemaking approach and that the FAC was not a cost based rate 

7 within the context ofthe ESP. [Order at 21 citing Tr. Vol IV at 158-160; hearing 

8 testimony of Companies' witness Mr. Leonard Assante]. It should be noted that 

9 the Company did not explicitly propose that there be no subtraction of the ADIT 

10 in its filing and had no written testimony on this issue. 

11 

12 Q. Did Mr. Assante confirm at the hearing in Case Nos. 08-917-EL-SSO and 08-

13 918-EL-SSO that it was proper to subtract ADIT in the determination of 

14 cost-based rates? 

15 A. Yes. He not only confirmed this as a matter of principle, but also confirmed that 

16 this was the methodology in AEP's other jurisdictions where its utilities were 

17 subject to cost-based rates. I have attached the relevant pages from the hearing 

18 transcript as my Exhibit (LK-4). 

19 

20 Q, Was Mr. Assante correct that the FAC is not a cost-based rate and that the 

21 traditional cost-of-service ratemaking approach is not relevant with respect 

22 to an ESP? 
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1 A. No. The FAC is a cost-based rate by defmition because it provides current or 

2 deferred recovery on the basis of the actual FAC costs incurred. The FAC is not 

3 an arbitrary or market-based rate. Further, the carrying charge applied to the 

4 deferred FAC amounts also is cost-based. The fact that this is a cost-based rate, 

5 not the fact that this is a rate within the ESP, is the determinative factor. Thus, the 

6 ADIT should be subtracted consistent with traditional cost of service used to 

7 develop cost-based rates. 

8 

9 Q. Is Mr. Assante's testimony that it is appropriate to subtract ADIT for cost-

10 based rates further supported by Companies' witness Mr. Mitchell in recent 

11 testimony in West Virginia? 

12 A. Yes. In a recent Appalachian Power Company ("APCo") ENEC (Expanded Net 

13 Energy Cost) proceeding,' Mr. Mitchell agreed that it is appropriate to subtract 

14 ADIT for cost-based rates. In the West Virginia proceeding, APCo initially failed 

15 to reduce the deferred ENEC amounts by the related ADIT before it applied the 

16 grossed-up weighted average cost of capital to determine the carrying charges. 

17 When confronted with this error, Mr. Mitchell conceded that it was appropriate to 

18 subtract ADIT from the deferred ENEC amounts when the grossed-up weighted 

19 average cost of capital was used as the carrying charge rate. The deferred FAC 

20 amounts in Ohio are no different in concept than the deferred ENEC amounts in 

' The APCo ENEC is the West Virginia analog of the FAC for the Companies in 
Ohio. Similar to the Companies' FAC, the APCo ENEC is a cost-based rate. 
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1 West Virginia. I have attached a copy ofthe relevant pages from Mr. Mitchell's 

2 written testimony as my Exhibit (LK-5). 

3 

4 Q. Do you have any further evidence that it is appropriate to subtract ADIT 

5 from the deferred FAC amounts? 

6 A, Yes. This point was made recently by the auditors in the Staff Report entitled 

7 Report ofthe Management/Performance and Financial Audits ofthe FAC ofthe 

8 Columbus Southern Power Company and the Ohio Power Company dated May 

9 26, 2011. In that Report, the auditors explained why the Companies' calculations 

10 should have reflected a subtraction of ADIT from the deferred FAC amounts and 

11 quantified the effect for the audit period. The auditors cited the Companies' 

12 "understanding" of the Commission's Order in Case Nos. 08-917-EL-SSO and 

13 08-918-EL-SSO, but did not agree that this "understanding" was correct. I have 

14 attached a copy ofthe relevant pages from that report as my Exhibit (LK-6). 

15 

16 Q. What is your recommendation? 

17 A. I recommend that the Commission reduce the deferred FAC amounts by the ADIT 

18 to calculate the PIRR going forward to reflect tiie Company's actual carrying 

19 charges on the deferred FAC amounts. I also recommend that the Commission 

20 reflect the ADIT amounts in all other cost based rates, such as the Companies' 

21 proposed DIR. 

22 
23 
24 V. SECURITIZATION OF FAC DEFERRALS 
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1 

2 Q. The Companies propose to securitize the deferred FAC costs and, if they are 

3 able to do, reduce the PIRR to reflect the savings. Do you agree with this 

4 proposal? 

5 A. Yes. The Companies estimate an armual potential savings of $57 million, or 75% 

6 compared to financing the deferred FAC amounts at their grossed-up weighted 

7 average cost of capital, according to Companies witaess Ms. Hawkins. [Hawkins 

8 Direct at 7]. Over the seven year recovery period, the savings from securitization 

would be hundreds of millions of dollars. 

What is the industry experience with securitization? 

The utility industry has used securitization fmancing to reduce the costs to 

consumers for environmental costs, storm damage costs, and other costs. The 

savings result from greater debt leverage and from lower cost debt compared to 

traditional utility financing. 

Please provide an illustration of the savings from securitization compared to 

the Companies' grossed-up weighted average cost of capital over the seven 

year deferred FAC recovery period. 

The following graph illustrates the savings from securitization financing based on 

the Companies' methodology for calculating the carrying costs (no reduction for 

ADIT) and using the Companies' proposed 11.77%i grossed-up weighted average 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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cost of capital and its assumed 2.95% cost of securitization financing relied on by 

Ms. Hawkins for her savings calculations. 

Retum on FAC Deferral 
Grossed Up WACC vs Securitization 

Total Difference = $198 IVIililon 
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-Grossed Up WACC of 11.77% H i - Securitization at 2.95% 

What is your recommendation? 

I recommend that the Commission direct the Companies to aggressively pursue 

securitization financing, including the enactment of any legislation that is 

necessary to do so. In addition, I recommend that the Commission direct the Staff 

to work closely with the Companies and other parties on a cooperative basis to 

ensure that the necessary orders are issued and that the securitization financing is 

implemented. 

Does this complete your testimony? 

Yes. 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

EDUCATION 

University of Toledo, BBA 

Accounting 

University of Toledo, MBA 

Luther Rice University, MA 

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS 

Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 

Certified Management Accountant (CMA) 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants 

Institute of Management Accountants 

More than thirty years of utility industry experience in the fmancial, rate, tax, and planning areas. 
Specialization in revenue requirements analyses, taxes, evaluation of rate and financial impacts of 
traditional and nontraditional ratemaking, utility mergers/acquisition and divei^ification. Expertise in 
proprietary and nonproprietary software systems used by utilities for budgeting, rate case support and 
strategic and financial planning. 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

EXPERIENCE 

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

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

1983 to 
1986: Energy Management Associates: Lead Consultant. 

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

1976 to 
1983: The Toledo Edison Company: Planning Supervisor. 

Responsible for financial planning activities including generation expansion planning, 
capital and expense budgeting, evaluation of tax law changes, rate case strategy and support 
and computerized financial modeling using proprietary and nonproprietary software 
products. Directed the modeling and evaluation of planning altematives Including: 

Rate phase-ins. 
Construction project cancellations and write-offs. 
Construction project delays. 
Capacity swaps. 
Financing altematives. 
Competitive pricing for off-system sales. 
Sale/leasebacks. 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

CLIENTS SERVED 

Industrial Companies and Groups 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Airco Industrial Gases 
Alcan Aluminum 
Armco Advanced Materials Co. 
Armco Steel 
Bethlehem Steel 
Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers 
ELCON 
Enron Gas Pipeline Company 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Gallatin Steel 
General Electric Company 
GPU Industrial Intervenors 
Indiana Industrial Group 
Industrial Consumers for 

Fair Utility Rates - Indiana 
Industrial Energy Consumers - Ohio 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 
Kimberly-Clark Company 

Lehigh Valley Power Committee 
Maryland Industrial Group 
Multiple Intervenors (New York) 
National Southwire 
North Carolina Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Occidental Chemical Corporation 
Ohio Energy Group 
Ohio Industrial Energy Consumers 
Ohio Manufacturers Association 
Philadelphia Area Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

PSI Industrial Group 
Smith Cogeneration 
Taconite Intervenors (Miruiesota) 
West Penn Power Industrial Interveners 
West Virginia Energy Users Group 
Westvaco Corporation 

Regulatory Commissions and 
Government Agencies 

Cities in Texas-New Mexico Power Company's Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas Central Company's Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas North Company's Service Territory 
Georgia Public Service Commission Staff 
Kentucky Attorney General's OfHce, Division of Consumer Protection 
Louisiana Public Service Commission Staff 
Maine Office of Public Advocate 
New York State Energy Office 
Office of Public Utility Counsel (Texas) 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



Exhibit (LK-1) 
Page 4 of 36 

RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

Utilities 

Allegheny Power System 
Atlantic City Electric Company 
Carolina Power & Light Company 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
Delmarva Power & Light Company 
Duquesne Light Company 
General Public Utilities 
Georgia Power Company 
Middle South Services 
Nevada Power Company 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 

Otter Tail Power Company 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
Public Service Electric & Gas 
Public Service of Oklahoma 
Rochester Gas and Electric 
Savannah Electric & Power Company 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southem Califomia Edison 
Talquin Electric Cooperative 
Tampa Electric 
Texas Utilities 
Toledo Edison Company 
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Date 

10/56 

11/86 

12/86 

1/87 

3/87 

4/87 

4/a7 

5/87 

5/87 

7/87 

7/87 

7/87 

Case 

U-17282 
Interim 

U-17282 
Interim 
Retiuttal 

9513 

U-i7282 
Interim 

General 
Older 236 

U-172&2 
Prudence 

M-100 
Si/bllS 

86-524-E-
SC 

U-172B2 
Case 
inCtiief 

U-17282 
Case 
In Ctiief 
Surr^utlal 

U-17262 
Prudence 
SurrGtHJttal 

86-524 
E-SC 
Rebuttal 

Jur isd ic t . 

LA 

U\ 

KY 

LA 
19lh Judicial 
District CL 

WV 

LA 

NC 

WV 

LA 

LA 

LA 

WV 

E x p e r t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 

Patty 

Louisiana Public 
Service CofTimission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Serwce Commission 
Staff 

Attorney General 
Div. ofCa-̂ sumer 
Protection 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

West Vi^nia Energy 

Users' Group 

Louisiana Public 
Semce Commission 
Staff 

North Carolina 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

West Virginia 
Ene^y Users' 
Group 

Louisiana PuiAlc 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
ServicQ Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Wesl Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Gruup 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Util i ty 

Gidf Stales 
Utilities 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Big Rivers 
Electric Corp, 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Gulf States 
UbliBes 

Duke Power Ca 

|iylonong*ela Power 
Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Gutf States 
Utilities 

Gutf States 
Utilities 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Subject 

Cash revenue requirements 
financial solvency. 

Cash revenue requirements 
financial solvency. 

Revenue requirements 
accounting adjustments 
financial workout plan. 

Cash revenue requirements, 
financial soiverv^y. 

Tax R^ rm Act of 1986. 

PmdencE of River Bend 1, 
economk: analyses, 
cancellation studies. 

Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

Revenue requirements. 
TaxRefomiActof1986. 

Revenue requirements, 
River Bend 1 phase-in plan, 
financial solvency. 

Revenue requiremer\ls 
River Bend 1 f^ase-ln plan, 
financial solvency. 

Prudence of River Bend 1, 
econofT-ic analyses, 
cancellation studies. 

Revenue requirements, 
Tax Reform AcJ of 1986-
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Experl Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

8/87 

11/87 

1/88 

2^8 

2/88 

5/88 

5/88 

5/88 

7/88 

9885 

E-015/GR-
87-223 

870220-61 

87-07-01 

U-17282 

9934 

10Q64 

10217 

M-87017 
-1C001 

M-87017 
-2C005 

U-17282 

M-87017-
-1CO01 
Rebuttal 

•KY 

MN 

FL 

CT 

LA 
19th Judicial 
District CI. 

KY 

KY 

KY 

PA 

PA 

U 
19th Judicial 

District Ct. 

PA 

Attorney General 
Div. of Consumer 
Protection 

Taconite 

Inten/enors 

Occidental 
Chemical Corp. 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Servfee Commission 

Kentuclty Industrial 
Utility Customers 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers 

Alcan Aluminum 
National Southwire 

GPU Irdustriai 
Intenmnors 

GPU Industrial 
interveners 

Louisiana Public 
ServwK Commission 

GPU Industrial 
Interveners 

&g Rivers Electric 
C09. 

Minnesota Powers 
L'QhtCo. 

FlorkJa Power 
Corp. 

Connecticut Light 
& Power Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Big Rivers Electn'c 

Melropolitan 
Edison Co. 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Metropolitan 
Edison Co. 

Financial wo:kott plan. 

Revenue requirements, O&M 
expense. Tax Reforni Act 
of 1986. 

Revenue requirements, O&M 
expense, Tax Refomi Act 
of 1986. 

Tax Reform A d cf 1986. 

Rev&nue requirements, 
River Bend 1 phase-in plan, 
rate of retum. 

Economks of Trimble County 
completion. 

Revenue requirements. O&M 
expense, capital stmcture, 
excess deleted income taxes. 

Financial workout plan. 
Corp. 

Nonulility generator defened 
cost recovery. 

Nonutility generator defened 
cost recovery. 

Pmdence of River Bend 1 
economic analyses, 
cancellation studies, 
financial modeling. 

Nonutility generator deferred 
cost recovery, SFAS No. 92 
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Date 

7/88 

9/86 

9/88 

10/88 

10/88 

10/88 

10/88 

11/88 

12/88 

12/88 

2/89 

Case 

M-87017. 
-2C005 
Rebuttal 

88-05-25 

10064 
Rehearing 

88-170-

EL-AIR 

88-171-
EL-AIR 

8800 
355-61 

37804J 

U-17282 
Remand 

U.17970 

U-17949 
Rebuttal 

U-17282 
Phase II 

Jurisdict 

PA 

CT 

KY 

OH 

OH 

FL 

GA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Party 

GPU industrial 
Intervenors 

Connecticut 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utiii^ Customera 

Ohio Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Ohio Industrial 

Energy Consumers 

Florida IndJstrial 
Power Users' Group 

Georgia Public 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Senfl'ce Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
EerviCG Commission 
Staff 

Louiaana Pubic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana PJWIC 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Lane Kol len 
As of July 2011 

Utility 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

Conrectiart LIghl 
& Power Co. 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Clevelan(f Electric 
Illuminating Co. 

Tcriedo Edison Co. 

Florida Power & 
UgWCo. 

Atlanta Gas Light 
Co. 

Gulf Stales 
Utailies 

AT&T Communications 
of South Central 
States 

South Central 
Bell 

Gulf Slates 
Utilities 

Subject 

Nonutility generator deferred 
cost recovery, SFAS No. 92 

Excess deferred taxes, O&M 
expenses. 

FYemalure reDrements, interest 
expense. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in, 
excess deferred taxes, O&M 
expenses, financial 
considerations, workg^ capital. 

Revenue requrements, phase-in, 
excess defened taxes, O&M 
expenses, financial 
considerations, working capital. 

Tax Refonn Act of 1986, tax 
expenses, O&M expenses, 
pension expense (SFAS No. 87). 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87). 

Rate base exclusion plan 
(SFAS No. 71) 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87). 

ComperBatfid absences (SFAS Nc 
43), pension expense (SFAS No. 
87), Part 32, income tax 
nomialization, 

Revenue requirements^ phase-in 
of River Bend 1, rsMveryof 
canceled plant 
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Date Case Jurisdict Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

6/89 e81602-EU FL 
89C326-EU 

7/89 U-17970 LA 

8/89 8555 TX 

8/89 

9/89 

10/89 

10/89 

3840-U 

U'17282 
Phase II 
Detailed 

8880 

8926 

GA 

LA 

TX 

TX 

10/89 R-891364 PA 

11/89 R-891364 PA 
12/89 Surrebuttal 

(2 Filings) 

1/90 U-17282 LA 
Phase II 
Detailed 
Rabuttal 

1/90 U-17282 U 
Phase 111 

3/90 890319-EI FL 

Talquin Electric 
Cooperative 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commissbn 
Staff 

Occidental Chemical 
Corp. 

Georgia Public 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Enron Gas Pipeline 

Enron Gas 
Pipeline 

Ph^adelphiaArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Philadeli^ia ArBa 
Industrial Ene;g/ 
Users Group 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users Gioip 

Talquin/Cify 
of Tallahassee 

AT&T Communications 
of South Centra! 
States 

Houston Lighting 
a Power Co. 

Georgia Power Ca 

Gulf States 
Ub'lities 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Philadelphia 
Electnc Co. 

Phiiadelptiia 
Electric Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Florida Power 
& Light Co. 

Economic analyses, incremental 
cos!-of-seivice, average 
cusiomer rates. 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87}. 
compensated absences (SFAS No. 43), 
Part 32. 

Cancgllalion ccst recovery, tax 
expense, revenue requirements. 

Promotional practices, 
advertising, economic 
development 

Revenue requirements, detailed 
investigation. 

Defened accounting treatment, 
sale/leaseback. 

Revenue requirements, imputed 
coital sloKlure, cash 
wa'King capital 

Revenue requiremente. 

Revenue raqufrements, 
sale/leeseback-

Revenue reqjirements 
detailed investigatior. 

Phase-in of River Baid 1, 

deregulated asset plan. 

O&M expenses. Tax Refonn 
Ad of 1986. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

4J-90 

mQ 

9/90 

12/90 

3/91 

5/91 

9/91 

9/91 

11/91 

12/91 

12/91 

Case 

890319-EI 
Rebuttal 

U-17262 

90-158 

U-I72a2 
Phase IV 

29327, 
elal. 

9945 

P-91D511 
P-910512 

91-231 
-E-NC 

U-17282 

SM1Q-
EL-AIR 

10200 

Jurisdict 

FL 

LA 
19̂  Judicial 
District CL 

KY 

LA 

NY 

TX 

PA 

WV 

LA 

OH 

TX 

Expert Testlniony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Party 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users Group 

Louisiana Public 
Seivlce Commission 

K t̂ucky Industrial 
Uglily Cuslom&s 

Louisiana Putilic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Multiple 
inten/enors 

Office Of Public 
Utiity Counsel 
of Texas 

ŷ dlegheny Ludlur̂ i Corp., 
Annco Advanced Materials 
Co., Tha West Penn Power 
Industrial Users'Group 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Air Prodticts and 
Chemic^s, Inc., 
Armco Steel Co., 
General Electric Co., 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Office of Public 
Utility Counsel 
of Texas 

Utility 

Florida Power 
& Light Co. 

Gulf States 
Uliiifes 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Cc. 

Gulf States 
Ulilities 

Niagara Mohawk 
Power Corp. 

EIPasoEfsĉ ric 
Co. 

West Penn Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 
Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

CincinratiGas 
& Electric Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Subject 

GSM experses. Tax Reform 
Act of 1986, 

Fuel clause, gain on sale 
of utility assets. 

Revenue requirements, post-test 
year addilitxis, lorecasted test 
year. 

Revenie requirements. 

IncenlivQ regulation. 

Financial modeling, economic 
analyses, pmdence of Pak> 
Verde 3. 

Recovery of CAAA costs, 
least cost financing. 

Recovery of CAAA cosis, least 
cost financing. 

Asset impainnent deregulated 
asset plan, revenue require-
m^ts. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in 
plan. 

Financja) integrity, strategic 
planring, decined buaness 
affiliations. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

5/92 91fl890-EI FL 

8/92 R-00922314 PA 

9/92 92-043 KY 

9/92 920324-EI FL 

9/92 39348 IN 

9/92 910340-PU FL 

9/92 39314 

11/92 U-19904 LA 

11/92 8649 MD 

11/92 92-1715- OH 
AU-COl 

Occide.itel Chemical 
Corp. 

GPU Industrial 
Inten/enors 

Kentucky Industrial 

Utility Consumers 

Florida industrial 
Power Users'Group 

Indiana Industrial 
Group 

Ftorida Industrial 
Power Users' Group 

Industrial Ccnsumers 
for Fair UlDity Rates 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Weshfaco Corp., 
Eastalco Aluminum Co. 

OhioManu^cturers 
Association 

Flonda Power Co^. Revenue requirements, O&M expense, 
pension expense, OPEB expense, 
fossil dismantling, nudear 
decommissioning. 

Metropolitan Edison 
Co. 

Generic Proceeding 

Tampa Eledric Co, 

Generic Proceetfirg 

Generic Proceeding 

Indiana fvtichig an 
Power Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities/Entergy 
Corp, 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Generic Proceeding 

Incento regulation, pertormance 
rewards, purchased power risk, 
OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

OPHB expanse. 

OPEB ejqiense. 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense, 

Merger, 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

12/92 R-00922378 PA 

12/92 U-19949 LA 

/̂ mnco Advanced 
Materials Co., 
The WPP industrial. 
Intervenors 

Louisiana Puttie 
Service Commission 
Staff 

West Penn Power Co. 

South Central Bell 

Incentivs regulatjon, 
performance rewards, 
purchased power risk, 
OPEB expense. 

Affiliate transactions, 
cost allocations, merger. 

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

12/92 

i;93 

1/93 

3/93 

3/93 

3/93 

3/93 

4/93 

4/93 

9/93 

9/93 

10/93 

R-00922479 

84a7 

39498 

92-11-11 

U-19904 
(Surrebuttal) 

9 ^ 1 
EL-EFC 

PA 

MD 

IN 

CT 

LA 

OH 

EC92- FERC 
21000 
ER92-806J300 

92-1464-
EL-AIR 

OH 

EC92- FERC 
21000 
ER92-80&O00 
(RetHJltal) 

93-113 

92490, 
&2490A, 

S0-350-C 

U-17735 

KY 

KY 

LA 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users' Groiqj 

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

PSI Industrie Group 

Connec^cut industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Ohio Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Seniice Commission 

Air Products 
AnTKO Steel 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers and 
Kentucky Attorney 
General 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commission 

Philade^Ja 
Electric Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 
EfecSicCo., 
Bethlehem Steel Corp, 

PSI Energy, Inc. 

Connecticut Light 
aPovrerCa 

Gulf Stales 
Ulifities/Entergy 

Ohio Power Co, 

Gulf States 
Ublities/Entergy 
Corp. 

Cincinnati Gas & 
Electee Co. 

Gulf States 
UBIities/Ente^ 
Corp. 

Kentuclty Utilities 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Cajun Eleoiric Power 
Cooperalivs 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense, defened 
fuel. CWIP in rate base 

Refunds due to over-
collection of taxes on 
Marble Hill cancellation. 

OPEBe(pense, 

Merger. 

Corp. 

Affiliate transactions, fuel. 

/'.derger. 

Revenue requirements, 
phase-in plan. 

Merger. 

Fuel clause arvj coai contract 
refund. 

Disallowances and restitution for 
excessive fuel costs, illegal and 
improper payments, recovery of miî e 
clcKure costs. 

Revenue requirements, debt 
restructuring agreement, River Bend 

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

Expert Testimony Af^isarances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

1/94 U-20647 LA 
Staff 
Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Gulf Stales 
Udtities Co, 

cost recovery. 
Audit and investigatioi into ftjel 
clause costs. 

4/94 

5/94 

9/94 

9/94 

10/94 

10/94 

11/94 

11/94 

U-20647 LA 
(Surr^uttal) 

U-20178 LA 

U-19904 LA 
I nMai Post-
Merger Earnings 
Revffiw 

U-17735 LA 

3905-U GA 

S256-U GA 

U-19904 LA 

initial Post-
Merger Earnings 
Reviev^ 
(Retxiltai) 

U-17735 LA 
(RebuSal) 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Georgia Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Georgia Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Sendee Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Putilic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Gulf Slates 
UlJNfies 

Louisiana Power I 
UghtCo. 

Gulf States 
UtilitiasCa 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Southem Bell 
Telephone Co. 

Southem Bell 
Telephone Co. 

Gulf Stales 
Utilities Co. 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Nuclear and fossil unit 
performance, fuel costs, 
^ l clause pdrKitiles and 
guidelines. 

Planning and quantiftcation issues 
of least cost integrated resource 
plan, 

RiverBendphasennpian, 
deregulated asset plan, capital 
stnjcture, other rawnue 
requirement issues. 

GST cooperativB ratemaking 
policies, exclusion of River Berd, 
other revenue requirement issues. 

Incentive rate plan, earnings 
review. 

Al'ernative [e^uiaHxm, cost 
sllocaticn. 

RiverBend phase-in plan, 
deregulated asset plan, capital 
stnjcture, other revenue 
requirement issues. 

G&T cooperative ratemaking policy, 
exdusion of River Bend, other 
revenue requirement issues. 

4/95 R-00943271 PA PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliancs 

Pennsylvania Power 
i Light Co, 

Revenue requirements. Fossil 
dismantling, nuciear 
decommissioning. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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OatG 

6/95 

6/95 

10/95 

10/95 

11/95 

11/95 

12/95 

1/S6 

2/96 

5/96 

7/96 

Case Jur isd ic t . 

3905-U 
Rebuttal 

U-19904 

(DirBCf) 

95-02614 

U-21485 
(Direct) 

U-19904 
(Sun-ehuttai) 

GA 

LA 

TN 

LA 

LA 

U-21485 LA 
(Supplemental Direct) 
U-214e5 
(SunebuttsI) 

95-299-
EL-AIR 
95-300-
EL-AiR 

PUC No. 
14965 

g5-485-LCS 

8725 

OH 

TX 

NM 

MD 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Party 

Gaorcpa Put:llc 
Sen/ice Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Tennessee Office ĉ  
the Attorney General 
Consumer Advocate 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

Louisiana Putilic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Office of Public 
Utility Counsel 

CityofLasCnjces 

The Maryland 
Industrial Group 
and Redland 
Genstar, Inc. 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility 

Southem Bell 
Telephone Co. 

Guff States 
Uttiibes Co, 

BellSouth 
Telecommunicalions, 
Inc. 

Gulf States 
Utilities Co. 

Gulf States 
Utilities Co. 
Division 

Gulf States 
Utilities Co. 

TheToledo Edison Co. 
The Cleveland 
Electric 
Illuminating Co, 

Central Power & 
Light 

El Paso Electric Co. 

Balfimwe Gas 
S B]ecijK Co., 
Potomac Electric 
Pcwer Co. and 
Constellation E n e ^ 
Corp. 

Subject 

Incentive regulation, affiliate 
transactions, revenue requirements, 
rale nsfund. 

Gas, coal, nudear fuel costs, 
contract pmdence, base/^l 
realignment 

Affiliate transactions. 

Nuclear O&M, River Bend phase-in 
frfan, tMse/fuel realignment, NOL 
and AltMIn asset deferred taxes, 
other revenue requirement issues. 

Gas, coal, nuclear fuel costs, 
conbcict pmdence, base/fuel 
realignment 

Nuclear O&M, River Bend phase-in 
plan, base/fuel realignment NOL 
and AltMIn asset defened taxes, 
other revenue requirement issues. 

Competition, assetwriteoffs and 
revaluation, O&M expense, other 
revenue requirement issues. 

Nuclear decommissioning. 

Stranded cost recovery, 
municipalization. 

Merger savings, tracking mectianism, 
eanvngs sharing plan, revenue 
reqiaremenl issues. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

9/96 
11/96 

10/96 

mi 

3/97 

6/97 

5/97 

7/97 

7/97 

8/97 

Case Jurisdict. 

U-22092 
U-22092 
(Sutrebuaat) 

96-327 

R-00973a77 

96-469 

TO-97-397 

R-00973953 

R-fl0973954 

U-22092 

97-300 

LA 

KY 

PA 

Ky 

MO 

PA 

PA 

LA 

KY 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Party 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

(<entuch,y Industrial 
Utility Cuslomers, Inc 

PhiiadelptvaAiea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Kentucky Industrie 
Utility Customere, Inc 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

Big Rivera 
Electric Corp. 

PECO Energy Co, 

KentLcky Power Co. 

MCI Telecommunications Souttiwestem Bell 
Corp., Ifjx, MClmetro Telef^one Ca 
Access Transmission 
Services, Inc 

Philadeii^iaArea 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Louisiana Public 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

PECO Energy Co. 

Parnsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

Louisville Gas 
& Elecfric Co. and 
Kentucky Utilities 
Co. 

Subject 

RiverBend phase-In plan, base/fuel 
realignment, NOL and AltMIn asset 
deferred taxes, ottiar rwenue 
requirement issues, allocation of 
regulaled/ronregulated costs. 

Envitonmental sutctiacge 
recoverable costs, 

Stranded cost recovery, legulatory 
assets and liabilities, intangible 
transition charge, revenue 
requirements. 

Environmental surcharge recoverable 
costs, system agreements, 
allowance inventory, 
jurisdictional allccatkjn, 

Price cap regulation, 
revenue requirements, rate 
of return. 

Restructuring, deregufatkm, 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assets, liabilities, nudear 
and fossil decommissioning. 

Restaicturirg, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assets, liabilities, nuclear 
and fossil decommissioning. 

Depreciation rates and 
methodologies. River Ber^ 
phase-in plan. 

Merger policy, cost savings, 
surcFBdit sharing mechanism, 
revenue requirements, 
rale of retum. 

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

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

a/97 R-00973954 PA 
(Surrebuttal) 

10/97 97-204 KY 

10^7 R-97400B PA 

10/97 R.974009 PA 

11/97 R-974104 PA 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Allianoe 

Ak^n Aluminum Corp. 
Southwire Co. 

Metropolitan Edison 
industrial Users 
Group 

Penelec Indtstrial 
Customer Alliance 

Duquesne Industrial 

intervenors 

Pennsylvania Power 
8L Light Co, 

Big Rivera 
Electnc Corp, 

Melnapolltan 
Edison Co. 

Pennsylvania 
ElectrteCo, 

11/97 

11/97 

11/97 

11/97 

97-204 
(Rebuttal) 

U-22491 

R-0D973953 
(Surrebuttal) 

R-973981 

KY 

LA 

PA 

PA 

Alcan Aluminum Corp. 
Soutlwire Co. 

Louisiana PuWic 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Usss Group 

West Penn Power 
Industrial Interveners 

Big Rivers 
Electric Corp. 

EnteigyGulf 
States, Inc. 

PECO Ene^y Co, 

West Penn 
Power Co, 

Duquesne Light Co. 

Restnjcturing, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assets, natalities, ruidear 
and fijssil decommissioning, 

RestnK^jring, revenue 
requirement, reasonableness 

Restmcturing, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assete, liabilities, nuclear 
and fossil d^ommissioning, 
revenue requirements. 

Restmcturing, deregulatbn, 
stranded costs, regulator 
assets, liabilities, nuclear 
and fossil decommissioning, 
revenue requirements, 

Restriicturirg, revenue 
requirements, reasonableness 
of rates, cost allocation. 

Allocation of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, other 
reveruje requirement issues. 

ResUucturing, deregdation, 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assets, liabilities, nuclear 
and fossil decommisaoning, 

Restnjcturing, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regulatoiy 
assets, liabiiities, fosal 
decommissioning, revenue 
requirements, securitizafor. 

Restructuring, deregulation, 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assets, liabilities, nuclear 
and fossil decommissnning, 
revenue requirements, 
securitization. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

12/97 

12/97 

1/98 

2/98 

3/98 

3/98 

3/98 

10/98 

10/98 

10/98 

Case Jurisdict 

R-973981 
(Surrebuttal) 

R-974104 

(Sunebutt*) 

U-22491 

(Surrebuttal] 

8774 

PA 

PA 

LA 

MD 

U-22092 LA 
(Alkicated 
Stranded Cost Issues) 

8390-U GA 

U-22092 LA 
(Allocaied 
Stranded Cost issues} 
(Sunebuttal) 

97-596 

9355-U 

U-17735 

ME 

GA 

U^ 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Party 

West Penn Power 
Industrie Intervenors 

Duquesne industrial 
Intervenors 

Louisiana Public 
Seivks Commission 
Staff 

Westvaco 

Louisiana Public 
Sendee Commission 
Staff 

Georgia Natural 
Gas Group, 
Georgia Textile 
Manufacturers Assoc, 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commisskin 
Staff 

Maine Office of Ihe 
Public Advocate 

Lana Kollen 
As of 

Georgia Public S e r ^ 
Commissicn Adversary Staff 

Louisiana Publk: 
Service Commission 
Staf 

July 2011 

Utility 

Wesl Penn 
PovrerCo. 

Duquesne Lighl Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Potomac Edison Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
States, inc 

Atianta Gas 
UghtCo, 

Entergy Gulf 
Slates, Inc, 

Bangor Hydro-
Electric Co. 

Georgia Power Ca 

Cajun Electric 
Power CooperaLve 

Subject 

Restmcturing, deregulation, 
strarxled costs, regulatory 
assets, liabilities, fossil 
decommissioning, revenue 
requiremente. 

Restaicluring, deregulation, 
stranded costs, legulalory 
assets, liabilities, nuclear 
and fossil decommissioning. 
revenue requirements, 
securitizatiofv 

A^ocalion of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, 
other revenue 
requirement issues. 

Merger of Duquesne, AE, customer 
safeguards, sawngs sharing. 

Restmcturing, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, securit'z^on, 
regulatory mitigation. 

Restnjcturing, unbundling, 
stranded costs, ircentve 
regulation, revenue 
requirements. 

Restmcturing, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, securitization, 
regulatory mitigation. 

Restnjcturing, unbundling, stranded 
costs, T&D revenue requirements. 

Affiliate transactions. 

G&T cooperative ratemaking 
policy, oUier revenue requirement 
issues. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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• a t e 

11/93 

12/98 

12/98 

1/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

4/99 

4/99 

4/99 

Case Jurisdict. 

U-23327 

U-23358 
(Direct) 

98-577 

98-1 (H)7 

U-23358 
(Surrebuttal) 

9&474 

98426 

99-082 

99^83 

U-23358 

(Supplemental 
Surrebuttal) 

99-0^04 

99-02-05 

U 

LA 

ME 

CT 

LA 

icr 

KY 

KY 

KY 

LA 

CT 

CT 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Party 

Louisiana Publk; 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Maine Offks of 
Public Advocate 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Loiisiana Publk; 
Senflce Commission 
Slaff 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Cuslomers, Inc 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky IndusWal 
Utility Custom^s, inc 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Connecticut industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Connecticut Industrisi 
Utility Customers 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility 

SWEPCO, CSW and 
AEP 

Entergy Gulf 

Slates, Inc, 

Ailaine Public 
SenflceCa 

United Illuminating 
Co, 

Ente^ Gulf 
States. Inc 

Louisville Gas 
and Electric Co, 

Kentucky Utilities 
Ca 

Louisville Gas 
and Electric Co. 

Kentucky Ub'iib'es 
Co. 

Entergy Gutf 
Slates, Inc. 

United Illuminating 
Co. 

Connecticut Light 
and Power Co. 

Subject 

Merger pQlk:y, savings sharing 
mechanism, affiliate transaction 
conditions. 

Allocation of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, tax issues, 
and other revenue requirement 
issues. 

Restmcturing, unbundling, 
slraided cost T&D revenue 
requirement. 

Stranded costs, investment tax 
credits, accumulated deferred 
income taxes, excess delerred 
income taxes. 

Allocaticn of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, lax issues, 
and other revenue requirement 
issues. 

Revenue requiremenls, altemative 
fomis of regulation. 

Revenue requiremenls, allernative 
forms of regulalkxi. 

Revenue requirements. 

Revenue requirements. 

Alk>cation of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, tax issues, 
and other revenue requirement 
issues. 

Regulatory assets and liabilities, 
stranded costs, recovery 
mechanisms. 

Regu la r assets and liabilities 
stranded costs, recovery 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date 

5/99 

5/99 

5.^9 

6/99 

6/99 

7/39 

7/99 

7/99 

7/99 

8^9 

8/99 

Case Jur isdict . 

98426 KY 
99^82 
(Additional Direct) 

9W74 
9 9 ^ 3 
(Additional 
Direct) 

KY 

98426 KY 
98474 
(Response to 
Amended Applications) 

97-596 

U-23356 

39^B-35 

U-23327 

97-596 
Sun-ebuttal 

98-0452-
E-GI 

98-577 
Surrebuttal 

98426 
99-062 

ME 

[A 

CT 

LA 

ME 

WV 

ME 

KY 

Expert Testimony Appearances 

Party 

Kentucky Industrial 
Udlify Cuslomers, Inc 

Ken̂ JCky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Kentuci^ Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Maine Offce of 
Public Advocate 

Louisiana Public 
Publk; Service Comm. 
Staff 

CcnnecaoJt 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Sennce Commisskm 
Staff 

Mane Office of 
Public Advocate 

W ^ t Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Maine Office of 
Public Advocate 

Kentucky Industrial 
unity Customers, Inc 

Lane KoDen 
As of July 2011 

Util ity 

LouisviHeGas 
and Electric Co. 

Kentucky Utilities 
Co, 

LojisvilteGas 
and Electric Co. and 
Ksrtucky Utilities Co. 

Bangor Hydro-
ElectricCo. 

Entergy Guif 
States, inc 

United lllun^nating 
Co, 

Southwestern Electric 
Power Co., Central 
and South West Corp. 
andAmericanElec^c 
PovirerCo. 

Bangor Hydro-
Electric Co. 

Utmongaheia Pcwer, 
Potomac Edison, 
Appalachian Power, 
Wlreeling Power 

Maine Public 
Service Co. 

Louisviile Gas and 
Electric Cc 

Subject 

mechanisms. 
Revenue requiremenls. 

Revenue requiremenls. 

Altemative tegulatoi. 

Request for accounting 
order regarding electric 
industry restmcturing costs. 

Affiliate transactions, 
cost allocations. 

Stranded costs, reguiatav 
assets, tax effecte of 
asset divestiture. 

[lAerger Settlement and 
Stipulatton. 

Restmcturing, unbundling, stranded 
cost, T&D revenue requirements. 

R^ulalory assets and 
liabilities. 

Restmcturing, unbundling, 
stranded costs, T&D revenue 
requirements. 

Revenue requiremenls. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Pate 

8/99 

8/99 

10/99 

11/99 

11/99 

04/00 

01/00 

05/00 

05/00 

05m 

Case 

Rebuttal 
98474 
98-083 
Rebuttal 

98-0452-
E-GI 
Rebuttal 

U-24182 
C r̂ecl 

21527 

Jur isd ic t . 

KY 

WV 

LA 

TX 

U-2335fl LA 
Sunebuttal 
Affiliate 
Transactors Review 

99-1212-EL-£TPOH 
99-1213^L-ATA 
9g-1214^L-AAM 

U-24182 
Surrebuttal 

2000-107 

U 

KY 

U-24182 LA 
Supplemental Direct 

A-110550F0147PA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of Ju ly 2011 

Party 

Kentucky Industrial 
UliiiV Cuslomers, Inc 

West Vi^iria Energy 

Users Group 

Louisiana Public 
Serves CommissBn 
Staff 

Oaiias-FLWorth 
Hospital Council and 
Coalition of Independent 
Colleges and Universities 

Louisiana Public 
Servfce Commission 
Staff 

Greater Cleveland 
Growth Association 

Louisiana Puhlc 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Public 
Semice Commission 
Staff 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Uti l i ty 

KenUidqf Utilities Ca 

Monongahela Power, 
Potomac Edison, 
Appalachian Power, 
Wheeiiiig Power 

Entergy Guff 
States, Inc 

TXU Elecbic 

Entergy Gulf 
States, inc, 

Rrst Energy (Cleveland 
Electric Illuminating, 
Toledo Edison) 

Ente^Gulf 
Stales, Inc. 

Kentucky Power Co, 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

PECO Energy 

Subject 

Revenue requirements. 

Regulatory assets and 
Jiabilities. 

Alkxalton of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, affiliate 
b'ansacfions, tax issues, 
and otfier revenue requiremeni 
issues. 

Restructuring, stranded 
costs, taxes, securitization. 

Service company affiliate 
trans3Ctk)n cnsis. 

Historical review, stranded costs, 
r^Ulatojy assets, liabilities. 

Allocation of regulaled and 
nonregulated rrBf,-;, affiliate 
transactions, tax issues, 
and otfier revenue requirement 
Issues. 

ECR surcharge roli-in to base rat£ 

Affiliate expense 
proforma adjustments. 

Me^er betvreen FECO and Unio 

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

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

utnity Subject 

07/00 22344 TX 

OaOO 99-1658- OH 
EL-ETP 

07/00 u-21453 lA 

The Dallas-Fwt Worth 
Hospital Coundl and The 
Coalih'on of Independent 
Colleges atKl Uruvorsiaes 

AK Steel Corp, 

Louisiana Public 
Servce Commisston 

SlatawkJe Generic 
Proceeding 

Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co, 

SWEPCO 

Escalation of O&M expenses for 
unbundled T&D revenue requiremenls 
in pnujected test year. 

Regulatory transHron costs, including 
regulatory assets and liabilities, SFAS 
109, ADIT, EDIT, ITC. 

Stranded costs, regulatory assets 
and liabilities. 

Oa/00 U-24064 U 

10/00 PUC 22350 TX 
SOAH 473-00-1015 

Louisiana PubSc 
Sennce Commission 
Staff 

The Oaltas-ft Worth 
Hospital Council and 
The CoalitiDn of 
Independent Cclleges 
And Universities 

CLECO 

TXU Electric Co. 

Affilfeite transaction pricing ratemaking 
princifHes, subsidization of nonregulated 
affiliates, ratemaking adjustments. 

Restructuring, T&D revenue 
reqinrements, mitigalkw, 
regiJatoiy assets and liabilities, 

lOrtW R-00974104 PA 
Affida^Aj 

Duquesna Industrial 
Intervenors 

Duquesne Light Co. 

11/00 

12/00 

01/01 

P-00001837 
R-00974006 
P-fl0001838 
R-00974009 

PA 

U-21453, L^ 
U-20925, U-22092 
(Subdocket C) 
Surrebuttal 

U-24993 
Direct 

uv 

Melropolitan Edison 
Industrial Users Group 
Penelec Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Louisiana Pubic 
Sen/ice Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commisskm 
Staff 

Metropofitan Edison Co. 
Pennsylvania Electric Co 

SWEPCO 

Entergy Gulf 
Slates, Inc 

Final accounting for stranded 
costs, including treatment of 
auction |xoceeds, taxes, capital 
costs, switchback costs, and 
excess pension funding. 

Final accounting for strarded costs, 
including treatment of auctkjn pnsceeds, 
taxes, regulatoiy assets and 
Viabilities, transaction costs. 

Stranded costs, regulatory assets. 

Altocatkm of regulated and 
nonregulated costs, tax issues, 
and other revenue requirement 
issues, 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC 



Exhibit (LK-1) 
Page 21 of 36 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

01/01 

01/01 

01/01 

02A)1 

03/01 

04/01 

04/01 

05^1 

U-21453, Lft 
U-20925, U-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Surrebuttal 

CaseNo. KY 
2000-386 

CaseNo. KY 
2000439 

A-110300F0095 PA 

A-11D400F0040 

P-OOOOIBBO PA 

P-00001861 

U-21453, LA 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket 5) 
Settlement Term Sheet 

U-21453, LA 
U-20925. 
U-22092 
{Subdocka B) 
Contested Issues 

U-21453, LA 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Contested Issues 
Transmission and Distribution 
Rebuttal 

Louisiana Publk; 
Servce Commission 

Staff 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Cu^omera, Inc 

Kentucliy Induslrii^ 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Met-Ed Industrial 

Users Group 

Penelec industnai 

Cusiomer Alliance 

Met-€d Industrial 

Users Group 

Penelec Industrial 

Cifitcmer Alliance 

Louisiana Pubfic 
Publk: Sennce Comm, 
Staff 

Louisiana Puttie 
Public Service Comm. 

Staff 

Louisiatia Public 
Public Senflce Comm. 
Staff 

Entergy Gutf 
States, Inc 

Louisville Gas 

& Electric Co, 

Kentucky 
Utilities Co. 

GPU, Inc 

FirsEnergy Corp/ 

Metropolian Edison 

Co, and Pennsylvania 

Electric Co. 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Entergy Gulf 
Stales, inc 

Entergy Gutf 
Slates, inc. 

Industry restmcturing, business 
separation plan, organization 
stmcture, hold harmless 
conditions, financing. 

Recovery of envinanmentai costs, 
surcharge mechanise. 

Recovery of enviionmental costs. 
Surcharge mechanism. 

Merger, sawngs, reliability. 

Recovery of costs due lo 

provider of last resort obligation. 

Business separation plan: 
s^ement agreement on overall plan 
stmcture. 

Business separation plan: 
agreements, hold hamiless conditiors, 
s^arations methodology. 

Business separation plan: 
agreements, hold harmless conditions, 
Separations methodology. 
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Date Case Jur isdict . Party Uti l i ty Subject 

07/01 

10/01 

11/01 

11/01 

02^2 

02/02 

03W2 

03/02 

03/02 

04W2 

04/02 

U-21453, LA Louisiana Pubic 
U-20925, Public Seivice Comm. 
U-22092 Staff 

Subdocket B 
Transmission and Disln'bufion Temi Sheet 

1400Q.U 

14311-U 
Diiect 
Paid with 
Bolin Kiliings 

U-256e7 
Direct 

25230 

U-25687 
Surrebuttal 

14311-U 
Rebuild 
Panel with 
Bolin Killings 

GA 

GA 

LA 

TX 

LA 

GA 

14311-U GA 
Rebuttal 
Pand with 
Michelle L Thebeit 

00114a-EI 

U-25687 
sntal Sunebuttal) 

FL 

LA 

U-21453, U-2Q925 

Georgia Public 
Service Commission 
Adversary Staff 

Geoisia Public 
Sen/ice Commission 
Adversary Staff 

Louisiana Pubic 
Seivics Commission 
Slaff 

Entergy Gulf 
Stales, Inc. 

Georgia Power Company 

AHarta Gas UghtCo. 

Ente^y Gulf Slates, Inc 

Dallas FL-Worth Hospital TXU Electric 
Council 4 the Coalition of 
Indeperxient Colleges & Universities 

Louisiana PubIb 
Sen/ice Commission 
Slaff 

Getygia Pubic 
Serves Co-Tin^sskw 
Adversaiy Staff 

Georgia Public 
Service Commission 
Adversary Staff 

South Fkirida Hospital 
andHealthcare Assoc. 

Loiflsiana Publk: 
Service Commission 

Louisiana PubJc 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

Atianta Gas Light Co. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Florida Power & Light Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc. 

SWEPCO 

Business separatkxi plan: settlement 
agi-eomant on T&O issues, agreements 
necessary to implement T&D separaiors, 
hoW hamiless conditKns, separations 
methodotogy. 

Revenue requirements, Rate Plan, fuel 
clause recovery. 

Revenue requiremenls. revenue forecasL 
O&M expense, depreciation, plant additions, 
cash wortting capital. 

Revenue requirements, captal stmcture, 
afccation of regulated and nonregulated costs, 
Rivar Bend uprate. 

Stipulatcn. Regulatory assets, 
seciiritizatkxi Rnandng. 

Revenue requirements, corporate francliise 
tax. conversKjn to LLC, River Bend jprate. 

Revalue requirements, eamings sharing 
plan, service quality standards. 

Revenue requirements, revenue forecast 
O&M expense, iJepredaGon, plant additions, 
cash woridng capital. 

Revenue requirements. Nuclear 
I'ife extension, slorni damage accruals 
and resewe, capited structure, O&M expense. 

Revenue requirements, corporate franchise 
tax, conversion to LLC, River Bend uprate, 

Business separatkm plan, T&D Temi Sheet, 
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Date 

08^2 

08/02 

09/02 

11/02 

01/03 

04/03 

04/03 

06/03 

06/03 

11/03 

Case J u r i s d i c t 

and U-22092 
(Subdocket C) 

EL01-
S8-000 

U-25888 

2002-^0224 
2002-00225 

2002-00146 
2002-00147 

2002-00169 

2002-00429 

2002-00430 

U-26527 

EL01-
88-000 
Rebuttal 

2003-00068 

ER03-753-000 

FERC 

LA 

KY 

KY 

KY 

KY 

LA 

FERC 

KY 

FERC 

E x p e r t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 

o f 

L a n e K o l l e n 

A s o f J u l y 2011 

Party 

Serves Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Pubic 
Serves Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Servtee Commissbn 
Staff 

Kentucky indusllai 
Utiiities Cusiomors, inc 

Kentucky Industrial 
UL'lit'es Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utilities Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Publk: 
Senflce Commission 
Slaff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Kentucky Industrial 

Utility Customers 

Louisiana Puttie 
SefVH»Commisskin 

UtiHty 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
and TJie Entergy Operating 
Compaiies 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc. 

and Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 

Subject 

separalcns methodologies, hold harmless 
conditkxis, 

Sj^fem Agreement, production cost 
equalizalkin, tariffs. 

System Agreement, productwn cost 
disparities, pmdence. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. Line losses and fuel clause recovery 
Louisville Gas $ Electric Co. ^ocialed with olf-syslem sales. 

Kentut^y Utilities Co. 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co, 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co. 

Ei^rgy Guif States. Inc. 

Entergy Senflces, Inc. 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Kentucky Utilities Co, 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Environmenlal compliance costs and 
surcharge recovery. 

Enviranmentd compliance costs and 
surcharcie recovery. 

Extension of merger surcredit 
flaws in Companies' studies, 

Revenue requirements, corporate 
franchise tax, conversion to LLC, 
Capital stmcture, post test year 
Adjustments, 

System Agreement production cost 
equ^izatkxi. tariff. 

Environmental cost recovery, 
conectkxi of hasn rata error. 

Unit power purchases and sale 
cost-based tariff pursuant to System 
Agreement 
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Date Case Jurisdict Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Util i ty Subject 

11/03 ER03^33-000, FERC 
ER03-583-001,and 
ERO3-583-O02 

ER03-681-OO0, 
ER03-681-001 

Louisiana Pubic 
Senrice Commission 

Entergy Services, Inc., 
the Entergy Operating 
Companies, EWO Market­
ing, L.P, and Entergy 
Power, inc. 

Unit power purchase and sale 
agreements, contractual provisiors, 
projected costs, ievelized rates, and 
fomiula rales. 

ER03-682-O00, 
ER03-6a2-001, and 
ER03-682-0D2 

ER03-7444)00, 
ER03-744-001 
(Consolidatec!) 

12/03 U-26527 LA 
Sun'ebuttal 

12/03 200S^334 KY 
2003^335 

12/03 U-27136 LA 

Louisiana Publk; 
Ser̂ '̂ce Commission 
Staff 

Kentucky Industrial 
Ublity Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Pubic 
Senrice Commissim 
Staff 

Entei^y Gutf States, Inc. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co, 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc. 

Revenue requirements, corporate 
franchise tax, conversbn to LLC, 
Capilal stmcture, post test year 
adjustments. 

Eamings Sharing Mechanism. 

Purchased power contracts 
between affiliates, temis ^ d 
condittons. 

03/04 U-26527 lA 
Supplemental 
Surrebuttal 

03/04 200S00433 KY 

03/04 2003^0434 KY 

03/04 SOAH Docket TX 
473-04-2459, 

Louisiana Pubic 
Sen/ice Commission 
Slaff 

Kentucky Induslnal 
Utilify Customers, Ino, 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Cuslomers, Inc. 

Cities Served by Texas-
New Mexico Pcwer Co. 

Entergy Gulf Slales, Inc. 

LouisvDle Gas & Electric Co, 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Revenue requirements, corporate 
franchise tax, conversion to LLC, 
capital stmcture, post test year 
adjustments. 

Revenue requirements, depreaation rates, 
O&M expense, deferrals and amortization, 
eamings sharing mechanism, merger 
surcredit VDT surcredit 

Revenue requirements, depreciation rates, 
O&M expense, deferrals and amortization, 
eamings sharing mechanism, merger 
surcredit, VDT surcredit. 

Stranded osts true-up. including 
including valuation issues. 
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Date Case J u r i s d i c t Party Util ity Subject 

05/04 

06/04 

08/04 

09/04 

PUC Docket 
29206 
04-169-
EL-UNC 

Docket Mo. 
U-23327 
Subdocket B 

OH 

SOAHDxket TX 
473-04-4555 
PUC Docket 
29526 

SOAH Docket TX 
473-04-4556 
PUC Docket 
29526 
{Suppl Direct) 

LA 

Ohio Energy Graup, Inc-

Houston Council for 
Health and Educatk}n 

Houston Council for 
Health and Education 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commissbn 
Staff 

Columbus Southem Power 
Co. & Ohk) Power Co, 

CenferPdnt 
Energy Houston Electric 

Centerî oint 
Energy Houston Electric 

SWEPCO 

ITC, ADIT, excess eamhgs. 

Rate stabSizatioi plan, deferrals, T&D 
rate increases, eamings. 

Stranded costs truenjp, including 
valuation issues, ITC, EDIT, excess 
mitigation credits, capacity auctkjn 
tn;e-up revenues. Interest 

Interest on stranded cost pursuant to 
Texas Supreme Coufi remand. 

Fuel and pun±ased power expenses 
recoverable thnsugh fuel aajustment clause, 
trading activities, compliance with terms of 
various LPSC Orders. 

lOAM Docket No. 
U-23327 
Subdocket A 

U Louisiana Public 
ServcB Commisskxi 
Staff 

SWEPCO Revenue requiremenls. 

12/04 CaseNo. 
2004-00321 
Case No. 
2004^)0372 

KY Gallatin Steel Co. East Kentucky Povrer 
Cooperative, Inc.. 
Big Sandy Recc, ^ a l 

Environmental cost recovery, qualified 
costs, TIER requirements, cost allocation. 

01/05 30485 

02/05 

02/05 

02/05 

18638-U 

TX 

GA 

1 8 6 3 ^ 
Panel with 
Tony Wackeriy 

18638-U 
Panel wi^ 
fvlichelle Thebert 

GA 

GA 

Houston Council for 
Health and Educatnn 

Geoigia Public 
ServfceCommissnn 
Adversary Staff 

Georgia Public 
Sen/ice Commission 
Adversary Staff 

Geoigia Publfc 
Service Commission 
Adversary Staff 

CenterPoint Energy 
Houston Electric, LLC 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Atlante Gas Light Co. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co-

Stranded cost tme-up including regulatory 
Central Co. assets and liabilities, ITC, EDIT, 
capacity auction, pnx^eds, excess mitigation 
credite, retrospective and prospedive ADlT-

Revenue requirements. 

Comprehensive rate plan, 
pipeline replacement program 

surcharge, peribrmance based rate plan. 

Energy consen/afcn, economic 
devekipment and tariff issues. 
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Date Case Jurisdict Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

03/05 

06/05 

06/05 

08/05 

09/05 

09/05 

10/05 

11/D5 

01/06 

Case No. 
2004-00426 
Case No. 
2004-00421 

2005^X)CS8 

D5004&£l 

3105B 

20298-U 

20298-U 
Panel with 
Victoria Taylor 

0442 

2005-00351 
2005-00352 

2005-00341 

KY 

KY 

FL 

TX 

GA 

GA 

DE 

KY 

KY 

Kentucky Industrial 
UliliV Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky induslnal 
Utility Customers. Inc. 

South Rorida Hospital 
and Heamhcare Assoc. 

Alliance for Valley 
Healthcare 

Georgia Public 
Servks Commission 
Adversary Staff 

Georgia Publte. 
SenftoeCommisswn 
Adversary Staff 

Delaware Publk: Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky industrial Utility 
Customere, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 
Louisville Gas & Electric 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Rorida Power & 
Light Co. 

AEP Texas 
Central Co. 

Atmos Energy Corp. 

Almos Ene^y Corp. 

Artesian Water Co, 

KenUicky Ulili'tles Co, 
Louisville Gas and 
Electric Co. 

Kentucky Power Co. 

03/06 31994 T^ 
05/06 31994 

Supplemental 

Cities Texas-New MexkM 
Power Co. 

Environmental cost recovery, Jobs 
Creation Act of 2004 and § 199 dedudkjn, 
excess common equity ratio, deferral and 
amortizalton of nonrecuning OSM expense. 

Environmental cost recovery, Jobs 
Creation Act of 2004 and §199 deduction, 
maigins on albwances used for AEP 
system sales. 

Storm danage expense and reserve, 
RTO costs. O&M expense projections, 
retum on equity perfomiance incentive, 
capital sinjcturs, selecL've second phase 
post-test year rata increase. 
Sfranded cost tnie-up including regulatory 
assets and liabilities, ITC, EDIT, capacity 
auctkn proceeds, excess mitigation credits, 
retrospective and prospective ADIT, 

Revenue requiremants, roll-in of 
sun^ages, cost recovery through surcharge, 
reporting requirements. 

Affiliate transactkins, cost allocations, 
captalization, cost of debt 

Allocatfon of tax nel operating losses 
between regulated and unregulated. 

Woricforce Separation Program cost 
recoiffiry and shared savings through 
VDT surcredit 

System Sales Clause Rider, Environmental 
Cost Recovery Rider. Net Congestion Rider, 
Storm damage, vegetation management 
program, depredafon. off-system sales, 
maintenance normalization, pension and 
OPEB. 

Sfranded cost recovery through 
competition transition or change. 
Retrospective ADFIT, prospective 
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Date 

omo 

3/06 

4/06 

07/06 

07/06 

mm 

11/06 

12/06 

03/07 

03/07 

03A)7 

Case Jur isd ic t . 

U-21453, 
U-20925, 
U-22092 

NOPRReg 
104365-OR 

U-25115 

R-00061366. 
Etal 

U-23327 

U-21453, 
U-20925 
U-22092 
(Swbdod^t J) 

LA 

IRS 

LA 

PA 

LA 

LA 

05CVH03-3375 OH 
Ftaiklin County 
court Affidavit 

U-23327 LA 
SubdocketA 
Reply Testimony 

U-29764 

33309 

33310 

LA 

TX 

TX 

E x p e r t T e s t i m o n y A p p e a r a n c e s 

o f 

L a n e K o l l e n 

A s o f J u l y 2011 

Party 

Louisiana Puttie 
Senrice Commesion 
Slaff 

Alliance fior Valley 
Health Care and Houston 
Council for H e ^ EdiKaBon 

Louisiana Pi^lc 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Met-Ed Ind. Users Gmup 
Pennsylvania ind. 
Customer Aiiiance 

Louisiana Pubfic 
Sannce Commfssion 
Staff 
Louisiana Pubiic 
Seivks Commission 
Staff 

Various Taxing Authorities 
(Non-UUity Proceeding) 

Louisiana Pubic 
ServKS Commissksn 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Cities 

Cities 

Util ity 

Ente^y Gulf Stales, Inc. 

AEP Texas Central 
Company and CenterPioinf 
Energy Houston 
Electric 

Entei^ Louisiana, Inc. 

Metropolitan Edison Co, 
Pennsylvania Electric Co. 

Southwestern 
Electric Power Co. 

Entergy Guif 
Slates, Inc. 

^ t e of Olio Department 
ofReveuie 

Southwcslem Electric 
Power Co.. 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc., 
Ertengy Louisiana, LLC 

AEP Texas Central Co. 

AEP Texas North Co. 

Subject 

ADFIT. 

Juilsdidional separaGon plan. 

Proposed Regulations affecting ftow-
through to ratepayers cf excess 
dsfBTTed ircome taxes and itwestmenl 
Tax credits on generation plant that 
Is sold or deregulated. 

2002-2004 Audit of Fuel Adjustment 
Clause Filings. Afliiiale transactions. 

Recovery of NUG-relaled stranded 
costs, government mandated programs 
costs, sfonn damage costs. 

Revenue requirements, formula 
rale plan, banking proposal. 

Jurlsd'ictional separafion plan. 

Accounting for nuclear fuel 
assemblies as manufactured 
equipment arvj capitalized plartL 

Revenue requirements, fonnula 
rate p\m, banking proposal 

JuiisdiCtkxial allocation of Ente^ 
System Agreement equaizalion 
rennedy receipts. 

Revenue requirements, hcluding 
ftjnctionalizalion of transmission and 
distribution costs. 

Revenue requirements, including 
fiBidionafeation of transn^ssion and 
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Date Case Jurisdict. party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

03/07 20064)0472 KY 

03/07 U-29157 U 

O m j U-29764 LA 
Supplemental 
And 
Rebuttal 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Cuslomers, Inc. 

Louisiana Pubic 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Publk: 
Senrice Commission 
Staff 

East Kentucky 
Power Cooperative 

Cleco Power, LLC 

Entergy Gulf States, IrK. 
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 

distribution costs. 

Interim rate increase, RUS kjgn 
covenants, credft facility 
requirements, financial condition. 

Permanent (Phase II) storm 
damage cost recovery. 

Jurisdiclkinal allocation of Enle^y 
System Agreement equalization 
remedy receipts. 

04/07 ER07-682-O00 FERC 
AffkJavit 

04A)7 ER07-684-000 FERC 
Affkla\nt 

05/07 ER07-682-000 FERC 
AfMavit 

06/07 U-29764 LA 

07/07 2006-00472 KY 

Louisiana Public 
Servce Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Senrtce Commissbn 

Louisiana Public 
Senflce Commisskxi 

Louisiana Public 
Ser̂ nce Ccmmisskin 
Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Entergy Servkss, Ina 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Servk»s, Inc, 
and the Enteigy Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Louisiana, LLC 
Entergy Gulf States, Inc. 

East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative 

Allocation of Intangible and general 
plant and A&G expenses to 
production and state income tax 
effects on equatizatun remedy 
receipts 

Fuel hedging costs and connpliance 
with FERC USOA. 

Aliocati'on of intangible and genera] 
plant and A&G expenses to 
production and account 924 
effects on FidSS-S equalization remedy 
p^ments and receipts. 

Show cause for violating LPSC 
Older on fuel hedging costs. 

Revenue requirements, post lest year 
adjustments, TIER, surcharge revenues 
and costs, financial need. 

07/07 ER07-956-000 FERC 
Affidavit 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Services, Inc. Storm damage costs related to Hunicanes 
Katrina and Rita and effects of MSS-3 
equalization payments and receipts, 
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Data Case Jurisdict Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

10X]7 05-UR-103 Wl 
Direct 

10/07 05-UR-103 
Suirebutlal 

10/07 25060-U GA 
Direct 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Ene^y Group 

Georgia Pi*lic Service 
Commissiffli Public 
Interest Adversary Staff 

Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company 
Wisconsin Gas, LLC 

Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company 
Wisconsin Gas, LLC 

Georgia Power Company 

Revenue requirements, carrying charges 
on CWIP, amorlizalion and return on 
regulatory assets, working capital, incentive 
compensation, use of rate base in lieu of 
capitalization, quant'fication and use of 
Point Beach sale proceeds. 

Revenue requirements, car^'ing charges 
or̂  CWIP, amortization and return on 
regulatory assets, woriting capital, incentive 
compensation, use of rate base in lieu of 
capitalization, quantification and use of 
Point Beach sale pn}ceeds. 

Affiliate costs, incentive compensation, 
consolkjaled income taxes, §199 deducUon. 

11/07 06-0033-E-CN WV 
Direct 

11/07 ER07-682-O0O FERC 
Direct 

01/03 ER07-6a2-000 FERC 
Cross Answering 

01/Oa 07-651-EL-AIR OH 
Direct 

02/08 ER07-956-000 FERC 
Direct 

West Virginia Eneitjy Users 
Group 

Louisiana Public Sen/ice 
Commission 

Louisiana Pubic Semice 
Commission 

Ohio Energy Group, inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Appalachian Power Company IGCC surcharge during constmction period 
and post-in-san/k^ date. 

Entergy Services, Ina 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc 
and the Entergy Operafng 
Companies 

Ohio Edison Company, 
Cleveland Electric 
Illuminating Company, 
Toledo Edison Company 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
and the Enlegy Operating 
Companies 

FuncUonatization and allocation of 
intangible and general plant and A&G 
expenses. 

Fucttonalization and allocation of 
Intangible and general plant and A&G 
expenses. 

Revenue Requirements. 

Function alization of expenses in account 
923; storm damage expense and accounts 
924,22fl.1,1623, 254 3nd407.3; lax NOL 
carrybacks in account 165 and 236; ADIT; 
nuclear sen/ice lives and effect on 
depreciation and decommissioning. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



Exhibit (LK-1) 
Page 30 of 3 6 

Date Casa Ju r i sd i c t Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane KoElen 
As of July 2011 

UUIIty Subject 

03/08 

04/06 

04/08 

05/08 

05/08 

06/08 

07/08 

07/08 

ER07-956-000 FERC 
Cross-Answering 

Louisiana Public Senrice 
CommissBn 

2007-00562 KY Kentucky Industrial UWity 
2007-00563 Customers, Inc. Louisvil/e Gas and 

26837 
Direct 
Panel Hrilh 
Thomas K, Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
Michelle Thebert 

GA 

GA 26837 
Rebuttal 
Panel witti 
Thomas K. Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
fvlichelle Thebert 

26837 GA 
Supplemental 
Rebuttal 
Panel with 
Thomas K. Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
Michelle Thebert 

2008-00115 KY 

27153 
Direct 

27163 
Panel with 
Victoria Taylor 

GA 

GA 

Georgia PubBcSen/ice 
Commissran Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Senrice 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Georgia Public Servics 
Commission Public 
Interest Advocacy Staff 

Georgia Pubiic Service 
Commission Public 
Interest Advocacy Staff 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. 
and the Entergy Operafing 
Companies 

Kentucky Utilises Co. 

Electric Co. 

SCANA Energy 
Marketing, Inc. 

SCANA Energy 
Marketing, Inc. 

SCANA Energy 
Marinating, Inc. 

East Kentucky Power 
Cooperab'va, Inc. 

Almos Energy Corp. 

Atmos Energy Corp. 

Functi'onaSzation of expenses in account 
923; storm damage expense and accounts 
924,228.1,182.3,254 and 407.3; tax NOL 
canybacks in account 165 and 236; ADIT; 
nuclear sewioe lives and e^ecl on 
depredation and decommissioning. 

ti/lergersurcrediL 

Rule Nisi compiainL 

Rule Nisi complaint. 

Rule Nisi complaint. 

08/08 6680-CE-17D Wl Wisconsin Industrial Energy Wisconsin Power and 

Environmental surcharge recoveries, 
ind costs recovered in existing rates, TIER 

Revenue requirements, ind projected lest 
year rate base mci expenses. 

Affiliate transacticra and division cost 
allocations, capital stmcture, cost of debt. 

Nelson Dewey 3 or Colombia 3 fixed 
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Data Case Jurisdict Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

Direct 

08/08 6680-UR-116 Wl 
Direct 

6680-UR-116 Wl 
R^uttal 

m m 669Q-UR-119 Wl 
Direct 

09/08 6690-UR-119 Wl 
Surrebuttal 

09/08 08-935^L-SSOOH 
08-918-EL-SSO OH 

10/08 06-917-EL-SSOOK 

Group, Inc. Light Company 

10/08 2007-564 
2007-565 
2008-251 
2008-252 

KY 

Wisconsin Industrial Energy Wisconsin Power and 
Group, Inc, Light Company 

Wisconsin Indusfl'ia/ Energy Wisconsin Power and 

Group, Inc. Light Company 

Wisconsin Industrial Energy Wisconsin Public Service 
Group, Inc. Corp. 

Wisconsin Industrial Energy Wisconsin Public Service 
Group, Inc. Corp. 

Ohio Energy Group, Inc. 

Olio Ene^y Group, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Ut i l^ 
Customers, Inc, 

First Energy 

AEP 

Louisville Gas and 
Electric Co., Kentucky 
Utiiifies Comply 

financial parameters, 

CWIP in rate base, labor expenses, pension 
expense, financing, capital structure, 
decoupling. 

Capital structure. 

P(u<!eiv;e of Weston 3 outage, incentive 
compensation, Crane Creek Wind Farm 
incremental revenue requirement, capital 
structure. 

Prudence of Weston 3 outage, Section 199 
deduction. 

Standard sen/ice olfar rates pursuant to 
electric security plan, significantly 
excessive eamings test 

Standard service offer rates pursuant to 
electric security plan, significanlly 
excessive eamings test. 

Revenue forecast, affiliate costs, 
depreciation expenses, federal and slate 
income tax expense, capilalizatlor, cost 
of debt. 

11/08 EL08-51 

11/03 35717 

FERC 

TX 

12/Ofl 27800 GA 

01/09 EROfi-1056 FERC 

Louisiana Public Sen/ice 
Commission 

Cities Served by Oncor 
Delivery Company 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Ssn/ice 
Commission 

Entergy Services, Inc. 

Oncor Delivery 
Company 

Georgia Power Company 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc, 

Spindletop gas storage facilities, regulatory 
asset and bandwidth remedy. 

Recovery of old nrrater costs, asset ADFIT, 
cash worldng capital, recovery of prior year 
restructuring costs, Ievelized recovery of 
storm damage costs, prospective stomi 
damage accrual, consolidated tax savings 
adjustment. 

AFUDC versus CWIP in rale base, mirror 
CWIP, certification cosL use of short temi 
debt and itust preferred tinancing. CWIP 
recovery, regulatory incenlive. 

Entergy System Agmement bandwidth 
remedy cateulalions, Including depreciation 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

01/09 

02/09 

02/09 

03/09 

03/09 

04/09 

ER08-1056 FERC 
Suppdementai 
Direct 

EL08-51 
Rebuttal 

FERC 

2008^10409 IOC 
Direct 

ER08-1056 
Answering 

FERC 

U-21453,U-20925 
U-22092 {Subdocket J) 

04/09 U-21453, U-20925 
U-22092 [Subdocket J) 
Rebuttal 

2009-00040 KY 
Direct-Interim 
(Oral) 

04/09 36530 TX 

Qsm ER08-1056 FERC 
Rebuttal 

06/09 2009-00040 KY 
Direct-
Permanent 

07/09 O80677-EI FL 

06/M U-21463, U-20925 
U-22092 (Subdocket J) 

Supplemental Rebuttal 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commissicm 

Louisiana Public Servce 
Commission 

Kentucky Industrial 

Utility Customera, Inc. 

Louisiana Pulsiic Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Sen/ice 
Commissbn 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Ina 

Slate Office of Administrative 
Hearings 

Louisiana Publk; Service 
Commission 

Kentucky industrial 
Utility Customers. Inc. 

South Florida Hospital 
and Healthcare Association 

Louisiana Public Servira 
Commission 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. 

Enteigy Senricw, Inc. 

EBSI Ker̂ tucky pQ««er 

Cooperative, Ina 

Entergy Senrices, inc. 

Entergy Gulf States 
Louisiana, LLC 

Energy Gulf States 
Louisiana, LLC 

Big Rivers 
Eleclric Corp. 

Oncor Electric Delivery 
Company, LLC 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. 

Big Rivers 
Electric Corp. 

Florida Powers Light 
Company 

Entergy Gulf Slates 
Louisiana, LLC 

expense, ADIT, capital structure. 

81ytheviite leased turbines; accumulated 
depreciation. 

Spindletop gas sto'age facilities regulatory 
asset and bandwidth remedy. 

Revenue requiremente. 

Entergy System Agreement bandwidOi 
remedy calculations, includir̂ g depreciation 
expense, ADIT, capital stnjcture. 

Violation of EGSI separation order, 
ETI and EGSL separation accounting, 
SpindJelop regulatory asset. 

Violation of EGSI separa*Jon order, 
ETJ and EGSL separation accounting, 
Spindletop regulatory asset. 

Emergency interim rate increase; 
cash requirements. 

Rate case expenses. 

Entergy Syslem Agreement bandwidth 
remedy calculations, including depreciation 
expense, ADIT, capital stmcture 

Revenue requirements, TIER, cash flow. 

Multiple test yeara, GBRA rider, forecast 
assumptions, revenue requirement, O&M 
expense, depreciation expense. Economic 
Stimulus BiH. capilal structure. 

Violation of EGSI separation order, 
ETI and EGSL separation accounting, 
Spindletop regulatory asset 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Experi Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

08/09 8516 and GA 
29950 

09/09 05-UR-104 Wl 
Direct and 
Surrebuttal 

09/09 09AL-299E CO 

09/09 6680-UR-117 Wl 
Direct and 
Surrebuttal 

10/09 09A415E CO 

10/09 EL09-50 LA 
Direct 

10/09 2009-00329 KY 

12/09 PUE-2009- VA 
00030 

12/09 ER09-1224 FERC 
Direct 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group 

CF&I Steel, Rocky Mountain 
Steel Mills LP, Climax 
Molybdenum Company 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group 

Cripple Creek & Victor Gold 
Mining Company, e( al. 

Louisiana Publk: Sen/ice 
Commisston 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers. Inc. 

Old Dominion Committee 
for Fair Utility Rates 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Atlanta Gas Light 
Company 

Wisconsin Eleclric 
Power Company 

Public Senrice Company 
of Colorado 

Wisconsin Power and 
Light Company 

Black Hills/CO Eleclric 
Utility Company 

Ente^y Sen/ices, Inc, 

Louisville Gas and Electric 
Company, Kentucky 
Utilities Company 

Appalachian Power 
Company 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc, 

Modification ol PRP surcharge to include 
infrasb'ucture costs. 

Revenue requirements, incentive 
compensatkin, depreciation, defenal 
mitigation, capital stnjcture, cost of debL 

Forecasted test year, historic test year, 
prolomia adjustments for major plant 
additions, tax depreciation. 

Revenue requirements, CWIP in rate base, 
deferral mitigabon, payroll, capadty 
shutdowns, regulatory assets, rate of return. 

Cost pmdence, cost sharing mechanism. 

Waterford 3 sale/leaseback accumulated 
defened income taxes, Entergy System 
Agreement bandwidth remedy calculations. 

Trimble County 2 depreciation rates. 

Retum on equity incentive. 

Hypothetical v. actual costs, out of period 
costs, Spindletop defened capital costs, 
Waterford 3 sale/leaseback ADIT. 

01/10 ER09-1224 FERC 
Cross-Answering 

Louisiana Public Sen/ice 
Commission 

Entergy Services, Inc. Hypothetical v. actual costs, out of period 
costs, Spindletop deferred capital costs, 
WaterfiDrd 3 sale/leaseback ADIT. 

Ot/10 EL09-50 
Rebuttal 

LA 

02/10 ER09-1224 FERC 
Final 

Louisiana Putilic Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commisskxi 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. 

Walertord 3 sale/leaseback accLvnulated 
defenred income taxes, Entergy System 
Agreement bandwidth remedy calculations. 

Hypothetical v. actual costs, out of period 
costs, Spindleb:p defened capital costs, 
Waterford 3 ade/leasebat* ADIT. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

02/10 30442 GA 
Wackeriy-
K^len Panel 

02no 30442 
McBride-
KolJen Panel 

03/10 ELI 0-55 

08/10 31647 

09/10 38339 
Direct 
Cn3S54^ebuttal 

GA 

02/10 2009^353 KY 

03/10 2009-00545 KY 

03/10 E015/GR-
09-1151 

FERC 

04/10 200W)0459 KY 

04/10 2009JX)458 KY 
20O9-O0459 

GA 

08/10 31647 GA 
Wackerty-
Kolien Panel 

08/10 2010^204 KY 

TX 

Geo^ia Publk: Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Publk; Senrice 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, inc. 

Large Power Intenreners 

Louisiana Publk; Senrice 
Commissbn 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utaity Customere, Ira 

Kentucky Industrial 

Georgia Pubic Senrice 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commisskxi StafI 

Kentucky Induslnal Utility 
Customers, inc. 

Gulf Coast Coalition of Cities 

Atmos Eneigy Corporation Revenue Requirement issues. 

Atmos Energy Corporation 

Louisville Gas and Electric 
Company, Ker̂ tucky Utilities 
Company 

Kentucky Power Company 

Minnesota Power 

Entergy Services, Inc, and 
the Enteigy Operating 
Companies 

AfHliate/divisJon transactions, cost 
allocation, capital stmcture. 

Ratemaking nsaweryofwind povrer 
pun^hased power agreements. 

Ratemalang recovery of wind power 
purchased power agreement 

Revenue requirement issues, cost ovenuns 
on envimnmantal retrofit pnsject. 

Depredatfon expense and effects on System 
Agreement tariffe. 

Kentucky Power Company Revenue requirement issues. 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
LouisvilleGas and Electric 
Company 

Atlanta Gas Light Company 

Atlanta Gas Light Company 

Louisville ( ^ and Electric 
Company, Kentucky Uflilies 
Company 

Revenue requirement issues. 

Revenue requirement and syttergy 
savings issues. 

Affiliate transaction and Cusbmer 
First program issues. 

PPL acquIsUkxi of E.ON U.S. (LG&E 
arvl KU] conditions, acquisition savings, 
sharing deferral mechanism. 

Centerî 'oint Energy Houston Revenue requirement issues, including 
Electnc consdidaied tax savings adjustment, 

incentive compensation, FIN 48; AMS 
surcharge including roll-in to base rales; rate 
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Date Case Jufisdlct Party 

Expert Test imony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of July 2011 

Utility Subject 

case expenses. 

09/10 EL10-55 FERC 

09/10 2010-00167 KY 

09/10 U-23327 U 
Subdocket E 
Direct 

11/10 U-23327 
Rebuttal 

09/10 U-31351 

10/10 10-1261-
EL-UNC 

LA 

LA 

OH 

10/10 10-0713-E-PC WV 

10/10 U-23327 LA 
Subdocket F 

Louisiana Public Senrice 
Commission 

Gallatin Steel 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana PubLc Senrice 
Commission Staff 

Ohio OCC, Ohio 
Manufacturers Associati'on. 
Ohk) Energy Group, Ohio 
Hospital Assodatlon, 
Appalachian Peace and 
Justice Networi( 

West Vi^nia E n e ^ Users 
Group 

Louisiana Public Senrice 
Commission Slaff 

Ente/gy Senrices, inc. and the 
Entergy Operating Companies 

East Kentucky Pcwer 
Cooperative, Inc. 

SWEPCO 

SWEPCO 

SWEPCO and Valley 
Electiic Memliership 
Cooperative 

Depredation rates and expense input effects 
on System Agreement tariffs. 

Revenue requiremenls. 

Fuel audit S02 alkiwance expense, variable 
O&M expanse, off-system sales margin 
sharing. 

Fuel audit S02 altowance expense, variable 
O&M expense, off-system sales margin 
sharing. 

Sale of Valley assets to SWEPCO and 
dissolution of Valley. 

Columbus Southern Power Significantly excessive earrings tesL 
Company 

Monongahela Power 
Company, the Potomac 
Edison Power Company 

SWEPCO 

Merger of First Energy and Allegheny 
Energy. 

AFUDC adjustments in Fonnula Rate Plan. 

11/10 EL10.55 
Rebuttal 

FERC 

12/10 ER10-1350 FERC 
Direct 

01/11 ER10-1350 FERC 
Cross-Answering 

Louisiana Publk; Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Publk: Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Senflce 
Cranmission 

Entergy Sen/ices, Inc. and the Depreciation rates and expense input effects 
Entergy Operating Companies on System Agreement tariffs. 

Entergy Services, inc. and the 
Entergy Operating Companies 

Entergy Senrices, Inc. and the 
Entergy Operating Companies 

Waterford 3 lease amortizalon, ADIT, and 
fuel inventiaiy effects on System Agreement 
tariff. 

Waterfiffd 3 tease amorfizatcn, ADIT, and 
fuel inventî ry effects on System Agreement 
tariffs 
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Data Cass Jurisdict. Party 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kol len 
As of Ju ly 2011 

Utility Subject 

03/11 ER10-2001 FERC 
Di/ed 

04/11 Crtss-Answering 

04/11 U-23327 U 
Subdocket E 

04/11 38306 TX 
Direct 

05/11 Supplemental 
Direct 

05/11 11-0274^-GI WV 

05/11 2011-00036 KY 

06/11 29849 GA 

07/11 ER11-2161 FERC 

07/11 PUE-2011-00027VA 

Louiaana Public Sen/ice 
Commisaon 

Louisiana Publk; Senrice 

Commiss«n Staff 

En le^ Services, inc. and 
Enlfflt|yAri(ansas, Inc. 

SWEPCO 

Cfties Seived by Texas- Texas-Na« Mexico Power 
New Mexkzi Power Company Company 

EAI depredation rates. 

Settlement, including resolution of S02 
allowance expense, variablsO&M expense, 
and tiered sharing of off-system sales 
margins. 

AMS deployment plan, AMS Surcharge, rate 
case expenses. 

West Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

Kentucky Industrial Ulilily 

Customera, Inc. 

Georgia Pubic Servfce 
Commisston Staff 

Loutaana Public Service 
Commission 

Virginia Committee f a 

Far Utiity Rates 

Appalachian Power Company Defenal recovery phasenn, CDnstmclio.T 
and Wheeling Power surcharge 
Company 

Big Rivers Electric Corp. 

Georgia Power Company 

Entergy Senrices, Inc and 
Entergy Texas, Ina 

Virginia Electric and Power 
Company 

Revenue requirements. 

Accounting Issues related to Vogtie 
risksharing mechanism 

ETI depredalton rates; accounting issues. 

Retum on equity performance incentive. 
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Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power Company 

Return on Common Equity 
Twelve iVIonths Ending December 31, 2010 

($000's) 

Source: 2010 Form 1 Financial Statements 

Total Common Equity - December 31, 2009 

Total Common Equity- December31, 2010 

Average Common Equity - December 31, 2010 

(2) 

Columbus 
Southern 

Power 
Company 

1,359,835 

1,534,215 

1,447,025 

Ohio 
Power 

Company 

3,234.696 

3,166,914 

3,200,805 

Combined 
Companies 

4,594,531 

4,701,130 

4,647,830 

Net Income - Total Company (i).(2) 278,222 346,393 624,615 

%ROE 19-23% 10.82% 13.44% 

(1) Net Incomeforlhe twelve months ended DecamtwrSI, 2010 excludes reductions in published financial statements for preferred dividends, 
capital stock expense and net income attributable to noncontroiling interests. The effects of these exclusions are minimal. 

(2) Net income and Common Equity for Columbus Southern were increased by $28 million (net of tax) to remove the effects oFttie SEET refund 
ordered by the PUCO of $43 million (before tax). Net Income and Common Equity for Columbus Southem were increased by $20 million 
(net of tax) to remove the one-time charge for "Cost Reduction Initlathres" of $31 million (before tax). Net income and Common Equity for Ohio 
Power Company were increased by $35 million (net of tax) to remove the one-time charge for "Cost Reduction Initiatives" of $54 million (before tax). 
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filer/Z/Al/AEPVol-IV-l 12008.txt 

1 BEFORE THE PUBLIC UnLITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 

2 

3 In the Matter ofthe 
Application of Columbus : 

4 Southem Power Company for: 
Approval of its Electric : 

5 Security Plan; an : Case No. 08-917-EL-SSO 
Amendment to its Corporate: 

6 Separation Plan; and the : 
Sale or Transfer of : 

7 Certain Generating Assets.: 

8 In the Matter of the 
Application of Ohio Power : 

9 Company for Approval of : 
its Electric Security : Case No. 08-918-EL-SSO 

10 Plan; and an Amendment to : 
its Corporate Separation : 

11 Plan. 

12 

13 PROCEEDINGS 

14 before Ms. Kimberly W. Bojko and Ms. Greta See, 

15 Hearing Examiners, at the Public Utihties Commission 

16 of Ohio, 180 East Broad Street, Room 11-C, Columbus, 

17 Ohio, called at 9:00 a.m. on Thursday, November 20, 

18 2008. 

19 

20 VOLUME IV 

fUei/Z/Aj/AEPVoHV-l 12008.txt (I of 581) (11/21/2008 8:05:04 AMJ 
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21 

22 ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC. 
185 South Fifth Street, Suite 101 

23 Columbus, Ohio 43215-5201 
(614) 224-9481 - (800) 223-9481 

24 Fax-(614) 224-5724 

25 

ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC., Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481 

file;///Aj/AEPVol-IV-l 120O8.tjd (2 of 581) [11/21/2008 8:05:04 AM] 
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1 APPEARANCES: 

2 American Electric Power 
By Mr. Marvin I. Resnik 

3 Mr. Steven T. Nourse 
One Riverside Plaza 

4 Columbus, Ohio 43215-2373 

5 Porter, Wright, Morris & Arthur, LLP 
By Mr. Daniel R Conway 

6 41 South High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-6194 

7 
On behalf of Columbus Southem Power 

8 and Ohio Power Company. 

9 Janine L. Migden-Ostrander 
Ohio Constnners' Counsel 

10 By Ms. Maureen R. Grady 
Mr. Terry L. Etter 

11 Ms. Jacqueline Lake Roberts 
Mr. Michael E. Idzkowski 

12 Mr. Richard C. Reese 
Assistant Consumers' Counsel 

13 Ten West Broad Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485 

14 
On behalf of the Residential 

15 Ratepayers of Columbus Southem Power 
and Ohio Power Company. 

16 
Sherry Maxiield, First Assistant 

17 Attorney General 
Duane W. Luckey 

18 Senior Deputy Attorney General 
Public Utilities Section 

19 By Mr. Werner L. Margard m 
Mr. John H. Jones 

fJe:///A|/AE?Vol-IV-112008.bff(3 of SSI) [11/21/2008 8:05:04 AM] 
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20 purposes in the year they were incurred whether or 

21 not they are fully recovered by fuel adjustment 

22 clatise revenues? 

23 A. That's correct. 

24 Q. And then would the deferral of the fuel 

25 expense create a deferred income tax balance until 

ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC., Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481 
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158 

1 the fiiel cost is recovered? 

2 A. That's correct, yes. 

3 Q. And would that deferred income tax 

4 balance provide AEP with tenqjoraty income tax 

5 savings? 

6 A. It would reduce our income tax. 

7 Q. Yes. So that would potentially be a 

8 savings for AEP. 

9 A. It would ~ yes, it would generate a 

10 lower income tax. 

11 Q. Could then the temporary tax savings be 

12 used to help finance the unrecovered fuel balance as 

13 a net deferred tax offset to the deferred fuel 

14 balance? 

15 A. No. No, that's not correct. I&inkyou 

16 are getting confused with what happens when you have 

17 a traditional cost of service filing, a traditional 

18 cost of service filing, which this is not, and 

19 especially this fuel area because we are talking 

file:///A|/AEPVol-IV-lI2008.t« (315 of 581) [11/21/2008 8:05:06 AM] 
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20 about generation. Generation is not cost based. In 

21 that tjpe of a filing the deferred tax is used in the 

22 computationof the cost of capital retum. And if a 

23 rate base ~ you reduce the rate base by your 

24 deferred taxes and that has the effect of reflecting 

25 cost — cost-free capital from a deferred lax in 

ARMSTRONG & OKEY. INC., Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481 
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1 determining a cost of capital return. 

2 This is not a cost of service filing, ESP 

3 filing. We are not determining the retum based on a 

4 cost of capital rate base approach. We are 

5 determining that retum based on what the company 

6 owns as adjusted for by the eamings test, the 

7 excessive eamings test. That eamings test is not 

8 based on the con^any's cost of capital but rather is 

9 based on the retum ofthe companies with similar 

10 risks, the actual eamed retum of those companies so 

11 it's inappropriate in my opinion to offset the cost 

12 of money benefited deferred taxes in detennining the 

13 carrying cost. 

14 When you buy a car from a car company, 

15 from a car dealership, you don't compute the interest 

16 after — after his tax deduction. You compute the 

17 tax on the balance owed. In this case what is owed 

18 us is the FAC deferrals plus the carrying cost. So 

19 it's inappropriate to do what you are suggesting. 

filc:///A|/AEFVoHV-l U008.at (317 of 581) [11/21/2008 Sr05:06 AM] 
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20 Q, In your opinion it's inappropriate. Is 

21 it for any tax accounting purposes inappropriate? 

22 A. For what? 

23 Q. For any tax accoimting purposes 

24 in^propriate? 

25 A. It's inappropriate in the context of this 

ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC., Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481 
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1 filing. It's irrelevant and inappropriate in my 

2 opinion. 

3 Q. And that's your opinion. 

4 A, That would be other people's opinion as 

5 well. 

6 Q, Thank you. 

7 MS.WUNG: Thank you, Mr. Assante. I 

8 have no further questions. 

9 EXAMINER SEE: Mr. Kurtz. 

10 MR. KURTZ: Thank you, your Honor. 

11 

12 CROSS-EXAMINATEON 

13 By Mr. Kurtz: 

14 Q. The accumulated deferred income tax 

15 balance would typically be a rate base also in a -

16 in a frilly regulated environment? 

17 A. In a cost-of-service fihng, yes. 

18 Q. And that's what would occur in the other 

19 states where AEP operates? 

file:;//Aj/AEPVol-IV-l 12008.txt (319 of 581) [11/21/2O08 8:05:06 AM] 
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20 A. Well, we are not subject to cost of 

21 service in every state. Texas, for example, has also 

22 gone through a restructuring, but in most of our 

23 other states we are subject to cost-of-service 

24 ratemaking, yes. 

25 Q. Let me clarify. When I say AEP, I mean 

ARMSTRONG & OKEY, INC., Columbus, Ohio (614) 224-9481 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q-

A. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF 
THOMAS E. MITCHELL 

ON BEHALF OF APPALACHIAN POWER COMPANY AND 
WHEELING POWER COMPAIVY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF WEST VIRGINIA IN CASE NO. 09-0177-E-GI 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAJME. 

My name is Thomas E. Mitchell. 

DID YOU PREVIOUSLY FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

Yes. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to address the recommendations of Staff 

witness Oxley, Consumer Advocate Division (CAD) witness Gregg and West 

Virginia Energy Users Group (WVEUG) witness Baron regarding the use of a 

short-term debt rate to calculate carrying costs (CC) on deferred ENEC under-

recovery balances associated wilh various phase in plans (PIP) proposed in this 

case. I will also discuss WVEUG witness Baron*s recommendation to reduce the 

monthly deferral balance on which a CC is applied by the associated 

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (ADIT), 

Finally, I will provide additional comments on the need for the 

Commission's order in this proceeding, regardless of which PIP is ordered, to 

provide sufficient assurances that the deferred ENEC balances will be recovered 

over a reasonable period of time. Such assurances are necessary so the 

Companies can continue to practice SFAS No. 71 regulatory accounting. 
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Q. 

A, 

Q. 

A. 
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ON WHICH DEFERRED ENEC BALANCES SHOULD THE 

COMPANIES BE AUTHORIZED TO APPLY A CC BASED UPON THE 

WACC RATE? 

As discussed in Company witness Eads' direct testimony (Eads, page 6) and also 

in his rebuttal testimony, the WACC rate should be applied to all deferred ENEC 

balances in excess of those balances that would otherwise occur imder the 

traditional ENEC recovery procedures. 

Staff witness Oxley's proposal that aCC should be applied, if at all, only 

to ENEC balances as ofthe end ofthe historical review period, is inadequate. 

Simply stated, his proposal would not permit the Companies to recover any CC on 

a significant part ofthe deferred ENEC balances in excess of those balances that 

woiild otherwise occur under the Commission's traditional ENEC procedures. 

While CAD witness Gregg* s proposal appears to provide for a CC both on 

under-recovery balances existing on December 31,2008 and on additional 

monthly under-recoveries begmning July 1, 2009, as explained by Company 

witness Eads' in his rebuttal testimony, the Companies have determined that CAD 

witness Gregg*s proposal does not provide them with a CC on all deferred ENEC 

balaiices in excess of those balances that occur under the traditional procedures. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE WVEUG WITNESS BARON'S PROPOSAL 

REGARDING ADIT, 

WVEUG witness Baron recommends that the monthly deferred balances on 

which a CC is applied should be reduced by the ADIT associated with the 
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1 monthly deferred amounts (Baron, page 18). His approach is effectively a full 

2 cost of service approach as if a rate base calculation was being undertaken. 

3 Q. IS WVEUG WTTNESS BARON'S APPROACH CONSISTENT WITH THE 

4 CALCULATION USED TO DEVELOP THE COMPANIES' 

5 CONSTRUCTION SURCHARGE? 

6 A. Yes. The Companies* construction surcharge is intended to effectively treat new 

7 construction as if it were included in rate base with an offset for any related 

8 ADIT. 

9 Q. HAVE ENEC UNDER OR OVER-RECOVERY BALANCES 

10 HISTORICALLY BEEN INCLUDED IN RATE BASE BY THE 

11 COMMISSION? 

12 A. No. 

13 Q. WOULD WVEUG WITNESS BARON'S PROPOSED ADIT OFFSET BE 

14 APPROPRIATE UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES? 

15 A, Yes. If the Commission detennines that the adoption of a PIP is akin to using a 

16 rate base approach, it would be appropriate to adopt an ADIT offset, but only if a 

17 WACC is used. However, it would be entirely inappropriate to make an ADIT 

18 offset, if a CC rate other than the WACC rate is used. This distinction is critical 

19 , as a WACC rate approach effectively simulates the rate base approach (with cost-

20 free capital recognized). The use of only a short-term debt rate to calculate CC, 

21 with an ADIT offeet, is not akin to a rate base approach because such an approach 

22 ignores long-term debt and equity costs. An ADIT offset should not be used 

23 unless a full WACC rate is also applied. 
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1 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY RELATING 

2 TO CARRYING CHARGES. 

3 A. The use of a CC based upon a full WACC rate is necessary if any ofthe multi-

4 year PlPs proposed in this case ig adopted by the Commission in order to permit 

5 the Companies to recover their full actual incurred costs of financing the hundreds 

6 of millions of dollars of under-recovered balances that would result,. A related 

7 ADIT offsetwould only be appropriate ifa fiill WACC rate is used. An ADIT 

8 offset would be inappropriate if a full WACC is not used to detennme CC on 

9 undcr-recovery balances, 

10 Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCLUDING COMMENTS AS TO WHAT 

11 LANGUAGE NEEDS TO BE INCLUDED IN ANY COMMISSION ORDER 

12 ADOPTING A PIP TO SUPPORT PROBABIUTY OF RECOVERY OF 

13 ANY DEFERRED ENEC BALANCES, INCLUDING RELATED 

14 CARRYING CHARGES? 

15 A. Yes. As discussed in my direct testimony, if the Commission adopts any ofthe 

16 proposed PIPs, the Commission's order should state in specific language that it 

17 intends to provide for fiill recovery of any deferred ENEC balances, including 

18 CC, over a reasonable fixed period of time, including subsequent ENEC 

19 proceedings (subject to the Commission's normal language that costs must be 

20 prudently incurred). Inclusion of such language should enable the Companies to 

21 continue to comply with the probability of recovery requirement in SFAS No.71, 

22 and to practice regulatory deferral accounting ofthe deferred ENEC balances as 

23 either regulatory assets or regulatory liabilities. 
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The zero vahie AEP assigned to its non-Ohio non-solar REC mventoiy is questionable. A 
reasonable value for tiie REC should be assigned. The market information provided would 
appear to support a nominal value of SI.00 per REC, if not more. Because AEP failed to assign 
any valued to such REC inventory, its fiiel costs for 2010 would be overstated by the amoimt of 
REC inventory value. Based on the information provided in response to LA-2010-2-97 and LA-
2010-2-104, the difference between assigning a zero value and a $1.00 value to the non-Ohio, 
non-solar REC inventory for 2010 is approximately | | m ^ f̂  ^gp ^ H H for OPCo. 

Carrying Costs on Deferred Fuel Balances 

AEP Ohio's FAC rider adjusts quarterly. AEP Ohio was granted a canying cost ratio based on 
its weighted average cost of capital ("WACC"). The equity portion of tiie WACC was grossed-
up for income taxes. The gross-of-tax WACC allows the Company to recover the cost of 
investor-supplied fmancing, including (1) the cost of debt, (2) flie cost of equity, and (3) income 
taxes related to the cost of equity. The carrying cost changes as the debt rate changes. 

AEP has applied the gross-of-tax WACC-based carrying cost rate on a monthly basis to the 
monthly Deferred Fuel balances, AEP suppUed detailed calculations of carrying costs for 2010 
in response to LA-2010-43 in Excel files for CSP and OP, respectively. 

As an example, for January 2010 carrying charges, the WACC is applied, s^arately for the dd)t 
and equity pieces, to the 12/31/2009 Deferred Fuel balance.^ 

Both CSP and Ohio Power have been in an under-recovery position. 

In Commission Case Nos. 08-917 and 08-918, originally in the March 18, 2009 Opinion and 
Older at page 23, and subseqitent on rehearing, the Commission authorized AEP Ohio to apply 
tiie gross-of-tax WACC to the under-recovered FAC balances. Larkin examined those orders 
and various filings from those proceedings which were provided to us by AEP Ohio and Staff. 
Those Commission Orders would appear to allow AEP Ohio to apply the gross-of-tax WACC to 
the under-recovered FAC balances without any recognition of, or offeet for, tiie related non-
investor supplied financing in the form of Accumulated De&rred Income Taxes (ADIT) that is 
recorded in Account 283, ADIT-Other, for the tax savings that arc directly related to tiie under-
recovered FAC balances. However, based on our review, it appears there is a mismatch 
concerning the authorization of a gross-of-tax WACC based on debt and equity coital, and the 
application of such a rate to deferred fuel under-recovery balances that were/are financed in part 
with non-itwestor supplied capital in the form of directly related credit-balance ADIT. 

We did not see in the materials examined from that proceeding, in the context ofthe Company's 
carrying cost proposal, a clear presentation from AEP Ohio ofthe income tax deductions being 
taken by the Company for fiiel costs that are currently deductible for income tax purposes but 
which are being deferred on its books for fiiture recovery. The Company should address tiie 
income tax savings it was/is recording related to tiie under-recovered FAC balances, and how 
those provide iK}n-investor supplied capital that is financing a portion of the Deferred Fuel 
balances tiiat have been recorded in Account 1823144. The Company should specifically 
address the related credit-balance ADIT tiiat is recorded in Account 283, ADTT-Otiier, for tiie tax 
savings-based financing that appears to be directiy related to the under-recovered FAC balances. 

This is also re&rred to as the under-recovered FAC balance. 
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AEP Ohio is applying the gross-of-tax WACC to tiie under-recovered FAC balances in the 
following manner. 

For hoti\ CSP and OP, AEP is using an ROE of 10.5% at a 50% equity ratio for a weighted cost 
of5.25% per month. AEP periodically varies the cost rate for LTD. AEP computes each month 
a pre-tax cost of capital (based on grossing up the equity retum). AEP then adjusts the monthly 
ROE component each month for an income tax gross up by subtracting the cost of debt from the 
pro-tax WACC. This results in an applied monthly pre-tax e(3uity rate that fluctuates each 
month-

Laikin reviewed AEP's calculations of carrying ch^urges for each month of 2010 provided in 
response to LA-2010-43. The following exhibit provides an ilhistration of how AEP Ohio has 
derived the pre-tax WACC and the monthly debt and equity carrying cost rates: 

Exh[bn7-69 
lltustratfvo Example of How AEP Ohio Derives tha Pre-Tax WACC and Monthly Debt and 
Equity Canying Cost Rates 

Columbus Soutliera Ohio Power 

Descriptioii 

Debt 
Equity 

Total 

Debt 
Equity 

Ci^ita] 
Ratio 

50.0% 
50.0% 

100.0% 

Weighted 
Average 
Cost of 
Capital 

2.86% 
5.25% 

Cost of 
Capilal 

5.73% 
10.50% 

Weighted 
Pretax 
Cost of 
Capital 

2.86% 
8.40% 

Capital 
Ratio 

50.0% 
50.0% 

100.0% 

Weighted 
Average 
Cost of 
Capital 

2.86% 
5.25% 

Cost of 
Capital 

5.71% 
10.50% 

Weighted 
Pre-tax 
Cost of 
Capital 

2.86% 
«.40% 

Total 8.11% n.26% 8.11% 11.26% 

Annual Debt Rate to be used 
Annual Equity Rate to be used 

Monthly Debt JEUle to be used 
Mooddy Equity Rate to be used 

5.71% * 
5.55% 

11.26% 

0.476% • 
0.462% 

5,71% • 
5.55% 

n.26% 

0.476% * 
0.462% 

Per the response to LA-201(M3, canying charge calculatioa Excel files 
* As E^plied by AEP Ohio the cost of debt changes pmodically 

The gross-of-tax WACC based on a combination of debt and common equity tinancing 
represents the cost of investor-supplied capital. As such, it should generally be applied only to 
the portion ofthe defened cost that has been financed by investor-supplied capital. It would 
generally be a mis-match, and hence in^iqsropriate, to apply such a gross-of-tax WACC to the 
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portion of a deferred cost balance that has actually been financed with non-investor supplied 
cost-&ee capital in tiie form of credit-balance ADIT tiiat is directiy related to the cost deferral. 

AEP Ohio is applying tiie monthly debt and pre-tax equity cost rates to undra'-recovered fuel 
balances in Accoimt 1823144 without any offset for related credit-balance ADIT it has recorded 
in Account 283, ADFT-Other. There would typically be credit-balance ADIT related to the fuel 
under-recoveries.'" Assuming that the Company's fuel costs are deducted cmrently for income 
tax purposes, tiie deferral of tiie under-recovery for regulatory accounting would create a 
temporary difference and a credit-balance ADIT would be recorded. The related tax deduction 
would essentially provide cost-free finaucing for a portion ofthe fuel cost under-recovery. The 
ADIT is a source of non-mvestor supplied cost-fiee capital. Such ADIT is not being deducted 
from the under-recovered fuel balances in Account 1823144 in AEP Ohio's carrying cost 
calculations. If the ADIT balance related to the Company's FAC imder-recovery balances is not 
considered, or deducted somewhere else, such as in rate base, ratepayers would be over-paying 
canying costs by paying for carrying costs on the portion of the Deferred Fuel balance that has 
been financed by tax savings, i.e., on the portion not fmanced widi investor-supplied capital. 
Unless the ADIT related to the under-recovered fiiel balances is being recognized somewhere 
else in the ratemaking process, tiie pre-tax WACC should be getting applied to an Under-
recovered fuel balances that is net of tiie related credit-balance ADIT, not to the gross Under-
recovered balance. 

The following exhibit provide an illus^tive example of how AEP Ohio has applied the 
monthly carrying cost rates for debt and equity to the under-recovered fuel balances in Account 
1823144 without any of&et for related credit-balance ADIT, and an illustration of how tiiat 
dhectiy related ADIT would finance a portion ofthe fuel cost un<ter-recovery, and thus reduce 
the carrying charges": 

•*' Ohio Power's 2010 FERC Form 1, at pages 276-277, line 6, for example. SIHJWS ADIT-Other (Account 283) 
related to Defened Fuel of S109.2 ndllion at January 1,2010 and £177.1 million at Decetnber 31,2010. Pi^e 450.1 
of OP'S 2010 FERC Form l> shows a deduction to pretax book iacome of $193.9 million for Deferred Fuel Costs. 
The credit balance ADIT in Account 283 on OP's books represents non-investor supplied cost-&ee capital Uiat is 
financing a portion of OP's Defened Fuel balance. 
^̂  For illustrative purposes, a sisaph calculation is presented using round numbers for under-recovered balances and 
a 40% combined fedoal and state income tax rate. 
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ExhibH 7-70 
Illustrative Example of How AEP Ohio is Applying the Monthly Pre-Tax Carrying Cost 
Rates for Debt and Equity to the Under-Recovered Fuel Balances In Account 1823144 and 
How Reflecting an Offset for Related Credit-Balance AOfT Would Affect tha Carrying Cost 
Calculation 

ColnmbmSouihcm 

Dwcription 

Months Debt Rate to be oflcd 
Monthly Eqaity Ktfe Co tn aseA 

FAC UndCT-Rttovery [IJ 
llhutative ADIT <X^a [2] 
Amount Being Financed by IsvesinrB 

Balance fl>r Carrying Cods 

Mondily D«bt Carrying Ccsia 
Montfaly Equi^ Canyiitg Costs 
rou l MonChly Ciinyii« Costs 

Withnit 
ADtTQfSa 

0.476% 

50,0001000 

WilhADrr 
OtB«t 

: c Ohio Power 

0.47fif« 
0.4«2» 

SOjOOO.fXO 

I20.QQQ.OQO> 

witfauut 
APITOEto 

M7«% 
0.462% 

400,000,000 

WitfiAIMT 

0^T6% 
0,4ti2% 

s 4oo,ooa.ooo 
i fl60.00tf.Q00) 
S 240.000.000 

S 50,000,000 S 

$ 238,000 S 
_S_ . 331,000 A_ 

30.000,000 S 

142,800 S 
1M.«)0 _$_ 

Diffennce fioni FailiiiB to Recogni^ ADIT Fiitandng; 
MootHy _$_ 
Annual [3] ^ _ ^ j ^ l ^ M ^ 

IST̂ SOO 

400,000.000 

1,904,000 
1.848 JMQ 

1.500.800 
(8.009,600 

340,OOftOOO 

I,14A*» 

NoCos 
(11 Smple rounded mnnbm US0d ibr JHosiralive pmposea 
[2] CcanpKed tbr ilhutafive porposM Jt 9 40% conibiaed fedenil and state income tax rate 
13] For illustrative puposn,aimiial uMunt Is iMrtMy amouat X 12 

AEP Ohio believes its carrying cost calculations to apply the gross-of-tax WACC to the under-
recovered FAC balances in Account 1823144 {without any recognition of tfie fact that financiog 
for a portion ofthe Deferred Fuel balances has provided by income tax savings reflected in the 
related credit-balance ADIT, Account 283) have been fully consistent with the Company's 
presentation and the authorizatioQ received from the Commission in Case Nos. 08-917 and 08-
918, originaUy in the March 18,2009 Opinion and Order at page 23, and subsequent on 
rdiearing. 

Larkin reviewed AEP Ohio's calculations ofthe carrying charges on the Deferred Fuel balance 
and found them to be consistent with AEP Ohio's understanding of the it authorization received 
from the Commission in Case Nos. 08-917 and 08-918. Larkin also selectively veritkd the 
postings ofthe calculated carrying charge amounts for debt and equity to the deferral account for 
CSP and OP. No exceptions were noted. 

We recommend that AEP Ohio and the other parties to the case re-examine whether the 
Commission-authorized gross-of-tax WACC for debt and common equity capital should be 
applied to what such investors are actually financing of the fuel cost under-recovery balances, 
which would appear to be the Deferred Fuel amounts recorded in Account 182.3 less the directly 
related credit-balance ADIT for Def^red Fuel recorded in Account 283. 

Active Management 
LA-2010-44 asked whether AEP Ohio engaged in "active management" during the review period 
January through December 2010, and if so, to identify, quantify and provide the accounting 
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