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INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND POSITION.
My name is James E. Gould. My business address is 10 West Broad Street, Suite
1800, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485. | am employed by the Office of the Ohio

Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Regulatory Analyst.

WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND?
| earned a Master of Business Administration degree from Ashland University in
2002. 1also obtained a Bachelor of Arts degree from Ohio State University in

2004 and a Bachelor of Science degree from Franklin University in 1994,

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE.

| was first employed by the OCC from April of 2010 to February 2011 as a Senior
Regulatory Analyst. After a break in service, | was re-employed in December of
2012, again as a Senior Regulatory Analyst. Prior to my employment with the
OCC, I worked for the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or
“Commission”) from January 1987 until April 2008. During my tenure with the
Staff of the Commission (“Staff”), I held various positions of increasing
responsibilities including Utility Examiner, Utility Specialist 11, and Utility
Specialist III. During my time at the PUCO, I served as the Commission’s rate
case manager. In that position I coordinated the filing and processing of utility

company requests for rate increases. | also reviewed utility company filings for
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increases in rates for compliance with Commission regulations. Additionally, |
investigated and processed utility company requests seeking Commission
authority to increase rates. My current duties as an OCC Senior Regulatory
Analyst include investigation and analysis of utility applications for increases in
rates. | also participate on special projects and investigations of utility filings in

the electric, gas, and water industries.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED IN UTILITY REGULATORY
PROCEEDINGS?

No.

WHAT HAVE YOU RELIED UPON IN THE PREPARATION OF YOUR
TESTIMONY?

I reviewed relevant portions of Duke Energy Ohio’s (“Duke”) Application,
Standard Filing Requirements and associated workpapers, Duke’s Testimony, the
PUCO Staff Report of Investigation (“Staff Report”) and associated workpapers,
and Duke’s responses to discovery requests propounded by OCC and requests by
the Staff. 1 also reviewed opinions and orders from other regulatory proceedings

related to matters in my testimony.
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PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

My testimony supports OCC objections 19, 21, and 4 to the Staff Report, and
addresses the issues raised by those objections as they relate to the determination
of operating income and rate base. Specifically, I will address OCC’s objections
related to property tax expense, non-jurisdictional operating expenses, and

unclaimed funds as they relate to the determination of rate base.

PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE

DID DUKE INCLUDE PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE IN ITS APPLICATION?

Yes.

HOW DID DUKE CALCULATE PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE IN ITS
APPLICATION?

In test year adjusted operating expenses, Duke included a total of $70,542,069 for
property tax expense.! Duke calculated this annualized level of property tax
expense by applying estimated assessment valuation percentages of 38.427% and

11.838% to date certain plant balances as of March 31, 2012.> Duke derived the

! Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8a.
Z Duke Workpapers WPC-3.8a and WPC-3.8b.
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estimated assessment valuation percentages by dividing its assessed property tax
values (taken from Duke’s Ohio Department of Taxation, 2011 Valuation Notice)
by the book value of certain plant balances as of December 31, 2010, as shown on
Duke’s 2010 FERC Form 1.> Duke then multiplied the plant balances subject to
taxation by Duke’s current average personal property tax rate of $89.058 per
thousand dollars of valuation to arrive at the estimated total property tax expense

of $70,542,069.*

DID THE STAFF MAKE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO PROPERTY TAX
EXPENSE?

Yes.

WHAT ADJUSTMENTS DID THE STAFF MAKE TO DUKE’S PROPERTY
TAX EXPENSE CALCULATION?

The Staff’s adjustment to Duke’s estimate of property tax expense is shown on
Schedule C-3.8 of the Staff Report. That schedule shows that the Staff estimated
total property tax expense of $71,284,157 — a $4,690,357 increase to test year
property tax expense. The Staff used the same methodology as that used by Duke

in its estimate of total property tax expense. However, the Staff’s adjustment

¥ See Calculations on Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8b.
* Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8a.
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includes “the latest rates and valuation percentages’ applied to certain plant

balances as of March 31, 2012.

The Staff’s use of updated plant assessment values and the latest known
distribution, general, and common plant balances as of December 31, 2011, taken
from Duke’s 2011 FERC Form 1, resulted in the Staff’s calculation of higher
assessment valuation percentages than Duke’s calculations. When applied to
adjusted date certain plant balances, the Staff’s calculations resulted in a larger
estimate of property tax expense. In addition, the Staff’s property tax expense
adjustment, as shown on Staff Report Schedule C-3.8, blends both personal
property plant and real property plant together and then applies the higher Duke-
calculated personal property average tax rate of $89.058 per thousand dollars of
valuation to both property categories. As a result, the Staff arrived at an
overstated annualized level of property tax expense. Thus, the Staff is proposing
a level of property tax expense that is too high for including in the rates that

customers would pay.

Q11. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STAFF’S PROPERTY TAX CALCULATIONS?

All. No.

® Staff Report at 12.
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HOW DOES YOUR CALCULATION OF PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE
DIFFER FROM THE STAFF’S CALCULATION?

My calculation of total property tax expense differs significantly from the Staff’s
calculation. First, my calculation includes a separate calculation for both personal
property tax expense and real property tax expense. Those calculations are shown
on Schedules JEG-C-3.8a and JEG-C-3.8b, respectively. Performing a separate
calculation for the property categories allows the proper assignment of Duke’s
personal property average tax rate of $89.058° to personal property taxable plant
values and Duke’s real property average tax rate of $56.428" per $1,000 to the
real property taxable plant values. By performing separate calculations, | was
able to apply the correct tax rate to the correct property category, resulting in a
more accurate estimate of Duke’s property tax expense than that calculated by the

Staff.

Second, the Staff’s adjustment includes a calculation of an estimated assessment
valuation percentage of 38.855% that it derived by dividing the assessed value of
distribution plant by the book value of distribution plant, as of December 31,
2011. The only plant category that the Staff used to develop this assessment

valuation percentage was distribution plant.

® Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8c.
" Duke response to Staff-DR-25-001, Attachment (a).



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

PUBLIC VERSION
Direct Testimony of James Gould
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
PUCO Case No 12-1682-EL-AIR, et al.

Additionally, the Staff calculated an assessment valuation percentage of 12.965%,
which was calculated by dividing the assessed value of both general and common
plant by the book value of general and common plant as of December 31, 2011.
The Staff in its calculation of property tax expense applied the higher assessment
valuation percentage of 38.855% to common plant to arrive at that plant’s taxable
value. I disagree with the Staff’s assignment of its calculated distribution
assessment valuation percentage of 38.855% to common plant. This calculation
overstates the taxable value of common plant and therefore results in an
inappropriately elevated annualized level of property tax expense that would be

unreasonable for setting the rates that customers would pay.

Third, during my investigation of property tax in this case, I requested that Duke
provide the assessment valuation percentage for real property broken down into
the individual plant categories of Distribution, General, and Common. Included
in Schedule JEG-C-3.8b° are Duke’s calculated assessment valuation percentages
provided in response to my request. Those real property assessment valuation
percentages of 5.725% and 14.703% are much lower than the personal property
assessment valuation percentage of 38.855%, which the Staff used to calculate
real property taxable plant value. In my calculation of real property tax expense,
shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8b, | applied the Duke calculated valuation

percentages of 5.725% and 14.703% to distribution and general and common real

® Duke response to OCC-INT-18-188, Attachment page 10f 1.
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plant balances, respectively. Thus, my calculation of real property tax expense
includes the assessment valuation percentages Duke calculated specifically for
real property. This calculation of real property expense, as shown on Schedule
JEG-C-3.8b, produces a more accurate estimate of this expense than that

calculated by the Staff.

ARE THERE ADDITIONAL DIFFERENCES IN YOUR CALCULATION OF
PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE FROM THE STAFF’S CALCULATION?

Yes.

WHAT ARE THOSE ADDITIONAL DIFFERENCES?

In my calculation of property tax expense, | calculated a taxable property
valuation balance for four different plant categories — (1) Distribution, (2)
General, (3) Common, and (4) Material & Supplies. The taxable value of each
plant category was calculated by multiplying the appropriate assessment rate
taken from the most current Ohio Department of Taxation, 2012 Valuation Notice
to the true value for each of the four plant categories. Those calculations are

shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8a.

The true value for each plant category was taken from Duke’s 2012 Ohio Property
Annual Tax Report, filed with and approved by the Ohio Department of Taxation.
I then divided the taxable value of each of the four plant categories by that plant’s

ending balance as shown on Duke’s 2012 Ohio Property Annual Tax Report, to
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derive my “Taxable Value to Plant Value” percentages. Those calculated
percentages were then applied to the Staff-adjusted distribution plant balances.
My calculation of the Staff-adjusted distribution plant balances includes the
removal of real property plant balances shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8b. |
excluded real property plant balances from my calculation of personal property
tax expense so as not to include the taxable value of real property twice in my
calculation of total personal and real property tax expense. I then applied Duke’s
personal property tax rate of $89.058 per $1,000 to the adjusted plant allocated to
“Distribution Taxable Value,” listed on Schedule JEG-C-3.83, to arrive at my

estimate of the Duke’s personal property tax expense.

My estimate of total personal and real property tax expense is shown on Schedule
JEG-C-3.8c. That schedule shows an adjusted total property tax expense of
$66,034,635, which is lower than the expense proposed by Duke and the PUCO
Staff, meaning that the rates paid by customers would be lower using my
proposal. 1 provided this amount to OCC Witness Soliman, as reflected on OCC

Schedule C-3.8 of his testimony.

NON-JURISDICTIONAL EXPENSES

DID THE STAFF MAKE AN ADJUSTMENT TO NON-JURISDICTIONAL

EXPENSES?
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Yes. Through its Schedule C-3.14, the Staff excluded $618,056 of expenses as
“non-jurisdictional expenses.” This is the same level of expense excluded by
Duke for non-jurisdictional expense in its application on Schedule C-3.14.
Included in the expenses disallowed by the Staff were costs for industry
association dues, advertising, and other expenses the Staff deemed inappropriate

for determining electric distribution rates that Duke’s customers will pay.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STAFF’S ADJUSTMENT?

| agree with the exclusion of $618,056 identified by the Staff. But | also
recommend the exclusion of an additional $122,732 in expenses from test year
operating expenses, for a total exclusion of $740,788. The additional expenses |
recommend be removed from the test year are expenses for corporate community
relations and governmental affairs-federal. My total non-jurisdictional expenses
adjustment of $740,788 is shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.14a. | provided this

adjustment to OCC Witness Soliman, as shown on OCC Schedule C-3.14.

WHY HAVE YOU EXCLUDED CORPORATE COMMUNITY RELATIONS
AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS-FEDERAL EXPENSES FROM TEST
YEAR OPERATING EXPENSE?

| excluded corporate community relations expense from test year operating

expenses because Duke incurred these costs for the administration and

10
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management of various Duke-sponsored charity programs and activities.® A
review of these expenses shows that they include the salary expense for the Duke
Foundation Manager who oversees the operation of the Duke Foundation,
including its programs and processes that support Duke philanthropy.’® Based on
a Supreme Court decision,** the Commission has held that charitable
contributions are not a cost to the utility for the rendition of public utility
service.’? Costs associated with charitable donations should not be included in

operating expenses and, therefore, should not be paid to the utility by customers.

Duke’s Governmental Affairs-Federal Expenses do not provide a direct and
primary benefit to customers. Additionally, these expenditures should be
excluded because they support lobbying-related activities. Indeed, a review of
these expenditures shows that some of them were used to support the efforts of
federal and state governmental affairs to effectively manage, on behalf of the
corporation, the political strategy surrounding political action committee,

corporate and other political contributions to elected officials.** The Commission

° Duke response to OCC-INT-01-008, Attachment (b) (see Attachment JEG-4).
1% Duke response to OCC-INT-01-008, Attachment (a) (see Attachment JEG-3).
! Cleveland v. Public Utilities Commission, 63 Ohio St. 2d 62, 406 N.E.2d 1370 (1980).

12 In the Matter of the Application of the Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company for Authority to Amend
and Increase Certain of its Filed Schedules Fixing Rates and Charges for Electric Service, Case No. 78-
677-EL-AIR, Order on Rehearing at 7 (Jan. 21, 1981).

3 Duke response to OCC-INT-01-008, Attachments (a) and (b) (see Attachments JEG-3 and JEG-4).

11
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has consistently excluded lobbying-related expenses in numerous proceedings,

and should protect customers from paying those expenses to Duke.**

V. UNCLAIMED FUNDS

Q18. DID THE STAFF INCLUDE UNCLAIMED FUNDS AS AN OFFSET TO
RATE BASE ON SCHEDULE B-6, OTHER RATE BASE ITEMS?

A18. No. The Staff did not reduce rate base by the balance of unclaimed funds as of
date certain despite the Commission’s previous determination that these funds
should be excluded from rate base to ensure that Duke’s investors do not earn a

return on non-investor supplied funds.*

Q19. WHAT DO YOU PROPOSE WITH REGARD TO THE UNCLAIMED FUNDS
BALANCE?

A19. | propose that the unclaimed funds balance be used to reduce rate base. This
adjustment should have been included on Schedule B-6, Other Rate Base ltems of

the Staff Report.

' Ohio Bell Telephone Company, Case No. 79-1184-TP-AIR, (Entry on Rehearing); Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company, Case No. 80-476-TP-AIR, Opinion and Order (May 19, 1981); Ohio Bell Telephone
Company, Case No. 81-436-TP-AIR, Opinion and Order at 21 (April 21, 1982).

15 Columbus Southern Power Company, Case No. 91-418-EL-AIR, Opinion and Order at 44-45 (May 12,
1992).

12
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Q20. WHY ARE YOU PROPOSING SUCH AN ADJUSTMENT?

A20. Rate base represents the investment (i.e., plant and other assets) upon which a
utility’s investors are allowed the opportunity to earn a return.'® If the funds for
the investment are provided to the utility from sources other than investors, then
rate base should be reduced to recognize those other sources. For example, the
rational for excluding customer deposits from rate base is to ensure that Duke’s
investors do not earn a return on non-investor supplied funds and to ensure that
Duke’s customers do not pay a return on non-investor supplied funds.'” Since
unclaimed funds are not supplied by investors, they should also be excluded from

rate base.

Q21. HOW DID YOU ARRIVE AT YOUR ADJUSTMENT TO RATE BASE FOR
UNCLAIMED FUNDS?

A21. Through discovery, Duke responded that it had an unclaimed fund balance at date
certain of $207,252 (see Attachment JEG-1). In that same discovery response,
Duke stated that it did not track unclaimed funds by electric and gas operations.
As such, | have calculated an allocation factor developed from balances shown in
Duke’s account titled “Special Customer Deposits,” which was provided in
response to the Staff’s Data Request-14-001 (see Attachment JEG-2). | then

applied this calculated allocation factor of 67.0053% to Duke’s total unclaimed

16 See, Staff Report at 4 for the Staff’s explanation of rate base.

17 See, Duke Witness Laub testimony at 8 (July 20, 2012) for an explanation that customer service deposits
“provide the Company with a source of capital.”

13
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funds balance of $207,252 to arrive at my exclusion of $138,870 to Duke’s rate
base. This adjustment to reduce Duke’s rate base is set forth on my Schedule
JEG-B-6.1a, which was provided to OCC Witness Soliman and is reflected on

Schedule OCC-B-6.

CONCLUSION

WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO DUKE’S OPERATING
INCOME AND RATE BASE?

| recommend that the Commission adjust test year operating expense to include an
annualized level of $66,034,635 for real and personal property tax expense.
Accepting this recommendation would result in a $559,165 reduction to Duke’s
test year operating expense. | also recommend the exclusion of $618,056 to non-
jurisdictional operating expense shown on Staff’s Schedule C-3.14 and an
additional exclusion of $122,732, for a total exclusion of $740,788. Finally, I
propose the unclaimed funds balance at date certain of $138,870 be used to reduce

Duke’s rate base.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME?

Yes. However, | reserve the right to incorporate new information that may
subsequently become available. 1 also reserve the right to supplement my
testimony in the event that Duke, the PUCO Staff or other parties submit new or

corrected information, if additional information is provided through discovery

14
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and/or if the PUCO Staff provides testimony and/or changes any of its positions

made in the Staff Report.

15
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Attachment JEG-1

Duke Energy Ohio

Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR

OCC First Set of Interrogatories
Date Received: July 31, 2012

OCC-INT-01-015

REQUEST:

If the Company has any unclaimed funds as of the date certain in this case, please provide the
dollar amount of the unclaimed funds balance as of the date certain.

RESPONSE:

Total unclaimed funds for Duke Energy Ohio are $207,251.90. This includes unclaimed funds
for customer deposits of $158,182.16 and for vendor and payroll checks of $49,069.74. The
company does not track these by gas and electric.

PERSON RESPONSIBLE: Peggy Laub


Brigner
Attachment JEG-1


Attachment JEG-2
Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR

OCC-INT-01-005 Attachment
Page 181 of 243

Duke Energy Ohio

Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR

Staff Fourteenth Set Data Requests
Date Received: August 3, 2012

STAFF-DR-14-001

REQUEST:

Please provide the balance sheet as of date certain reflecting all items listed on Schedule
B-6.
RESPONSE:

See Staff-DR-14-001 Attachment.

PERSON RESPONSIBLE: Peggy Laub


Brigner
Attachment JEG-2


Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR

OCC-INT-01-005 Attachment

Page 182 of 243
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Attachment JEG-3

Duke Energy Ohio

Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR

OCC First Set of Interrogatories
Date Received: July 31, 2012

OCC-INT-01-008

REQUEST:

If the response to any or all subparts of the previous Interrogatory is affirmative, what is:

a. The test year unadjusted and adjusted expense, by account, and by each type of
activity listed in (a) through (d) of the previous Interrogatory?

b. The names, titles and job description of each employee for which associated
expenses are provided in response to part (a) of the Interrogatory?

c. A description of the activities and responsibilities of each employee provided in
response to part (b) of the Interrogatory?

RESPONSE:

a. See OCC-INT-01-008 Attachment (a).

b. Objection. Over broad and irrelevant. This information is not likely to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence as to employee names. Without waiving said
objection, see OCC-INT-01-008 Attachment (b).

c. See response to item b,

PERSON RESPONSIBLE:

a. Peggy A. Laub
b. Peter Kostiw


Brigner
Attachment JEG-3


Cam Mo, 12-1682-LL-AIR
OCC-INV-21-008 Arwschusent (n)
Pegpiefl

DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
Adusied  Eliminated  Adjusted

Unadiusted Test Yeer Amount ARocation Distribution n n Distribution

Centac  Center Description Aceount Lkt Hondabor Toxal Cods  Alocation  Amount SchC34 SchCa14 ]
8756 Fed Gov & Reg Steft 20000 43,139 14,183 54922 DLAB 87.319% 47,957 (10,824) (8,043) 20,090
921100 1] 12,088 12088 DLAB 87.319% 10,553 (823) 9,730
821200 0 1,474 1471 DLAB 67.319% 1,284 3 1,281
23000 0 322 322 OlAs 87.319% 281 (281) 0
926600 44 13,331 1333 Dlas 87.319% 11,640 {2,078) 9,664
8771 FERC 920000 13,625 3421 16,948 DLAB 87.319% 14,797 (224) (3,245) 11,328
921100 1} 1,133 1,133  DLAB 87.319% 289 (313) 876
921200 o 75 75 OLAB 87.310% 65 {10) 55
923000 o] 105,998 105996 DALL 87.319% 92,558 (79,981) 12,574
926600 o 3668 3868 ODLAB 87.319% 3,203 {712} 2,481
-] Fecarsl Reguistory Palicy 820000 33,889 8,827 42,316 DLAB 87.319% 38,950 1,228 (8,012) 29,196
921100 0 3,498 3498 OLAB 87.319% 3,083 (108) 2,947
921200 0 1,085 1098 OLAB 87.319% 956 (21} 935
923000 2} 11,277 11277 DLAB a7.310% 9.847 9,847
926600 o 9,139 9,138 DLAB 87.319% 7.580 (1,662) 8028
930210 ] 203,168 202,158 OLAB B7.319% 177,384 0 177,384
5409  Goverrment & Reg. Affalrs - KY 921100 0 1522 1522 DLAB 87.319% 1,328 (1,320} 1]
921200 o 1,308 1308 DLAB 87.319% 1,142 (1,142) g
9903 Governmental Affairs - Faderel 920000 16274 18,738 34,016 DLAB 87.319% 0,702 {2,083) [+] 27,619
921100 [ 8,975 88756 DLAB 87.319% 8,091 0 8,081
821200 o 46,948 46,948 OLAB 87.319% 40,993 ] 40,983
921400 o] 4 4 DLAB a7.3:19% 3 0 3
923000 [} 3,078 3078 DLAB 87, 310% 2,688 0 2,888
926800 4] 7873 76873 DLAB B87.319% 8,700 1] 6,700
8387  BR&D - Community Relations 588100 0 0 0 DALL 100.000% 0 3,499 <] 3,499
903000 5} a 0 DAL 100.000% 0 308 [+] 308
10000 208,830 319910 528740 DALL 100.000% 528,740 52,581 4] §79,321
920000 0 1] 0 DALL 100.000% 0 2,545 [¢] 2,648
921200 0 4 4 DLAB 87.319% 3 5} 3
923000 0 8,528 5528 DLAB 87.319% 4825 +] 4,828
926600 *] 58,083 56,083 DiAB 87.319% 48,971 [+] 48,071
831001 [t} 57 57 DLAB 87.319% 50 ] 80
5408  Govamment & Reg Affsirs - OH 903000 [¢] 23 23 DALL 100.000% 23 174 0 197
20000 84,768 22,604 107,372 OLAB 87.319% 93,756 {17,839) 0 75017
921100 o 92,402 92402 DLAB 87.319% 80,685 o 80,685
921200 s} 23,969 23898% DLAB 87.319% 20,929 o] 20,928
923000 [+] 01,574 91,571 DLAB 87.319% 79,950 "] 79,958
926800 1] 35,158 36,158 DLAB B7.319% 30,700 o 30,700
930200 0 7,696 7506 DLAS 87.319% 6,633 0 8,633
9421 Corporate Community Retations 20000 21,375 8,080 30,455 OLaB 87.319% 26,593 (749) 0 25,644
821100 0 4,435 4438 DLAB 87.318% 3873 b} 3873
921200 0 3,801 3801 OLAB 87.319% 3,318 0 3,319
923000 ¢} 514 814 DLAB B7.319% 538 0 536
926600 0 5,802 5802 DLAB B7.310% 5068 [1] 5,088
419,205 1,154,362 1,573 557 1440813 26816 108,049) 1,360,380




Attachment JEG-4

Duke Energy Ohio

Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR

OCC First Set of Interrogatories
Date Received: July 31, 2012

OCC-INT-01-008

REQUEST:
If the response to any or all subparts of the previous Interrogatory is affirmative, what is:

a. The test year unadjusted and adjusted expense, by account, and by each type of
activity listed in (a) through (d) of the previous Interrogatory?

b. The names, titles and job description of each employee for which associated
expenses are provided in response to part (a) of the Interrogatory?

c. A description of the activities and responsibilities of each employee provided in
response to part (b) of the Interrogatory?

RESPONSE:

a. See OCC-INT-01-008 Attachment (a).

b. Objection. Over broad and irrelevant. This information is not likely to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence as to employee names. Without waiving said
objection, see OCC-INT-01-008 Attachment (b).

c. See response to item b,

PERSON RESPONSIBLE:

a. Peggy A. Laub
b. Peter Kostiw


Brigner
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(1)

()

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

@)

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)

(k)

Distribution

General

Common

Plant Material & Supplies
Total

Tax Rate Per $1,000 (k)

Personal Property Tax (5) x (6)

CONFIDENTIAL

DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.
Case No. 12-1862-EL-AIR
Personal Property Tax Calculation

Schedule JEG-C-3.8a

Adjusted
Plant Balance Assessment Taxable Taxable Value Plant Allocated Real Plant Allocated Distribution
12/31/2011 True Value Rate Value to Plant Value to Distribution Plant to Distribution Taxable Value
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) () (8) (h) (i)

85.00% 38.93% S 1,878,034,210 47,538,735 S 1,830,495,475 712,648,498

24.00% 10.22% 84,323,093 22,409,594 61,913,499 6,324,464

24.00% 5.65% 106,419,826 47,483,099 58,936,727 3,326,978

24.00% 23.31% 46,947,409 46,947,409 10,943,441

S 2,115,724,538 117,431,428 S 1,998,293,110 733,243,382

OCC-POD-16-048 Attachment, OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (a), and OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (b)
OCC-POD-16-048 Attachment, OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (a), and OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (b)

OCC-POD-03-013, 2012 Valuation Notice

Column (b) x Column (c)
Column (d) = Column (a)

PUCO Staff's Schedules B-2 & B-5.1

Staff's Schedule B-2.1
Column (F) - Column (G)
Column (E) * Column (h)

ODT Plant Balance as of 12/31/11 = ($171,390,676 x 82.02%) , ODT True Value = (540,314,748 x 82.02%)

Applicant's Schedule WPC-3.8c

89.058

65,301,189


Brigner
CONFIDENTIAL


(10)

(11)

(12)

Land & Land Rights (a)

Rights of Way (a)

Structures and Improvements (a)

Total (1)+(2)+(3)

Allocation to Electric Percentage (a)

Plant Allocated to Electric (4) x (5)

Allocation to Distribution Percentage (a)

Plant Allocated to Distribution (6) x (7)

Assessment Value Percentage (b)

Assessed Value (8) x (9)

Tax Rate Per $1,000 (c)

Real Estate Taxes (10) x (11)

PUCO Staff's Schedule B-2.1 and B-7
OCC-INT-18-188 Attachment
PUCO Staff's Data Rquest-25-001

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.

Case No. 12-1862-EL-AIR
Real Property Tax Calculation

Schedule JEG-C-3.8b

Distribution General Common Total

S 13,109,977 $ 949,213 $ 2,121,647
26,110,943 37,969
8,317,815 23,341,187 124,713,921
47,538,735 24,290,400 126,873,537
100.000% 100.000% 83.500%
47,538,735 24,290,400 105,939,403
100.000% 92.257% 44.821%
47,538,735 22,409,594 47,483,100
5.725% 14.703% 14.703%
2,721,593 3,294,883 6,981,440
56.428 56.428 56.428

$ 153,574 S 185,924 S 393,949 733,446




(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(a)
(b)

DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.
Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR
Property Tax Expense Calculation
Schedule JEG-C-3.8c

Annual Personal Property Taxes (a)
Annual Real Estate Taxes (b)

Total Annual Property Taxes (1) + (2)
Less: Test Year Property Tax Expense (c)

OCC Annualization Adjustment to Property Tax (3) - (4)

OCC Schedule WPC-3.8b
OCC Schedule WPC-3.8c
Applicant's Schedule C-2.1

65,301,189

733,446

66,034,635

66,593,800

(559,165)



Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.
Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR
Eliminate Non-Jurisdictional Exp.
Schedule JEG-C-3.14a

Center Center Description Account Account Description
(1) 588100 Misc. Distrigution Exp.-Other
(2) 910000 Misc. Cust. Serv/Inform Exp.
(3) 913001 Advertising Expense
(4) 920000 A&G Salaries
(5) 921100 Employee Expenses
(6) 921200 Office Expenses
(7) 923000 Outside Services Employed
(8) 926000 Empl. Pensions and Benefits
9) 926600 Employee Benefits-Transferred
(10) 930150 Miscellaneous Advertising Exp.
(11) 931001 Rents-A&G
(12) Expense to be Eliminated
(13) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 920000 A& G Salaries
(14) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 921100 Employee Expenses
(15) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 921200  Office Expenses
(16) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 921400 Computer Services Expenses
(17) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 923000 Outside Services Employed
(18) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 926600 Employee Benefits-Transferred
(19) Expense to be Eliminated
(20) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 920000 A & G Salaries
(21) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 921100 Employee Expenses
(22) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 921200 Office Expenses
(23) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 923000 Outside Services Employed
(24) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 926600 Employee Benefits-Transferred
(25) Expense to be Eliminated
(26) Total Expense to be Eliminated (12)+(19)+(25)

(a) Company's Schedule WPC-3.14a
(b) OCC-INT-01-008 Attachment (a)

Additional Total
Dollar Dollar Dollar

Amount Amount Amount
(a) (b) (c)=(a)+(b)
S (1,760) S (1,760)
(48,640) (48,640)
(347,962) (347,962)
(20,300) (20,300)
(64,528) (64,528)
(8,817) (8,817)
(93,796) (93,796)
(851) (851)
(4,741) (4,741)
(20,112) (20,112)
(6,549) (6,549)
(618,056) (618,056)
(27,619) (27,619)
(6,091) (6,091)
(40,993) (40,993)
3) 3)
(2,688) (2,688)
(6,700) (6,700)
(84,094) (84,094)
(25,844) (25,844)
(3,873) (3,873)
(3,319) (3,319)
(536) (536)
(5,066) (5,066)
(38,638) (38,638)
S (740,788)




DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.
Case No. 12-1682-EL-AIR
Unclaimed Funds
Schedule JEG-B-6.1a

Total
Line Account Account Company Allocation Jurisdictional
No. No. Title Adjustment Code Percent Adjustment
(1) 235 Unclaimed Funds S (138,870) DALL  100.000% S (138,870)

(a) Derived from OCC-INT-01-015 and Staff-DR-14-001 ($207,252*67.0053%)
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