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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF KEVIN C. HIGGINS

Introduction

Q. Please state your name and business address.

A, Kevin C. Higgins, 215 South State Street, Suite 200, Salt Lake City, Utah,
84111.

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A, I am a Principal in the firm of Energy Strategies, LLC. Energy Strategies
is a private consulting firm specializing in economic and policy analysis
applicable to energy production, transportation, and consumption,

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in the Ohio Edison and Toledo Edison
dockets?

A, My testimony in the Ohio Edison Company and The Toledo Edison
Company dockets is being sponsored by The Kroger Co. (“Kroger™). Kroger is
one of the largest grocers in the United States. Kroger has 15 facilities served by
Ohio Edison Company (“Ohio Edison”) that collectively consume over 40 million
kWh per year, and 20 facilities served by The Toledo Edison Company (“Toledo
Edison™)’ that collectively consume over 45 million kWh per year.

Q. Are you also providing testimony in the Cleveland Electric Illuminating
docket?

A Yes. That portion of my testimony is being sponsored by the City of

Cleveland and is being filed separately.

' For ease of exposition, T will refer to Ohio Edison and Toledo Edison jointly as FirstEnergy.
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Please describe your professional experience and qualifications.

My academic background is in economics, and I have completed all
coursework and field examinations toward a Ph.D. in Economics at the University
of Utah. In addition, I have served on the adjunct facuities of both the University
of Utah and Westminster College, where I taught undergraduate and graduate
courses in economics from 1981 to 1995. I joined Energy Strategies in 1995,
where I assist private and public sector clients in the areas of energy-related
economic and policy analysis, including evaluation of electric and gas utility rate
matters.

Prior to joining Energy Strategies, I held policy positions in state and local
government. From 1983 to 1990, I was economist, then assistant director, for the
Utah Energy Office, where I helped develop and implement state energy policy.
From 1991 to 1994, [ was chief of staff to the chairman of the Salt Lake County
Commission, where I was responsible for development and implementation of a
broad spectrum of public policy at the local government level.

Have you ever testified before this Commission?

Yes. In 2005, I testified in the AEP IGCC cost recovery proceeding [Case
No. 05-376-EL-UNC], and in 2004, 1 testified in the FirstEnergy Rate
Stabilization Plan proceeding [Case No. 03-2144-EL-ATA].

Have you testified before utility regulatory commissions in other states?

Yes. [ have testified in over eighty proceedings on the subjects of utility
rates and regulatory policy before state utility regulators in Alaska, Arizona,

Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky,



QW

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

22

Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, New York,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carclina, Utah, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, and Wyoming.

A more detailed description of my qualifications is contained in

Attachment A, attached to this testimony.

Overview and conclusions

Q.
A,

‘What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

My testimony addresses the revenue apportionment, or rate spread,
proposals advanced by FirstEnergy (“FE”) in its direct filing for Ohio Edison and
Toledo Edison, and by Staff in the Staff Reports submitted in these dockets on
December 4, 2007. As part of this testimony, 1 offer rate spread recommendations
to the Commission in support of a just and reasonable outcome in this proceeding.
What conclusions have you reached?

The rate spread proposed by Staff for the level of revenue requirement
requested by FE is superior to that of the Company, as Staff’s recommendation
produces rates that are closer to cost of service. Further, I agree with the
conceptual approach followed by Staff in: (1) identifying a rate spread associated
with FE’s proposed revenue requirement; (2) removing the revenue requirement
associated with the deferred fuel regulatory asset; and (3) identifying a rate spread
associated with FE's proposed revenue requirement adjusted for the deferred fuel

removal.
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However, I disagree with the ad hoc adjustments Staff makes to its Table 2
results to arrive at the percentages in the table on page 30, entitled “Distribution
of Tariff-Related Increases.” While some of these adjustments are relatively
minor, others impose unreasonable impacts on individual rate schedules. I
recommend that these not be adopted by the Commission.

Secondly, I disagree with Staff’s recommendation to employ the table on
page 30 of the Staff Report(s) to distribute any revenue increase that differs from
that requested by FE. Staff”s approach has a significant conceptual flaw: the
percentages derived in the table on page 30 of the Staff Report are uniquely
related to the revenue requirement utilized in Table 2. These percentages are not
generally valid for application to other (presumably lower) revenue requirements.
Instead, 1 recommend that the final rate spread be determined by following the
first three steps of Staff’s approach as described above, but then applying each
rate schedule’s share of the total revenue requirement derived in Table 2 as the
basis for apportioning any reduced revenue requirement. Such an approach will
allow each rate schedule to experience a similar benefit from any reduction in

revenue requirement determined by the Commission.

Revenue Apportionment

Q.

What general guidelines should be employed in spreading any change in
rates?
In determining rate spread, or revenue apportionment, it is important to

align rates with cost causation, to the greatest extent practicable. Properly aligning
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rates with the costs caused by each customer group is essential for ensuring
fairness, as it minimizes cross subsidies among customers. It also sends proper
price signals, which improves efficiency in resource utilization.

To align rates with costs it is necessary to evaluate the utility’s revenue
requirement by customer grouping (e.g., customer class, rate schedule) derived
from a credible cost-of-service study. The cost-of-service study will indicate
whether a customer group is aBove, equal to, or above cost-of-service parity.
What is cost-of-service parity?

Cost-of-service parity occurs when the rate-of-return the utility earns from
a given customer group is equal to the rate-of-retum eamed from retail customers
as a whole. Deviations from parity are measured by means of a return index,
which is the ratio of a given customer group’s rate-of-return to the overall retail
rate-of-retum. A customer group with a return index of 1.00 is at parity. A
customer group with a return index greater than 1.00 is paying rates that yield a
return that is higher than the system average, and vice versa.

A similar measure, which is sometimes more useful for evaluating the
results of a proposed rate spread, is the ratio of a customer group’s proposed
revenue to its revenue requirement at parity. This ratio identifies the percentage
divergence between the revenue proposed for a customer group and the revenue
requirement needed for the group to earn the authorized rate of return. I present
this ratio in a number of my exhibits, and refer to it as the Revenue Requirement

Ratio.
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Q.

Are there other revenue apportionment issues that are appropriate to be

- considered besides cost-of-service?

While cost-of-service is a paramount consideration, at the same time, it
can be appropriate to mitigate the impact of moving immediately to cost-based
rates for customer groups that would experience significant rate increases from
doing so. This principle of ratemaking is known as “gradualism.” When
employing this principle, it is important to adopt a long-term strategy of moving
in the direction of cost causation, and to avoid schemes that result in permanent
cross-subsidies from other customers.

Have you reviewed the revenue apportionment proposals in FirstEnergy’s
supplemental direct filing for Ohio Edison and Toledo Edison?

Yes, I have.

What is your assessment of those proposals?

The revenue apportionment proposals put forward by FE, along with the
results of FE’s cost-of-gervice studies, are presented in Attachment KCH-1, and
summarized in Table KCH-1, below. As shown in the table, FE’s proposed rate
spreads deviate considerably from the results of its cost-of-service studies,
particularly in comparison to Staff’s proposal (discussed below). Consequently,
FE’s proposed rate spreads would result in considerable cross subsidies among
customer classes. For these reasons, I recommend against adoption of the

Company’s proposed rate spreads for Ohio Edison and Toledo Edison.



to FE and Staff Rate Spread Proposals

Table KCH-1
Comparison of FE Class Cost-of-Service Study Results

Percentage Rate Change at FE Requested Revenue Requirement

FE Return
Rate COS Index
RS 20.7% 1.00
Gs 36.1% 1.00
GP 34.6% 1.00
GSUB 20.5% 1.00
GT 113.83% 1.00
TLTG 34.9% 1.00
SLTG 50.0% 1.00
POL 226% 1.00

CONT 4.7% 1.00

TOT 329% 1.00

FE Retumn
Rate COS  Index
RS 57.1% 1.00
GS 25.3% 1.00
GP 58% 1.00
GSUB -12.9% 1.00
GT 92.4% 1.60
TLTG -18.7% 1.00
SLTG 23.2% 1.00
POL 104% 1.00
CONT -204.1% 1.00

TOT 48.9% 1.00

Have you reviewed the revenue apportionment proposals incorporated in the

Ohio Edison
FE Return
Proposal Index
29.1% 98
454% 1.19
31.3% 92
4.8% 54
101.9% 85
29.5% 87
-0.1% (.18)
0.4% A3
-14.3% 50
329% 1.00
Toledo Edison
FE Return
Proposal Index
35.0% .56
78.4% 221
33.8% 1.97
16.3% 1.88
77.8% .78
11.4% 2,20
-1.1% 49
-0.1% 70
-30.5% (4.2)
489%  1.00

Staff

Proposal

29.1%
43.1%
34.0%
17.4%.
112.4%
29.6%
-0.1%
12.5%
-14.3%

32.9%

Staff

Proposal

53.1%
48.9%
13.9%
16.2%
77.8%
11.9%
-1.1%
0.0%
-30.5%

48.9%

Staff Reports for Qhio Edison and Toledo Edison?

Yes, I have.

Return
Index
.99
1.14
99
91
98
.88
(.18)
74
50

1.00

Return

Index

92
1.54
1.28
1.88

.78
2.22
49

.70
4.2)

1.00
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What is jmur assessment of Staff’s recommended approach to revenue
apportionment for Ohio Edison and Toledo Edison?

Staff addresses rate spreﬁd from three different vantage points: (1) a Staff -
recomnmended rate spread at FE’s proposed revenue requirement [*Staff Prop
Rev” in Table 1 of the Staff Report], which is also summarized in Table KCH-1;
(2) a Staff-recommended rate spread at FE’s proposed revenue requirement,
adjusted for the removal of the revenue requirement associated with the RCP-
related deferred fuel regulatory asset (consistent with the remanding of the fuel
deferral issue by the Supreme Court to the Commission) [“Adj Staff Rev” in
Table 2 of the Staff Report]; and (3) a “distribution of tariff-related increases™,
which Staff recommends be applied to any Commission-authorized revenue
requirement other than that proposed by FE [presented on page 30 of the Staff
Reports for Toledo Edison and Ohio Edison].

With respect to the first vantage point (Staff’s recommended rate spread at
FE’s proposed revenue requirement), Staff improves the alignment of the rate
spread with the underlying cost-of-service relative to FE’s proposal. For this
reason, I consider Staff’s recommendation to be superior to that proposed by the
Company. While [ would not object to a proposal that was even more closely
aligned with cost, [ believe that Staff’s recommended rate spread is generally

reasonable, at FE’s proposed revenue requirement.

What is your assessment of Staff’s recommended rate spread at FE’s

proposed revenue requirement, adjusted for the removal of the revenne
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requirement associated with the RCP-related deferred fuel regulatory asset
(the second vantage point)?

1 agree with the conceptual approach followed by Staff in: (1) identifying
a rate spread associated with FE’s proposed revenue requirement; (2) removing
the revenue requirement associated with the deferred fuel regulatory asset; and (3)
identifying a rate spread associated with FE’s proposed revenue requirement
adjusted for the deferred fuel removal. At a conceptual level, I am in agreement
with the row entitled “Adj Staff Rec Rev” in Table 2 of the Staff Report. That is, I
agree that Staff’s initial revenue apportionment in Table 1 is reasonable, and I
agree that the Table 1 results should be adjusted by removing the revenue
requirement associated with RCP-related deferred fuel.2
What is your assessment of Staff’s recommended “distribution of tariff-
related increases”, presented on page 30 of the Staff Reports for Toledo
Edison and Ohio Edison?

It is at this juncture that I disagree with Staff’s approach. There are two
levels at which I disagree. The first is that Staff makes a number of unexplained
ad hoc adjustments to its Table 2 results to arrive at the percentages in the table on
page 30, entitled “Distribution of Tariff-Related Increases.” These ad hoc

adjustmenis are unnecessary, and in any event, are not supported with any

2 I note that while this approach is reasonable, by removing the revenue requirement
associated with RCP-related deferred fuel, the relative returns among the rate schedules
are altered from the relative returns associated with Staff’s Table 1 recommendation. A
variation on Staff’s approach would be to add a step here in which class revenue
requirements are readjusted to obtain relative returns (or revenue requirement ratios)
similar to what obtained in Staff’s Table 1.

10
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justifications offered by Staff. [ recommend that the ad hoc adjustments not be
adopted.

The second level at which I disagree concerns the intended use of the table
on page 30. Staff intends that the percentages in the table be used to distribute any
resulting rate increase. To illustrate, in the case of Ohio Edison, Staff
recommends that for any rate increase other than FE’s requested revenue
requirement, 58.70% of the rate increase should be allocated to the Residential
rate schedule, 32.84% should be allocated to GS, and so on. So, if the
Commission were to authorize a rate increase that was, say, half of what FE had
requested for Ohio Edison, then Residential customers be allocated a 58.70% of
this smaller rate increase; that is, the Residential rate increase (and the rate
increase for all other classes) would be cut in half relative to FE’s
recornmendation.

While this approach may have some superficial appeal, it has a significant
conceptual flaw: the percentages derived in the table on page 30 of the Staff
Report are uniguely related to the revenue requirement utilized in Table 2; these
percentages are not generally valid for application to other (presumably lower)
revenue requirements. That is, the derivation of each rate schedule’s share of the
revenue increase is a function of the size of the revenue increase being analyzed.
Applying the same rate spread principles Staff used in Table 2 to a smaller rate
increase would result in a different percentage share for each schedule than that
which results using the revenue requirement in Table 2. Keeping the rate schedule

shares of the revenue increase constant as the revenue requirement changes, as

11
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recommended by Staff, results in an unwarranted bias toward the percentage
shares that emerge from the first revenue requirement analyzed. Such a resuylt is
arbitrary, and should not be adopted.

Can you provide a simple example to illustrate this problem?

Yes. Assume (for simplicity) that each customer class is moved to rates
based exactly on cost of service. Then assume that the utility requests a return on
rate base of 9.00%, but the Commission determines that 8.00% is more
appropriate. Now assume that under current rates, Class A is earning a return of

8.50%. Under Staff’s approach, Class A would be assigned a percentage share of

the rate increase necessary to bring its return to the 9.00% requested by the utility.

Then, when the lower revenue requirement is ordered by the Commission, Class
A would continue to pay this same percentage share of a smaller overall increase.
However, if Staff’s analysis had started with the 8.00% return ordered by the
Commission, then it would be apparent that Class A would have deserved a rate
decrease (as it is producing a return of 8.50%.) Had the rate spread analysis
started with the revenue requirement based on a return of 8.00%, then Staff’s
approach would have produced an entirely different distribution of tariff-related
increases than is obtained by starting with a return of 9.00%, and then using
Staff’s method to scale down to a lower revenﬁe requirement (as it would have
been recognized that Class A deserved a decrease rather than an increase).

The fact that Class A winds up with a rate increase under Staff’s approach
is purely due to the selection of the utility’s revenue requirement as the starting

point. Under Staff’s approach, for any final level of revenue requirement, a

12
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different final rate spread will result for any different revenue starting point. Put
another way, if each class’s share of the revenue increase is calculated using a
revenue requirement X (on the low end of the range), and the rate increase is
“scaled up” to revenue requirement Y using Staff’s approach, it will produce a
different “distribution of tariff-related increases” than would be obtained by
calculating each class’s share of the revenue increase starting with revenue
requirement Y, and then “scaling it down” using Staff’s approach to revenue
requirement X. This introduces an element of arbitrariness into the final results.
Aside from introduncing an element of arbitrariness into the resulf, are there
other negative consequences from adopting Staff’s approach?

Yes. Staff’s approach starts with a rate spread that is reasonably consistent
with cost-of-service (at FE’s requested revenue requirement), but then moves
each rate schedule away from its initial revenue requirement ratios as the
authorized revenue requirement is decreased. This is demonstrated in Attachment
KCH-3, which calculates Staff’s recommended rate spread at Staff’s
recommended range of revenue requirements.’

What alternative approach do you recommend to resolve this problem?
A robust solution to this problem is to fotlow the first three steps of Staff’s

approach as described above, but then use each rate schedule’s share of the total

3 I note that there is a discrete change in revenue requirement ratios as we move from the rate spread
recommended in Table 1 of the Staff Report(s) to Staff’s recommendation in Table 2. Assuming that the
rate spread in Staff"s Table 2 reflects the intended relationship among rate schedules, Staffs approach to
spreading an alternative revenue requirement will generally move each rate schedule away from its Table 2
revenue requirement ratio as the authorized revenue requirement is decreased. [Compare Attachment KCH-
2, line 21 to Attachment KCH-3, lines 23 and 35.] In contrast, the alternative I recommend below will
generally preserve the Table 2 revenue requirement ratios. [Compare Attachment KCH-2, line 21 to
Attachment KCH-4, lines 24 and 36.]

13



revenue requirement derived in Table 2 as the basis for apportioning any reduced
revenue requirement. Such an approach will allow each rate schedule to
experience a similar benefit from any reduction in revenue requirement
determined by the Commission. This will also ensure that the revenue
requirement ratios established in Staff’s Table 2 are reasonably preserved.
Have you calculated the results of your recommended rate spread using
Staff’s recommended revenue requirements?

Yes, I have. These results are presented in Attachment KCH-4, page 2,

and summarized in Table KCH-2, below.

14
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Table KCH-2

Comparison of Staff and Kroeger Rate Spread Proposals
Percentage Rate Change at Staff’s Recommended Range of Revenue Requirements

Rate
RS

GS
GP
GSUB
GT
TLTG
SLTG
POL
CONT

TOTAL

Rate
RS
GS
GP
GSUB
GT
TLTG
SLTG
POL
CONT

TOTAL

Ohio Edison
Upper Bound Lower Bound

Staff  Kroger Staff Kroger

125% 11.6% 10.9% 9.9%
18.1% 22.1% 15.7% 20.2%
11.5% 9.9% 10.0% 82%
1.8% -8.4% 1.6% -9.8%
33.5% 51.4% 29.0% 49.0%

10.7%  9.1% 93% 7.3%
0.0% -13.1% 0.0% -14.5%
56% -1.5% 4.8% -3.0%
93% -29.4% -8.0% -30.5%
13.5% 13.5% 11.7% 11.7%

Toledo Edison
Upper Bound Lower Bound

Staff  Kroger Staff  Kroger
41.5% 42.3% 392% 402%
36.9% 37.0% 348% 35.0%
53% 03% 50% -1.2%
0.0% -7.4% 0.0% -8.8%
22.3% 20.4% 21.0% 18.6%

0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 2.2%
0.0% -7.5% 0.0% -8.9%
0.0% -6.4% 0.0% -7.8%
-19.2% -28.2% -18.2% -29.2%
36.6% 36.6% 34.6% 34.6%

Q. Do you have a recommended replacement for the table on page 30 of Staff

Report that would provide guidance for spreading an authorized revenue

requirement change that differs from FE’s request?

15
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Q.
A,

Yes. I recommend that the table on page 30 of the Staff Report be replaced
by the following table(s) indicating the apportionment of total distribution

revenue requirement applicable to each rate schedule.

Kroger Recommended Distribution of Revenue Requirement

Tahle KCH-3
Ohio Edison

RS 62.26%
GS 26.37%
GP 5.05%
GSUB 0.85%
GT 2.45%
TL 0.06%
SL 1.23%
FOL 0.74%
Coniract 0.99%

100.00%

Toledo Edison

RS 60.24%
GS 31.07%
GP 5.05%
GSUB 0.18%
GT L45%
TL 0.06%
SL 2.64%
POL 0.64%
Contract -1.32%

100.00%

Does this conclude your direct testimony?

Yes, it does.

16
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KEVIN C, HIGGINS
Principal, Energy Strategies, L.L.C.
215 South State St., Suite 200, Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Vitae

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Principal, Energy Strategies, L.L.C., Salt Lake City, Utah, January 2000 to present. Responsible
for energy-related economic and policy analysis, regulatory intervention, and strategic
negotiation on behalf of industrial, commercial, and public sector interests. Previously Senior
Associate, February 1995 to December 1999.

Adjunct Instructor in Economics, Westminster College, Salt Lake City, Utah, September 1981 to
May 1982; September 1987 to May 1995. Taught in the economics and M.B.A, programs.
Awarded Adjunct Professor of the Year, Gore School of Business, 1990-91.

Chief of Staff to the Chairman, Salt Lake County Board of Commissioners, Salt Lake City, Utah,
January 1991 to January 1995. Senior executive responsibility for all matters of county
government, including formulation and execution of public policy, delivery of approximately 140
government services, budget adoption and fiscal management (over $300 million), strategic
planning, coordination with elected officials, and communication with consuliants and media.

Asgistant Director, Utah Energy Office, Utah Department of Natural Resources, Salt Lake City,
Utah, August 1985 to January 1991. Direcied the agency’s resource development section, which
provided energy policy analysis to the Governor, implemented state energy development policy,
coordinated state energy data collection and dissemination, and managed energy technology
demonstration programs. Position responsibilities included policy formulation and
implementation, design and administration of energy technology demonstration programs,
strategic management of the agency’s interventions before the Utah Public Service Commission,
budget preparation, and staff development. Supervised a staff of economists, engineers, and
policy analysts, and served as lead economist on selected projects.

Utility Economist, Utah Energy Office, January 1985 to August 1985. Provided policy and
economic analysis pertaining to energy conservation and resource development, with an
emphasis on utility issues. Testified before the state Public Service Commission as an expert
witness in cases related to the above.

Acting Assistant Director, Utah Energy Office, June 1984 to January 1985. Same responsibilities
as Assistant Director identified above.
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Research Economist, Utah Energy Office, October 1983 to June 1984. Provided economic
analysis periaining to renewable energy resource development and utility issues. Experience
includes preparation of testimony, development of strategy, and appearance as an expert witness
for the Energy Office before the Utah PSC.

Operations Research Assistant, Corporate Modeling and Operations Research Department, Utah
Power and Light Company, Salt Lake City, Utah, May 1983 to September 1983. Primary area of
responsibility; designing and conducting energy load forecasts.

Instructor in Economics, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah, January 1982 to April 1983.

Taught intermediate microeconomics, principles of macroeconomics, and economics as a social
science.

Teacher, Vernon-Verona-Sherrill School District, Verona, New York, September 1976 to June
1978.

EDUCATION

Ph.D. Candidate, Economics, University of Utah (coursework and field exams completed, 1981).

Fields of Specialization: Public Finance, Urban and Regional Economics, Economic
Development, International Economics, History of Economic Doctrines,

Bachelor of Science, Education, State University of New York at Plattsburgh, 1976 (cum laude).

Danish Intemational Studies Program, University of Copenhagen, 1975.

SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS

University Research Fellow, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah 1982 10 1983.

Research Fellow, Institute of Human Resources Management, University of Utah, 1980 to 1982.
Teaching Fellow, Economics Department, University of Utah, 1978 to 1980.

New York State Regents Scholar, 1972 to 1976.
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EXPERT TESTIMONY

“In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to Increase Its Retail
Electric Utility Service Rates in Wyoming, Consisting of a General Rate Increase of
Approximately $36.1 Million per Year, and for Approval of a New Renewable Resource
Mechanism and Marginal Cost Pricing Tariff,” Wyeming Public Service Commission, Docket
No. 20000-277-ER-07. Direct testimony submitted January 7, 2008.

“In the Matter of the Application of Idaho Power Company for Authority to Increase Its Rates
and Charges for Electric Service to Electric Customers in the State of Idaho,” Idaho Public
Utilities Commission, Case No. IPC-E-07-8. Direct testimony submitted December 10, 2007.

“In The Matter of the Application of Consumers Energy Company for Authority to Increase Its Rates
for the Generation and Distribution Of Electricity and Other Relief,” Michigan Public Service
Commissjon, Case No. U-15243, Direct testimony submitted November 6, 2007. Rebuttal testimony
submitted November 20, 2007.

“In the Matter of Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., Application for Authority to Establish Increased
Rates for Electric Service,” Montana Public Service Commission, Docket No. D2007.7.79.
Direct testimony submitted October 24, 2007.

“In the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of New Mexico for Revision of its
Retail Electric Rates Pursuant to Advice Notice No. 334,” New Mexico Public Regulation
Commission, Case No. 07-0077-UT. Direct testimony submitted October 22, 2007. Rebuttal
testimony submitted November 19, 2007. Cross examined December 12, 2007,

“In The Matter of Georgia Power Company’s 2007 Raie Case,” Georgia Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 25060-U. Direct testimony submitted October 22, 2007, Cross
examined November 7, 2007,

“In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power for an Accounting Order to Defer the
Costs Related to the MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company Transaction,” Utah Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 07-035-04; “In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain Power, a
Division of PacifiCorp, for a Deferred Accounting Order To Defer the Costs of Loans Made to Grid
West, the Regional Transmission Qrganization,” Docket No. 06-035-163; “In the Matter of the
Application of Rocky Mountain Power for an Accounting Order for Costs related to the Flooding of
the Powerdale Hydro Facility,” Docket No. 07-035-14. Direct testimony submitted September 10,
2007. Surrebuttal testimony submitted October 22, 2007. Cross examined October 30, 2007,

“In the Matter of General Adjustment of Electric Rates of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.,”
Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No. 2006-00472. Direct testimony submitted July 5,
2007,
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“In the Matter of the Application of Sempra Energy Solutions for a Certificate of Convenience
and Necessity for Competitive Retail Eleciric Service,” Arizona Corporation Commission,
Docket No. E-03964A-06-0168. Direct testimony submitted July 3, 2007.

“Application of Public Service Company of Oklahoma for a Determination that Additional
Electric Generating Capacity Will Be Used and Useful,” Oklahoma Corporation Commission,
Cause No. PUD 200500516; “Application of Public Service Company of Oklahoma for a
Determination that Additional Baseload Electric Generating Capacity Will Be Used and Useful,”
Cause No. PUD 200600030; “In the Matter of the Application of Oklahoma Gas and Electric
Company for an Qrder Granting Pre-Approval to Construct Red Rock Generating Facility and
Authorizing a Recovery Rider,” Cause No. PUD200700012. Responsive testimony submitted
May 21, 2007. Cross examined July 26, 2007,

“Application of Nevada Power Company for Authority to Increase Its Annual Revenue
Requirement for General Rates Charged to All Classes of Electric Customers and for Relief
Properly Related Thereto,” Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Docket No. 06-11022.
Direct testimony submitted March 14, 2007 (Phase III — revenue requirements) and March 19,
2007 (Phase IV — rate design). Cross examined April 10, 2007 (Phase Il — revenue requirements)
and April 16, 2007 (Phase IV — rate design).

“In the Matter of the Application of Entergy Arkansas, Inc. for Approval of Changes in Rates for
Retail Electric Service,” Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket No. 06-101-U. Direct
testimony submitted February 5, 2007. Surrebutial testimony submitted March 26, 2007.

“Monongahela Power Company and The Potomac Edison Company, both d/b/a Allegheny Power
- Rule 42T Application to Increase Electric Rates and Charges,” Public Service Commission of
West Virginia, Case No. 06-0960-E-42T; “Monongahela Power Company and The Potomac
Edison Company, both d/b/a Allegheny Power - Information Required for Change of
Depreciation Rates Pursuant io Rule 20,” Case No. 06-1428-E-D. Direct and rebuttal testimony
submitted January 22, 2007.

“In the Matter of the Tariffs of Aquila, Inc., d/b/a Aquila Networks-MPS and Aquila Networks-
L&P Increasing Electric Rates for the Services Provided to Customers in the Aquila Networks-
MPS and Aquila Networks-L&P Missouri Service Areas,” Missouri Public Service
Commission, Case No. ER-2007-0004. Direct testimony submitted January 18, 2007 (revenue
requirements) and January 25, 2007 (revenue apportionment). Supplemental direct testimony
submitted February 27, 2007.

“In the Matter of the Filing by Tucson Electric Power Company to Amend Decision No. 62103,
Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01933A-05-0650. Direct testimony submitted
January 8, 2007. Surrebuttal testimony filed February 8, 2007. Cross examined March 8, 2007,

4
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“In the Matter of Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE for Authority to File Tariffs
Increasing Rates for Electric Service Provided to Customers in the Company’s Missouri Service
Area,” Missouri Public Service Commission, Case No. ER-2007-0002, Direct testimony
submitted December 15, 2006 (revenue requirements) and December 29, 2006 (fuel adjustment
clause/cost-of-service/rate design). Rebuttal testimony submitted February 5, 2007 (cost-of-
service). Surrebuttal testimony submitted February 27, 2007. Cross examined March 21, 2007.

“In the Matter of Application of The Union Light, Heat and Power Company d/b/a Duke Energy
Kentucky, Inc. for an Adjustment of Electric Rates,” Kentucky Public Service Commission,
Case No. 2006-00172. Direct testimony submitted September 13, 2006.

“In the Matter of Appalachian Power Company’s Application for Increase in Electric Rates,”
Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. PUE-2006-00065. Direct testimony
submitted September 1, 2006. Cross examined December 7, 2006.

“In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for a Hearing to Determine
the Fair Value of the Utility Property for Ratemaking Purposes, to Fix a Just and Reasonable
Rate of Retumn Thereon, To Approve Rate Schedules Designed to Develop Such Return, and to
Amend Decision No. 67744, Arizona Corporation Commission,” Docket No. E-01345A-05-
0816. Direct testimony submitted August 18, 2006 (revenue requirements) and September 1,
2006 (cost-of-service/rate design). Surrebuttal testimony submitted September 27, 2006. Cross
examined November 7, 2006.

“Re: The Tariff Sheets Filed by Public Service Company of Colorado with Advice Letter
No 1454 — Electric,” Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 065-234EG. Answer
testimony submitted August 18, 2006.

“Portland General Electric General Rate Case Filing,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon,
Docket No. UE-180. Direct testimony submitted August 9, 2006. Joint testimony regarding
stipulation submitted August 22, 2006.

“2006 Puget Sound Energy General Rate Case,” Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission, Docket Nos, UE-060266 and UG-060267. Response testimony submitted July 19,
2006. Joint testimony regarding stipulation submitted August 23, 2006.

“In the Matter of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power & Light Company, Request for a General Rate
Increase in the Company’s Oregon Annual Revenues,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon,
Docket No. UE-179. Direct testimony submitted July 12, 2006. Joint testimony regarding
stipulation submitted August 21, 2008.

“Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company for Approval of a Rate Transition Plan,”
5
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Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission, Docket Nos. P-00062213 and R-00061366; “Petition
of Pennsylvania Electric Company for Approval of a Rate Tramsition Plan,” Docket Nos, P-
0062214 and R-00061367; Merger Savings Remand Proceeding, Docket Nos. A-110300F0095
and A-110400F0040. Direct testimony submitted July 10, 2006. Rebuttal testimony submitted
August 8, 2006. Surrebuttal testimony submitted August 18, 2006. Cross examined August 30,
2006.

“In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp for approval of its Proposed Electric Rate
Schedules & Electric Service Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 06-
035-21. Direct testimony submitted June 9, 2006 (Test Period). Surrebuttal testimony submitted
July 14, 2006.

“Joint Application of Questar Gas Company, the Division of Public Utilities, and Utah Clean
Energy for the Approval of the Conservation Enabling Tariff Adjustment Option and Accounting
Orders,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 05-057-T01. Direct testimony submitted
May 15, 2006. Rebuttal testimony submitted August 8, 2007. Cross examined September 19,
2007.

“Central Illinois Light Company d/b/a AmerenCILCO, Central Illinois Power Company d/b/a
AmerenCIPS, Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenlP, Proposed General Increase in Rates for
Delivery Service (Tariffs Filed December 27, 2005),” Illinois Commerce Commission, Docket
Nos. 06-0070, 06-0071, 06-0072. Direct testimony submitted March 26, 2006. Rebuttal
testimony submitted June 27, 2006.

“In the Matter of Appalachian Power Company and Wheeling Power Company, both dba
American Electric Power,” Public Service Commission of West Virginia, Case No. 05-1278-E-
PC-PW-42T. Direct and rebuttal testimony submitted March 8, 2006.

“In the Matter of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy for Authority to Increase
Rates for Electric Service in Minnesota,” Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Docket No.
G-002/GR-05-1428. Direct testimony submitted March 2, 2006. Rebuttal testimony submitted
March 30, 2006. Cross examined April 25, 2006.

“In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for an Emergency Interim
Rate Increase and for an Interim Amendment to Decision No. 67744,” Arizona Corporation
Commission, Docket No. E-01345A-06-0009. Direct testimony submitted February 28, 2006.
Cross examined March 23, 2006.

“In the Matter of the Applications of Westar Energy, Inc. and Kansas Gas and Electric Company
for Approval to Make Certain Changes in Their Charges for Electric Service,” State Corporation
Commission of Kansas, Case No. 05-WSEE-981-RTS. Direct testimony submitted September 9,
20035. Cross examined October 28, 20035.
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“In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power
Company for Authority to Recover Costs Associated with the Construction and Ultimate
Operation of an Integrated Combined Cycle Electric Generating Facility,” Public Utilities
Commission of Qhie,” Case No. 05-376-EL-UNC. Direct testimony submitted July 15, 2005.
Cross examined August 12, 2005,

“In the Matter of the Filing of General Rate Case Information by Tucson Electric Power
Company Pursuant to Decision No. 62103,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-
01933A-04-0408. Direct testimony submitted June 24, 2005.

“In the Matter of Application of The Detroit Edison Company to Unbundle and Realign Its Rate
Schedules for Junisdictional Retail Sales of Electricity,” Michigan Public Service Commission,
Case No. U-14399. Direct testimony submitted June 9, 2005. Rebuttal testimony submitied July
1, 2005.

“In the Matter of the Application of Consumers Energy Company for Authority to Increase Its
Rates for the Generation and Distribution of Electricity and Other Relief,” Michigan Public
Service Commission, Case No. U-14347. Direct testimony submitted June 3, 2005. Rebuttal
testimony submitted June 17, 2005.

“In the Matter of Pacific Pawer & Light, Request for a General Rate Increase in the Company’s
Oregon Annual Revenues,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon, Docket No. UE 170. Direct
testimony submitted May 9, 2005, Surrebuttal testimony submitted June 27, 2005. Joint
testimony regarding partial stipulations submitted June 2005, July 2005, and August 2005.

“In the Matter of the Application of Trico Electric Cooperative, Inc. for a Rate Increase,”
Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01461A-04-0607. Direct testimony submitted
April 13, 2005. Surrebuttal testimony submitted May 16, 2005. Cross examined May 26, 2005.

“In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp for Approval of its Proposed Electric Service
Schedules and Electric Service Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 04-
035-42. Direct testimony submitted January 7, 2005.

“In the Matter of the Application by Golden Valley Electric Association, Inc., for Authority to
Impiement Simplified Rate Filing Procedures and Adjust Rates,” Regulatory Commission of
Alaska, Docket No. U-4-33. Direct testimony submitted November 5, 2004. Cross examined
February 8, 2005.
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“Advice Letter No. 1411 - Public Service Company of Colorado Electric Phase I General Rate
Case,” Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No, 048-164E, Direct testimony
submitted October 12, 2004, Cross-answer testimony submitted December 13, 2004, Testimony
withdrawn January 18, 2003, following Applicant’s withdrawal of testimony pertaining to TOU
rates.

“In the Matter of Georgia Power Company’s 2004 Rate Case,” Georgia Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 18300-U. Direct testimony submitted October 8, 2004. Cross examined
October 27, 2004.

“2004 Puget Sound Energy General Rate Case,” Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission, Docket Nos, UE-040641 and UG-040640. Response testimony submitted
September 23, 2004, Cross-answer testimony submitted November 3, 2004. Joint testimony
regarding stipulation submitted December 6, 2004.

“In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp for an Investigation of Interjurisdictional Issues,”
Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 02-035-04. Direct testimony submitted July 15,
2004. Cross examined July 19, 2004,

“In the Matter of an Adjusiment of the Gas and Electric Rates, Terms and Conditions of
Kentucky Utilities Company,” Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No. 2003-00434,
Direct testimony submitted March 23, 2004. Testimony withdrawn pursuant to stipulation
entered May 2004.

“In the Matter of an Adjustment of the Gas and Electric Rates, Terms and Conditions of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company,” Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No. 2003-
00433. Direct testimony submitted March 23, 2004. Testimony withdrawn pursuant to stipulation
entered May 2004.

“In the Matter of the Application of Idaho Power Company for Authority to Increase Its Interim
and Base Rates and Charges for Electric Service,” Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Case No.
TPC-E-03-13. Direct testimony submitted February 20, 2004. Rebuttal testimony submitted
March 19, 2004. Cross examined April 1, 2004.

“In the Matter of the Applications of the Ohio Edison Company, the Cleveland Electric
IMuminating Company and the Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Continue and Modify
Certain Regulatory Accounting Practices and Procedures, for Tariff Approvals and to Establish
Rates and Other Charges, Including Regulatory Transition Charges Following the Market
Development Period,” Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Case No. 03-2144-EL-ATA. Direct
testimony submitted February 6, 2004. Cross examined February 18, 2004,
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“In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for a Hearing to Determine
the Fair Value of the Utility Property of the Company for Ratemaking Purposes, To Fix a Just '
and Reasonable Rate of Return Thereon, To Approve Rate Schedules Designed to Develop Such
Return, and For Approval of Purchased Power Contract,” Arizona Corporation Commission,
Docket No. E-01345A-03-0437. Direct testimony submitted February 3, 2004. Rebuttal
testimony submitted March 30, 2004. Direct testimony regarding stipulation submitted
September 27, 2004. Responsive / Clarifying testimony regarding stipulation submitted October
25, 2004. Cross examined November 8-10, 2004 and November 29-December 3, 2004.

“In the Matter of Application of the Detroit Edison Company to Increase Rates, Amend Its Rate
Schedules Governing the Distribution and Supply of Electric Energy, etc.,” Michigan Public
Service Commission, Case No. U-13808. Direct testimony submitted December 12, 2003
(interim request) and March 5, 2004 (general rate case).

“In the Matter of PacifiCorp’s Filing of Revised Tariff Schedules,” Public Utility Commission of
Oregon, Docket No. UE-147, Joint testimony regarding stipulation submitted August 21, 2003.

“Petition of PSI Energy, Inc. for Authority to Increase Its Rates and Charges for Electric Service,
etc.,” Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Cause No. 42359, Direct testimony submitted
August 19, 2003. Cross examined November 5, 2003.

“In the Matter of the Application of Consumers Energy Company for a Financing Order
Approving the Securitization of Certain of its Qualified Cost,” Michigan Public Service
Commission, Case No. U-13715. Direct testimony submitted April 8, 2003. Cross examined
April 23, 2003.

“In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of
Adjustment Mechanisms,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01345A-02-0403.
Direct testimony submiited February 13, 2003. Surrebuttal testimony submitted March 20, 2003.
Cross examined April 8, 2003.

“Re: The Investigation and Suspension of Tariff Sheets Filed by Public Service Company of
Colorado, Advice Letter No. 1373 — Electric, Advice Letter No. 593 — Gas, Advice Letter No. 80
— Steam,” Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 028-315 EG. Direct testimony
submitted November 22, 2002, Cross-answer testimony submitted January 24, 2003,

“In the Matter of the Application of The Detroit Edison Company to Implement the
Commission’s Stranded Cost Recovery Procedure and for Approval of Net Stranded Cost
Recovery Charges,” Michigan Public Service Commission, Case No. U-13350. Direct testimony
submitted November 12, 2002.
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“Application of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company: Adjustments in the Company’s
Electric Rate Schedules and Tariffs,” Public Service Commission of Sonth Carolina, Docket
No. 2002-223-E. Direct testimony submitted November 8, 2002. Surrebuttal testimony submitted
November 18, 2002, Cross examined November 21, 2002,

“In the Matter of the Application of Questar Gas Company for a General Increase in Rates and
Charges,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 02-057-02. Direct testimony submitted
August 30, 2002. Rebuttal testimony submitted October 4, 2002.

“The Kroger Co. v. Dynegy Power Marketing, Inc.,” Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
EL02-119-000. Confidential affidavit filed August 13, 2002.

“In the matter of the application of Consumers Energy Company for determination of net
stranded costs and for approval of net stranded cost recovery charges,” Michigan Public Service
- Commission, Case No. U-13380. Direct testimony submitted August 9, 2002. Rebuttal testimony
submitted August 30, 2002. Cross examined September 10, 2002.

“In the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of Colorado for an Order to Revise
Its Incentive Cost Adjustment,” Colorade Public Utilities Commission, Docket 02A-158E.
Direct testimony submitted April 18, 2002.

“In the Matter of the Generic Proceedings Concerning Electric Restructuring Issues,” Arizona
Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-00000A-02-0051, “In the Matter of Arizona Public
Service Company’s Request for Variance of Certain Requirements of A.A.C. R14-2-1606,”
Docket No. E-01345A-01-0822, “In the Matter of the Generic Proceeding Concerning the
Arizona Independent Scheduling Administrator,” Docket No. E-00000A-01-0630, “In the Matter
of Tucson Electric Power Company’s Application for a Variance of Certain Electric Competition
Rules Compliance Dates,” Docket No. E-01933A-02-0069, “In the Matter of the Application of
Tucson Electric Power Company for Approval of its Stranded Cost Recovery,” Docket No. E-
01933A-98-0471. Direct testimony submitted March 29, 2002 (APS variance request); May 29,
2002 (APS Track A proceeding/market power issues); and July 28, 2003 (Arizona ISA). Rebuttal
testimony submitted August 29, 2003 (Arizona ISA). Cross examined June 21, 2002 (APS Track
A proceeding/market power issues) and September 12, 2003 (Arizona ISA).

“In the Matter of Savannah Electric & Power Company’s 2001 Rate Case,” Georgia Public
Service Commission, Docket No. 14618-U. Direct testimony submitted March 15, 2002. Cross
examined March 28, 2002.

“Nevada Power Company’s 2001 Deferred Energy Case,” Public Utilities Commission of

Nevada, PUCN 01-11029. Direct testimony submitted February 7, 2002. Cross examined
February 21, 2002.
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“2001 Puget Sound Energy Interim Rate Case,” Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission, Docket Nos. UE-011570 and UE-011571. Direct testimony submitted January 30,
2002. Cross examined February 20, 2002.

“In the Matter of Georgia Power Company’s 2001 Rate Case,” Georgia Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 14000-U. Direct testimony submitted October 12, 2001. Cross
examined October 24, 2001.

“In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp for Approval of Its Proposed Electric Rate
Schedules and Electric Service Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No, 01-
35-01. Direct testimony submitted June 15, 2001. Rebuttal testimony submitted August 31,
2001.

“In the Matter of Portland General Electric Company’s Proposal to Restructure and Reprice Its
Services in Accordance with the Provisions of SB 1149,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon,
Docket No, UE-115. Direct testimony submitted February 20, 2001. Rebutta] testimony
submitted May 4, 2001. Joint testimony regarding stipulation submitted July 27, 2001,

“In the Matter of the Application of APS Energy Services, Inc. for Declaratory Order or Waiver
of the Electric Competition Rules,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No.E-01933A-
00-0486. Direct testimony submitted July 24, 2000.

“In the Matter of the Application of Questar Gas Company for an Increase in Rates and
Charges,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 99-057-20. Direct testimony submitted
April 19, 2000. Rebuttal testimony submitted May 24, 2000. Surrebuttal testimony submitted
May 31, 2000. Cross examined June 6 & 8, 2000.

“In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company for Approval of
Electric Transition Plan and Application for Receipt of Transition Revenues,” Public Utility
Commission of Ohio, Case No. 99-1729-EL-ETP; “In the Matter of the Application of Ohio
Power Company for Approval of Electric Transition Plan and Application for Receipt of
Transition Revenues,” Public Utility Commission of Qhie, Case No. 99-1730-EL-ETP. Direct
testimony prepared, but not submitted pursuant to settlement agreement effected May 2, 2000.

“In the Matter of the Application of FirstEnergy Corp. on Behalf of Ohio Edison Company, The
Cleveland Electric lluminating Company, and the Toledo Edison Company for Approval of
Their Transition Plans and for Authorization to Collect Transition Revenues,” Public Utility
Commission of Ohie, Case No. 99-1212-EL-ETP. Direct testimony prepared, but not submitted
pursuant to settlement agreement effected April 11, 2000.

“2000 Pricing Process,” Salt River Project Board of Directors, oral comments provided March
6, 2000 and April 10, 2000.

11
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“Tucson Electric Power Company vs. Cyprus Sierrita Corporation,” Arizona Corporation
Commission, Docket No. E-000001-99-0243. Direct testimony submitted October 23, 1999,
Cross examined November 4, 1999,

“Application of Hildale City and Intermountain Municipal Gas Association for an Order
Granting Access for Transportation of Interstate Natural Gas over the Pipelines of Questar Gas
Company for Hildale, Utah,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 98-057-01. Rebuttal
testimony submitted August 30, 1999.

“In the Matter of the Application by Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of Its
Filing as to Regulatory Assets and Transition Revenues,” Arizona Corporation Commission,
Docket No. E-01773A-98-0470. Direct testimony submitted July 30, 1999. Cross examined
February 28, 2000.

“In the Matter of the Application of Tucson Electric Power Company for Approval of its Plan
for Stranded Cost Recovery,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01933A-98-
0471; “In the Matter of the Filing of Tucson Electric Power Company of Unbundled Tariffs
Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-1601 et seq.,” Docket No. E-01933A-97-0772; “In the Matter of the
Competition in the Provision of Electric Service Throughout the State of Arizona,” Docket No.
RE-00000C-94-0165. Direct testimony submitted June 30, 1999. Rebuttal tﬁtlmony submitted
August 6, 1999. Cross examined August 11-13, 1999.

“In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of its Plan
for Stranded Cost Recovery,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01345A-98-
0473; “In the Matter of the Filing of Arizona Public Service Company of Unbundled Tariffs
Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-1601 et seq.,” Docket No. E-01345A-97-0773; “In the Matter of the
Competition in the Provision of Electric Service Throughout the State of Arizona,” Docket No.
RE-00000C-94-0165. Direct testimony submitted June 4, 1999, Rebuttal testimony submitted
July 12, 1999. Cross examined July 14, 1999,

“In the Matter of the Application of Tucson Electric Power Company for Approval of its Plan for
Stranded Cost Recovery,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01933A-98-0471;
“In the Matter of the Filing of Tucson Electric Power Company of Unbundled Tariffs Pursuant to
A.A.C. R14-2-1601 et seq.,” Docket No. E-01933A-97-0772; “In the Matter of the Application
of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of its Plan for Stranded Cost Recovery,”
Docket No. E-01345A-98-0473; “In the Matter of the Filing of Arizona Public Service Company
of Unbundled Tariffs Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-1601 et seq.,” Docket No. E-01345A-97-0773;
“In the Matter of the Competition in the Provision of Electric Service Throughout the State of
Arizona,” Docket No. RE-00000C-94-0165. Direct testimony submitted November 30, 1998,
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“Hearings on Pricing,” Salt River Project Board of Directors, written and oral comments
provided November 9, 1998,

“Hearings on Customer Choice,” Salt River Project Board of Directors, written and oral
comments provided June 22, 1998; June 29, 1998; July 9, 1998; August 7, 1998; and August 14,
1998.

“In the Matter of the Competition in the Provision of Electric Service Throughout the State of
Arizons,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. U-0000-94-165. Direct and rebuttal
testimony filed January 21, 1998. Second rebuttal testimony filed February 4, 1998. Cross
examined February 25, 1998,

“In the Matter of Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.’s Plans for (1) Electric
Rate/Restructuring Pursuant to Opinion No. 96-12; and (2) the Formation of a Holding Company
Pursuant to PSL, Sections 70, 108, and 110, and Certain Related Transactions,” New York
Public Service Commission, Case 96-E-0897. Direct testimony filed April 9, 1997, Cross
examined May 5, 1997.

“In the Matter of the Petition of Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates for Enforcement of Contract
Provisions,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 96-2018-01. Direct testimony
submitted July 8, 1996.

“In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCotp, dba Pacific Power & Light Company, for
Approval of Revised Tariff Schedules and an Alternative Form of Regulation Plan,” Wyoming
Public Service Commission, Docket No. 2000-ER-95-99. Direct testimony submitted April 8,
1996.

“In the Matter of the Application of Mountain Fuel Supply Company for an Increase in Rates and
Charges,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 93-057-02. Direct testimony submitted
June 19, 1995. Rebuttal testimony submitied July 25, 1995. Surrebuttal testimony submitted
August 7, 1995.

“In the Matter of the Investigation of the Reasonableness of the Rates and Tariffs of Mountain
Fuel Supply Company,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 89-057-15. Direct
testimony submitted July 1990, Surrebuttal testimony submitted August 1990.

“In the Matter of the Review of the Rates of Utah Power and Light Company pursuant to The
Order in Case No. 87-035-27,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 8§9-035-10, Rebuttal
testimony submitted November 15, 1989. Cross examined December 1, 1989 (rate schedule
changes for state facilities).
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“In the Matter of the Application of Utah Power & Light Company and PC/UP&L Merging Corp.
(to be renamed PacifiCorp) for an Order Authorizing the Merger of Utah Power & Light
Company and PacifiCorp into PC/UP&L Merging Corp. and Authorizing the Issuance of
Securities, Adoption of Tariffs, and Transfer of Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity
and Authorities in Connection Therewith,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 87-035-
27; Direct testimony submitted April 11, 1988. Cross examined May 12, 1988 (economic impact
of UP&L merger with PacifiCorp).

“In the Matter of the Application of Mountain Fuel Supply Company for Approval of
Interruptible Industrial Transportation Rates,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 86-
057-07. Direct testimony submitted January 15, 1988. Cross examined March 30, 1988.

“In the Matter of the Application of Utah Power and Light Company for an Order Approving a
Power Purchase Agreement,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 87-035-18. Oral
testimony delivered July 8, 1987. .

“Cogeneration: Small Power Production,” Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket
No. RM87-12-000, Statement on behalf of State of Utah delivered March 27, 1987, in San
Francisco.

“In the Matter of the Investigation of Rates for Backup, Maintenance, Supplementary, and
Standby Power for Utah Power and Light Company,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case
No. 86-035-13. Direct testimony submitted January 5, 1987. Case settled by stipulation
approved August 1987.

“In the Matter of the Application of Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates for Approval of the
Cogeneration Power Purchase Agreement,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 86-
2018-01. Rebuttal testimony submitted July 16, 1986. Cross examined July 17, 1986.

“In the Matter of the Investigation of Demand-Side Alternatives to Capacity Expansion for
Electric Utilities,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 8§4-999-20. Direct testimony
submitted June 17, 1985. Rebuttal testimony submitted July 29, 1985. Cross examined August
19, 1985. -

“In the Matter of the Implementation of Rules Governing Cogeneration and Small Power
Production in Utah,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. §0-999-06, pp. 1293-1318.
Direct testimony submitted January 13, 1984 (avoided costs), May 9, 1986 (security for levelized
contracts) and November 17, 1986 (avoided costs). Cross-examined February 29, 1984

(avoided costs), April 11, 1985 (standard form contracts), May 22-23, 1986 (security for
levelized contracts) and December 16-17, 1986 (avoided costs).
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OTHER RELATED ACTIVITY

Participant, Oregon Direct Access Task Force (UM 1081), May 2003 to November 2003.
Participant, Michigan Stranded Cost Collaborative, March 2003 to March 2004.
Member, Arizona Electric Competition Advisory Group, December 2002 to present.
Board of Directors, ex-officio, Desert STAR RTO, September 1999 to February 2002.

Member, Advisory Committee, Desert STAR RTQO, September 1999 to February 2002, Acting
Chairman, October 2000 to February 2002.

Board of Directors, Arizona Independent Scheduling Administrator Association, October 1998 to
present.

Acting Chairman, Operating Committee, Arizona Independent Scheduling Administrator
Association, October 1998 to June 1999.

Member, Desert Star ISO Investigation Working Groups: Operations, Pricing, and Governance,
April 1997 to December 1999. Legal & Negotiating Committee, April 1999 to December 1999.

Participant, Independent System Operator and Spot Market Working Group, Arizona
Corporation Commission, April 1997 to September 1997.

Participant, Unbundled Services and Standard Offer Working Group, Arizona Corporation
Commission, April 1997 to October 1997.

Participant, Customer Selection Working Group, Arizona Corporation Commission, March 1997
to September 1997.

Member, Stranded Cost Working Group, Arizona Corporation Commission, March 1997 to
September 1997,

Member, Electric System Reliability & Safety Working Group, Arizona Corporation
Commission, November 1996 to September 1998.

Chairman, Salt Palace Renovation and Expansion Committee, Salt Lake County/State of
Utal/Salt Lake City, multi-government entity responsible for implementation of planning,
design, finance, and construction of an $85 million renovation of the Salt Palace Convention
Center, Salt Lake City, Utah, May 1991 to December 1994.

13
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Page 16 of 16
State of Utah Representative, Committee on Regional Electric Power Cooperation, a joint effort
of the Western Interstate Energy Board and the Western Conference of Public Service
Commissioners, January 1987 to December 1950.

Member, Utah Governor’s Economic Coordinating Committee, January 1987 to December 1990,
Chairman, Standard Contract Task Force, established by Utah Public Service Commission to
address contractual problems relating to qualifying facility sales under PURPA, March 1986 to
December 1990.

Chairman, Load Management and Energy Conservation Task Force, Utah Public Service
Commission, August 1985 to December 1990.

Alternate Delegate for Utah, Western Interstate Energy Board, Denver, Colorado, August 1985 to
December 1990.

Articles Editor, Economic Forum, September 1980 to August 1981.

16



FOR THE. OHIO EDISON COMFANY Astachment KCH-1.(OE)

Page 161
THE ERCGER CO.
COMPARISON OF COST OF SERYVICE REVENUE REQUIREMENT
WITH APFLICANT'S AND STAFF'S PROPOSED REVENUE SFREAD
AT APPLICANT'S REQUESTER REVENUE INCREASE
TEST YEAR ENDED 2/08 FORECASTED
@ () ) ) & ] ® &) (0] @ &) U]
Line Total
No. Rotall ES Gs or SEUB G ILTG  BLIG PQL  CONTRACT SOURCE
1 Raie Base 1,623,182 93,662 433,88% 75,960 12,983 52,284 75 24,726 11,993 11,7110 Stalf Report Table 1 p. 28
2 Current Revenues 546,044 J0R,155 119,322 25,371 5112 B, 048 307 71,838 4,134 731 Seaff Report Tabde 1 p. 28
3 Current Ned Income 36,861 16,262 9,539 %03 435 (1,945) 15 (36d) 424 1,592 Staff BReport Table | p. 28
Coxt of Service Resulis
4 Coat of Service Roquired Revenue 646,864 389,705 162,404 34,150 6,168 19,121 414 11,782 3,867 3,091 Saff Beport Table L p. 28
E Cosi of Service Revenue Increase 159,951 21,550 43,082 8,773 1,048 10,76 107 397 33 30 +=Ln4.Lanl
6 Percent Inerease 32.85% 219.91% 3641% 34.60% 20.50% 113.76% 34.91% 49.99% 22.56% 4.66% =LlnS+Ln2
7 Rate of Beturn Index 1.0 1.000 Lo00 1.000 1.000 1000 1.000 1.000 L0800 1900 =10@®COS
ARcanr s "A" DOsSed : a4l HSOS
8 Applicant P/ Revenoe 646,864 3577 173,454 33318 2358 18,058 358 7,829 4,182 6424 Staff Depart Table 1 p. 28
9 Applicant Revewue bncrense 159,951 $9,522 34,132 43 246 9,113 9 () 18 (,107Y =Ln$-Lni
10 Pevcent Inerense 32.85% 29.05% £5.37% 31.31% 4.31% 101.37% 29.4%% =0.07% 0.42% -14.32% =Ln9+Ln2
u Applicant Net so Gross Factor - Supplementnl 1.6107T1% 1.61071% 1.610719 1610719 1.61071%  1.610719 1610719 1610719 1610719 1.6107T1% Applicamt Suppl. Schedule C-1, p. 1 of 1
12 Change in Net Income 99,304 L L 33,608 4931 153 8,658 56 (4) 11 687y =Lo9-+Llnll
13 Proposed Net Income: 136,168 81,841 43,147 5934 588 3,713 7 (368) 435 0S5 =Ln3+Lal2
14 Proposed Retura on Rate Base 8.36% B.24% 92.94% " 7.68% 4.53% T.10% 7.30% -L49% 3.63% 417% =Lln13+Lnt
15 Raie of Return Fmdex 1.000 0985 1189 0,918 0.541 0,849 0873 (0.178) 0434 L4985 =Lo L4+Ln L4 [Tetal}
16 Bovenune Requirement Ratie 1.000 0993 L0563 0976 0570 0.944 0.960 0666 0.819 0819 =Inf+La4d
R ¢
17 SiafT Proposed Revemue 646,564 39761 170,685 34,400 6,000 19,000 398 7529 2682 6,624  SenfT Report Table 1 p. 23
18 StafT Revenue Increase 159,951 £9,522 $1,363 8,428 488 10,055 91 (3] 518 (L,i07) =Lnl17-Lnl
12 Percent Increase 32.85% 29.05% 43.05% M.M% 17.37% 112.41% 19.64% -0.08% 12.53% -14.32% =Lni3+Lln2
0 Applicant Wet 4o Gross Faclor - Sapplenental L610T1Y L610T19 1.61071% 1651079 16107119 14610719 1610719 L61071% L61071% 1610719 Applicant Supph Schedule C-10, p. 1 of 1
Al Change In Net ncome 99,304 28,579 31,888 5,357 551 6,243 56 [C)) 2 B87) =Lnis+Ln20
2 Froposed Net Income 136,168 314541 41,427 6,260 988 4,298 m (568) 746 95 =Ln3+Lnl
) FProposed Roturn o8 Rate Base B.36% 8.24% 9.55% 8.24% 1.60% 3.22% 733% -149% 6.22% 417% =Ln22+Lntl
24 Rate of Heiwrn Index 1.000 0988 1142 0.985 0.908 0.983 0.877 0.178) 0743 0498  =1Ln 23 +Ln 23 [Total]
s Revenve Requirement Ratlo 1.000 0.995 1LOS1 0.996 0.974 0.994 0,961 0460 0.918 0819 =Lni17+Ln4d



THE KROGER CO,

FOR THE OHIO EMS0ON COMPANY

DERIVATION OF TABLE 2 (STAFF REPORT) REVENUE INCREASE BY RATE CLASS USING STAFF'S RECOMMENDED DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE INCREASE

WITH DERIVATION OF EACH SCHEDULE'S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RATHO AT THE TABLE 2 REVENUE INCREASE

TEST YEAR ENDED 2/88 FORECASTED

®)
Line

1 Fable 1 Ruie Baze
2 Staff's Table 2 Deferred Fued RB Ad)j.
3 Staffy Adjusted Table 1 Rate Base

4 Cuorrent Revenues

Corrent Net Incomte

Staff Deferred Fuel KOI Impact
Adjmated Current Net Income
Adjosted Rate of Return

Propased Rove;

istr. of Rev, Increase

$  StaflTable2D

10 Staff Recommended Rev. Encrease’

1 Staff Percent Increase

12 Applcant Net to Grass Factor - Smpplemental
13 Change In Net Income

14 Proposed Net Income

15 Proposed Return om Rete Base

16 Staff Tuble 2 Proposcd Revemue

17 Req'd Return @ 9.19% [Parity)

18 Chauge in Net Income Req'd nt Parity
19  Change ip Revenue Req'd a1 Parity
20 Revenme Req't at Parity

21 Tahle 2 Revenne Requivesssst Ratlo

Note 1: StaiPa dertvation of applicant's ted 1

|

®)
Total
Retall
1,628,182
{145,886)
1,481,29

486,914

36,861

12,284

19,145
3.31%

100.00%

140,164
28.79%
1610719
87,020
135,165
9,19%
621917

136,165
7,620
140,164
627,077
1,000

©

RS
993,662
(53,664)
939,998

388,155
26,262
4,488

30,750
327%

8229

26. %

1610719
51080
81,840

B8.71%
399,447

8iA07
55,657
£9,648
397,808
Lk )

o

GS
433,489
{39,397)
394,492

19,322

9,539
3,298
12,834
1185%

W llcierted

32.8¢

46,085
38.60%
1.610719
28,593
£1,07
10.50%
165377

36,263
5429
37,737
157,059
1.059

©

LE. 4
75,960
(17,524)
53,436

15372
L4806

1.3
4.05%

447T%

6,267
24.70%
1610719
3,891
6,260
10.T1%
31,639

5372
3,003
4,837

30,200
1.047

®
Gt
12,583
(5,074)
7,909

5112

1.085

adjusted for deferred fuel impact - see Staff Report - Table 2.

@®

o1y
52,184

26.962)
25,322

8945

1,545
1,285
310

1L2%

4.58%

6,423
A%
1610719
3,988
47297
16.97%
13368

2,328
2,018
3280
12,195
1260

[ 1] )] k)

ILTG BIG EOL CONTEACT

978 24,726 11,99 21,710
{134) {745) 15 (3,170
s 23,981 1,778 18,540

307 7,835 4,134 77

15 (364) o4 1,592

n 62 18 265

2 (302} W2 1,857
3% -126% 3TS%  L00%
0.05% -0.08% 035% -1.09%
73 (105) 489 (1,534)
1% -136% 183%  -19.84%
LEI0TIS  L6107I9 1610709 1610719
d5 (56 M %)

n (369 746 905
8.50% -1.53% 633% 4.88%
380 7,729 4,623 6,197

” 2,204 1,083 1,704
st 2,506 o1 153)
82 4,037 1,032 246)

389 115712 5,166 7485
0976 0.651 0.895 0128

Attachment KCH-2 (OE)
Page10f1

m

Staff Report Table 1 p, 23
Statf Report Table 2 p 29
=kxl4Ia2

Staff Report Table 1 p. 23

Staff Report Table 1 p. 28
Staif Report Table 2 p. 19
=los+Llaé
=La7+La3

Stalf Report Table 2 p. 22

=ColL()xLn9
minld+Iad

Applicant Suppl. Schednle C-10, p. 1 of L
=Lnl0+1mll

=La7+Ln13

=[ml4+La3d

=Lad+LalD

=Ln3ds%19%
=Lnl7-LaT7
=Inifxlni2
=Ln4+Lal%
=Lnlé+La2zd



FOR THE OHI{ EPISON COMPANY Attachment KCH-3 (OF)

Page Lofl
THE KROGER CC,
DERIVATION OF STAFF UPPER & LOWER BOUND REVENUES BY RATE CLASS USING STAFF'S RECOMMENDED DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE INCREASE
WITH DERIVATION OF EACH SCHEDULE'S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RATIO AT STAFF'S RECOMMENDED REVENUY, INCREASE
TEST YEAR ENDED 2/08 FORECASTED
) b © [0)] © (] (3] (b} (0] G ® (]
Line Total
No. Rstail RS GS§ GE GSUB GI ILTG SLIG POL CONTRACT SOURCE
1 Table1RateBase L6288 093462 433,880 75960 12,983 52,284 Fred uns 11,993 21,710  Staff Beport Table 1 p. 28
2z Staff's Table 2 Deferred Fuel RB Adj. (146.886) (53664) (39397) (1754 5,079  {26362) (134 (745) 215) (3,170)  StaffReport Table 2 p. 2%
3 AEIRue Base Ad), (02,233}  (118,108) (33,060) (5,024) (L1823} (3,923) iy 3,608y @78 (3,541} SeeNoteX
L) Stafls Schedule A-1 Rate Base 1,279,063 811,890 341,432 50412 6,727 21,499 7ne 20376 10,000 15,999 =Inl+lu2+in3
5  Currem Revemoes 436514 W15 119322 25372 112 8,945 307 7,535 4,134 7,731 Staff Repori Table 1 p. 28
¢  Currem Net Income 36,861 26,262 9,530 95 438 (1,945 s (364) 44 1,502  StalfRepuri Table1 p. 28
7 Biaff Defevred Fuel NOJ Lnpact 12,284 4,43 3,295 1,466 424 2,255 11 62 18 265 Stafi Report Table 2 p. 29
§  Add'lRate Base Adj. NOI Impact @ 2.06% 18322 11,597 4,307 77 167 Y3 10 =7 151 230 =La3xspe%
9  Adjusted Carreat Net Income 67,467 42,356 17,641 3,096 173 §56 k"3 25 3 2087 =Lné+La7+Lud
1% Adjusted Ratde of Redurn S27% £22% 517% &.14% 14.37% 3% 4.95% 0.12% 8.03% 13.05% =Lad%<+1lnd
Steaf's Propoged Revenug Spregd
11 Staff Recom mended Distr. of Rev. Increase 0000%  SETM  3184% 1.45% .14% 4.56% 0.03% 0.00% 0.35% -L0%%  StaffReport p. 30
LUPPER BOUND
12 Staff Upper Bownd Recommended Rev. Increase 68,624 38,324 11,551 2,920 n 2,592 B [ 230 M5 =CoL(h)xLlall
13 Siaff Upper Bound FPexcent Bacrease 13.48% I2.50% 18.06% 11.51% 1.80% 33.45% 10.69% 0.00% 5.56% 925% =Lni2+Las
14 Applicant Net 10 Groas Facter - Supplamental LEIOTI9 1610719 1610719 161071  L610OTI9  L61OTLY 1610719 1610719  1.616H9  LG10T19  Applicant Suppl. Schedule C-10, . 1 of 1
15 Change in Net Inceme 40,742 23,915 13,350 1,813 57 1,858 20 ] 143 (444) =Lol2+Laoi4
16 Upper Hound Net Income 108,209 66,272 31,021 4,909 1,613 2,514 L1 23 6 1,843 =Lo%+1n1s
17 Proposed Retern ou Rate Base 8.46% 8.16% 9,09% 9.74%  15.11%  11.69% T78% 0.12% 746%  1027% =Lolé+Ln4
13 Staif Upper Bound Proposed Revesme 552,537 346,676 140,873 28293 5204 11,937 340 7,835 4,364 7016 =LoS5+lal2
1%  Reg'd Return @ 8.46% [Parity] 108,209 68,686 26,885 4,265 569 1,819 ] 1,724 846 1353  =Lo4xR46%
20 Change in Net Income Req'd at Parity 40,742 26,338 11,244 1,162 @97 1,163 25 1,699 243 (73d) =Lo19-Lu?®
21 Change In Revenue Req'd i Parity 65,624 1,410 18,111 1,883 (640) 1,573 41 277 I (,182) =LaZéxLnid
prad Revenue Requirement st Parity 552,537 350,565 137,433 27,255 4472 10,838 k] 10,572 4,525 6,549 =Lla%$+Ila2l
23 5iaff Upper Boand Revenue Requirememt Ratio 1.000 0.989 1028 L4038 1164 1104 (X2 0741 0964 1071 =Lulf+Lp22
LOWER BOUND
24 StalfLower Bound Recommended Rev. Increase %6839 33423 18,699 2,534 80 2,506 28 ) 199 62f) =Col.(MyxLall
25 Staff Lower Bound Percent Increase 11.69% 10.85% 15.67% 9.99% 1.56% 29.08% 9.27% 0.00% 4.B82% $.03% =Lu2d+Lns
26  Applicant Net to Gross Factor - Supplemental LEI0719 1610719 1610719 1610718  LGIOTIS  L610719 1610719 1610719  LGIOTI® 1610719  Applicant Suppl. Schedule C-10, p. 1 of 1
27 Chaonge in Net Income 35350 20,751 11,609 i513 49 1612 13 1] 124 (385) =Le2d+Ln26
28 Lower Bsand Net Incame 102,817 63,107 29,250 4,669 1,016 2,268 54 25 27 1,72 =la%+Lal?
2% Propoted Beturn sn Rate Base $.04% % 1.57% 926%  1510%  10.55% T41% 0.12% T27%  1064% =Lu28+Lnd
30  SisifLower Bound Preposed Revenue 543,852 341,578 138,21 27,906 5,192 11,541 135 7,835 4333 710 =LaS+Lla24
31 Req'd Retara @ 3.04% [Parity] HI2,%17 65,264 27,446 4,052 541 1,724 59 1,638 804 1,286 =Lu 43 804%
32 Change in Net Income Keq'd at Parity 35350 23,907 9,305 o5y (426} 1,072 2 1,613 201 (801) =La3l-Lx?
33 Chbange in Revenue Req'd at Parity 56,939 36,897 15,793 1,541 (686} 1,17 3 2,59% 323 (1,291} =La32xLulé
kF ) Revenue Reguiremend i Parity . 543882 345,052 135,118 26,913 4,426 10,672 343 10,433 4,457 6,440 =]uS+La33d
35  StaffLower Bonad Revenue Requirement Ratho 1.000 0,990 1022 1037 1173 1.081 0978 0.751 X, 1104 =Lx30+Lo34

Neke 1 Staff's lower and apper bounds derived in Staff Report - Schedule A-1, p. 91.
Node 2: The additional rete base adjustnent of (5202.2M) is aHocated to ench class wsing each schedules share of nox-RCP rate bxze shown In Applicant’s cost of vexvice siudy (See Volnme IEL p. 43)



FOR THE OHIOQ EDISON COMPANY Attachment KCH-4 (OE)
Pagelof2

Kroger Recommended Distribution of Revenue Requirement

RS 62.26%
GS 26.37%
GP 5.05%
GSUB 0.85%
GT 2.45%
TL 0.06%
SL 1.23%
POL 0.74%
Confraci 0.99%,

160.00%

Source: Kroger Direct Attachment KCH-4, p. 2 of 2, L. 12,



THE KROGER COQ,

FOR THE OHIQ EDISON COMPANY

Adtachneont KCH-4 (OE)
Page 2 of 2

DERIVATION OF KROGER'S RECOMMENDED UPPER & LOWER BOUND REVENUES BY BATE CLASS USING STAFF'S TARLE 2 RATE SCHEDULE REVENUE REQUIREMENT PERCENTAGE
WITH PERIVATION OF EACH SCHEDULE'S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RATIO AT STAFF'S RECOMMENDED REVENUE INCREASE

TEST YEAR ENDPED 248 FORECASTED

(a) () (e}
Line Total
No. Retall RS
1 Table 1 Rate Base 1,628,152 5,662

2 Staffs Table 2 Deferred Fuel RB Ad). (I46,386)  (53,664)
3 Add’l Rute Base Adj. (205,233 (128,104)
4 Staff's Schedule A-1 Rate Base 1,279,063 811,590
L4 Current Revenuey 496914 308,185
[3 Curreat Net Income 36,861 26,262
T Staff Deferved Puel NOX 12,284 4,488
8 Add'l Rate Base Ad]. NOT Impact @ 9.06% 18,322 11,607
9 Adjusted Current Net Inosme 6T A67 42,356
i0 Adjusted Rate of Return 527% S22%
Kregar Pro i Rever
11 Staff Recommendod Table 2 Reveawe Incresse 627,078 390,448
12 Percest of Total Revenue Requirememt 100.00% 52.26%
UFFER BOUND
13 Kroger Upper Bonad R ded Rer. | a5.a24 35a81
14 Krpger Vpper Bound Percent Increase 13.43% 11.64%
15 Applicant Net to Giross Factor - Supplemental 1510719 1.618719%
16 Change iu Ned [ncome 40,743 2276
17 Upper Bound Net Income 108210 4,633
18 Praposed Return om Rate Base £.16% 7.96%
19 Kroger Upper Boumd Proposed Revenue 332,538 344,036
20 Req'd Return (@ 3.46% [Farity] 103210 68,687
11 Change in Net Income Req'd at Farity 40,743 26,330
Frd Change in Revenue Req'd st Parity 65626 42,411
n Reveaue Reg't at Parlty 551.53% 350,566
M Staff Upper Bound Revenue Reqnirement Ratie 1.000 0.981
LOWER BQUND
15 Kroger Lower Bound R ded Rov. s 56,939 30474
16 Kroger Lower Bound Percent Increase 11.69% 2.39%
17 Applicant Net to Groas Factor - Sapplemeninl 1610719 1510719
28 Change in Net Income 35,351 18,919
1% Lower Bound Net Income 102,819 61,276
30 Proposed Retwrn om Raie Base 8.04% 1.85%
3 Kroger Lower Bound Proposed Revenne 343,453 138,629
k7] Req'd Return @ 8.04% jParity] 102,819 65,264
33 Changein Net Income Req'd at Parity 35351 22,908
34 Change in Revexue Req'd st Parity 56,941 36,898
35 Revene Req't at Farity 543,854 345,053
36 Staff Lower Bound Revemne Bequirement Katio 1.000 0,981

Note 1: Siaif's bwer and wpper beauds extracied from Stafl Report - Schedule A=A, p. 91,

(@

GS
433,889
(39.397)
33,0601
341,452

119,322

17,641
517%

165,378
26.37T%

26,398
22.12%
1810719
16,389
34,030
9.97%
148,720

28,836
11,245
18,012
137,434
1.060

24,107
20.29%
L610719
14,967
32,608
9.55%
143,429

27446
2,805
15,794
135,116
1062

10)]

G
75,960
(17,524)
(8.024)
S 412

14%

31,639
5.05%

2,506
9.88%
1610719
1,356
4652
9.23%
27,878

1,169

®

5317
0.55%

427)
1610719

™
10,42%

(640)

1.047

(s01)

«9,80%
1610719

G11)
G55

2.74%
4,611

s41
(426)
(686)

4426

1042

®

[* §
52,284
26,962)

15,348
2.45%

51.38%
1.6M0712

3,510
16.35%
13,541

1,819
1,163

10,818
1252

49.00%
1.51071%
2,721

15.71%
13318

1,728
1,072
1,727
10,572
1.24%

(h) [ ®

ILIG SLTG POL  CONTRACT

9715 24,726 11,993

(134 (745) Qs

(112) (3,605} (1,775

9 20376 10,000

307 7,835 4,134

15 (64} 24

1 62 18

19 327 161

36 25 )

1.96% 0.12% 3%

380 1,729 4,623

0.06% 1253% 074%

28 (1,025) (60)

%.05%  -13.08% -146%

LE0TI9 1610719 1410719

17 (535) 3%

54 (612) 566

7.35% 3.00% 5.66%

35 6,810 407

62 1,724 246

25 1,699 243

a 2,737 m

348 10,572 4,525

0.962 0.544 0.900

23 (1,132) (125)

134%  -14.45% 301%

LEINTIY  LEIOTEY 1610719

14 (703) (k)

50 (%78} 526

6.90% 333% 526%

330 6,703 4,009

] 1,638 304

22 1,613 201

36 2,598 .rx

3 10,43 4457

0961 0642 0.900

&)

21,7110
3,170)
(2,541)
15,99

7,731

1,592
2658

2,087
13.05%

6,197
099%

{2.271)
-2937%
1.61071%
(1419
T8
£424%
5,460

1353
(734)
(1,182)

6,549

0.834

2,256)
-30.48%
1610719

(1,463)
624

3.90%
3375

1,286
{B01)
(1,251)
6,440
0.835

Note 2: The additiona] rate base adjustment of ($202.20) is allocated to each class uslug each schedales share of noa-RCP rate base shown In Applicant's cest of service study (See Volume III, p. 43).

o

SOURCE
Staff Report Table 1 p. 28
Staff Report Table 2 p. 29
See Note 2
=Lsl+En2+1lnd

Staff Heport Table 1 p. 28

Siaf¥ Report Table 1 p. 28
Staff Repori Table 2 p. 29
=La3x 906%
=Lla&+La7+Ln8
=Ln9+End

Sisff Report Table 2 p. 29
mLa 11 +La 11 {Tatsl]

=Lln1?-In3

=lpi3+Laj

Applicant Sappl. Schednle C-10, p. 1 081
=Laid~rLals

=Ln%+1Lals

=Lai7+La4

=Col. (byx1n 12

=Lad4xi46%
=lal0-1a9
=lalixLni3
=la5+Lall
=Inl9+1a23

=Ladl-1as

=Lu25+Luns

Applieant Suppl. Schednle C-10, p. 1881
=Ln25+La27

min9+Lal8

=Llal?+Lo4d

=Col.(b)xLa 12

=In4x3M%
min3Z-Ln9
=La33x1niy
=Lla5+La3d
=La31+La3s



FOR THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY Atiachment KCH-1 (TE)

Pagel of1
THE KROGER CO.
COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE REVENUE REQUIREMENT
WITH APFLICANT'S AND STAFF'S PROFOSED REVENUE SPREAD
AT APPLICANT'S REQUESTED REVENUE INCREASE
TEST YEAR ENDED 2/08 FORECASTED
®) ) © {d) ] o ® (h) o i)} &) o
Liwe Total .
No. Retail RS 68 GP GSUB [e3 ILIG  BLIG POL  CONTRACT
1 Rate Base 531,149 316,556 147427 21,517 954 11,889 219 20,022 3,488 9,083  Siaff Report Table 1 p. 28
2 Curresi Revenwes 146,841 B4,525 5171 10,054 385 2,404 18 5,693 1,364 [3,676)  Staff Repart Table 1 p. 28
3 Corrent Net Income 212 (3:404) 5,144 1,439 i11 (3%1) 2 359 04 (3,892)  Stnff Report Table 1 p, 28
Cost of Service Results
4 Cost of Bervice Required Revenue 27,574 132,790 $6,737 18,641 338 4625 % 2,013 1,508 3,827 Staff Report Table 1 p. 28
5 Cost of Service Ravenue Incrense TLAD 48,265 11,466 587 50) 1121 22) 1,320 142 7503 =La4-Ln2
6 Percent incresse 48.88% 5T.10% 25.33% 5.34% =12.90"% 92.38% -18.65% 13.19% 10.44% -204.11% =La3+Lnl
7 Kate of Return Index 1.000 1.008 1.0 1.000 1000 1.000 L0090 1.000 1,000 1000 =1.0@ COS
3 217,574 114,064 80,767 13,448 451 4775 131 5,628 1,363 (2,584)  Staff Report Table L p. 28
8 71,433 29,539 35,496 3,394 63 1,5m 1 ) L 1,022 =La8-Ln2
10 48.89°% kLR e 78.41% 33.76% 16.26% T1.B2% 11.43% =1.14% -0.05% 30.53% =La?+in2
1t Applicant Net to Gross Pactor - Supplemental 1612474 15612474 1612474  L612474 1612474 1612474  L6I2474 1612474 1612474 1612474 Applicast Suppl. Schedule C-10, p. 1 of 1
12 Chengein Net Income 44,300 18,319 22,014 2,103 » 1,160 3 (40) ) 696 =La%+Lnil
13 Proposed Net Income 44,512 14,915 17258 3544 150 ™ L] 819 204 3,096) =Ln3+Lnl2
14 Froposcd Return on Rate Base 838% 4.71% 18.49% 1647% 15.74% 6.55% 18.43% 4.09% 5.84% 3519% =Lal3~+Lal
15 Eate of Return Index 1.000 0.562 2.206 1.963 1278 0.782 .19% 0,488 0.696 4.199) =L=14+Ln 14 [Total]
16 Revenue Requirement Ratio 1.000 0.859 1414 1264 1335 0,924 1.3 0.802 0.905 (05667) =La8+Ln4
17 Staff Proposed Reveane 21750 129,432 67,399 114448 451 4,278 132 5618 1,364 (2,554) Staff Report Table 1 p. 23
18 Staff Revemue Increase T1,433 44,807 22,128 1,394 63 1871 14 (65) a 1,122 =Le}T-Ln2
19 Percent Increase 48.58% 53.13% 48.88% 13.87% 16.24% TT.83% 11.86% -1.14% 0.00% 30.52% =Lmnl3+Ln2
20 Applicant Net to Gress Factor - Supplemental 1.612474 1612474 1612474 1612474 1612474 1602474 1612474 1.612474 1.612474 1612474  Applicami Swppl. Schedule C-10, p. 1 0f 1
23 Change in Net Income 44,300 27,850 13,723 365 s 1,160 9 (40) i} 496 =En 18+Ln 20
22 Proposed Net Income 44,512 24,446 18,967 2,304 150 e 41 B19 204 (3196) =En3+Ln2l
23 Proposed Hetwrn vn Ratc Base 3.38% TTI% 12.87% 10.71% 15,73% 6.56% 18.58% 4.0%% 535% -33.1%% =Llan22+Lnl
24 Raie of Return Inidex 1.000 0.922 1.538 1277 1877 @782 2217 0.488 0.698 4.199) =1Ln 23+ Ln 23 [Toial]

25 Revenue Requirement Ratio 1.000 0.975 1.188 1076 1338 0924 1378 0502 .50 ©.667) =Lnl7~+Ln4



THE KROGER CO.

FOR THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY

DERIVATION OF TAELE 2 (STAFF REPORT) REVENUE INCREASE BY RATE CLASS USING STAFF'S RECOMMENDED DISTEIBUTION OF REVENUE INCREASE
'WITH DERIVATION OF EACH SCHEDULE'S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RATIO AT THE TAELE 2 REVENUE INCREASE

TEST YEAR ENDED 2103 FORECASTED

O
Lime
No.
1 Table 1 Rate Base
2 Stafl's Table 2 Deferred Fuel RE Adj.
3 Staff's Adjmted Tahie 1 Rate Base

4 Curresl Revenues

5 Currewt Net Iacome

[ Staff Deferred Focl NOL Impact
7 Adjusted Current Net Income

R Adjusted Rade of Return

s

L] Stalf Tahle 2 Distr., of Rev. Increase

10  StaffRecommended Rev. Increase’
11 Staff Percent Increase

1z Applicant Net to Gross Facter - Supplemental

13 Change in Net Income

14 Proposed Net Income

15 Proposed Returm on Rate Base
16 Staff Table 2 Proposed Revenue

17 Req'd Returs @ 9.08% [Parity)

18 Change iz Net Income Req'd af Parity

1% Change iz Reveame Rey'd at Parity
20 Reveane Roy't at Paricy
21 Table 2 Bevenue Requirement Eatio

E00.00%

by
Total

Retall
01,142
{41,113)
490,056

146,k40

212

65,877
45.08%
1612474
40,855
4512
9.08%
212,018

44,512
40,855
65,877
211,014
1.000

{c}

RS
316,550

(12,687)
363,863

E.56%

4319
51.10%
1612474
24,785
24,448
8.04%
127,117

24,601
2994
an 281
131,506
0.962

@ © ] @®

G8 GP GSUB LT §
147427 21,517 984 i1,88%
(AL3E)  (5,467) (1) (R893)
136,066 16,050 440 1997
4827 10,054 338 2,404
5244 1,43% 11 (381)
952 458 43 T48
6,196 1,897 154 I64
4.55% 11L82% 35.0:% 12.15%

099%  -0.01% 1.02%

20,592 &5 ) 669
45.49% 6A2%  -L66%  27.85%
1.612474 1.612474 L.612474 L&12474
12,7 405 “ a5
15,967 2304 150 779
13.94% 1435% 3d.01% 26.00%
65,363 10,709 62 3,073
12,350 1,438 40 m
6,163 @39) a o2
9,938 (708) (184) (148)
53,209 9,345 104 2,356
L1953 1146 1870 1,362

Note 1: Staff's derivation of applicant’s requested increase sdjusted for deferred fnel impact ~ sce Staff Report - Table 2.
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0.00%

13
H.15%
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#
19.94%

138

13
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e
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1378

28,822

(256)
19,766

5,693

859
21
445%

-0.18%

(100)
-L75%
1612474
(62)
819
414%
5593

1,79%

ns
1475
7,168
0. 780

» &

3488 9,083
{65) (1,856)
3423 7227
1,364 ,676)
204 3.892)

] 156

209 (3,736)
612%  SLT0%
LA1% 1.32%
) 8T
D64%  23.70%
1.612474 1612474
() 540
204 (3,196)
196% 4%
1,355 (2.805)
3 656
0 4393
164 7,083
1,528 3407
0887 0823}
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O

BinfF Report Table 1 p. 28
Staff Report Table 2 p. 29
=Ink+Ln2

§taff Report Table 1 p. 28

Staff Report Table 1 p. 28
Staff Report Table 2 p. 29
=Ln%+Laé
=LaT+Llod

Staff Report Table 2 p. 29

=Col (b} xLa 9
oLlal0+Lod
Applcant Suppl. Sehedule C-10, p. 1 of 1
=Lol0+Lai2
=la7+Lal3
=Lol4+Ln3
=La4+Lu 10

=Lu3x9.08%
=In17-La?
=Lni18xLn12
=La4+Lal?
=Lalé+Ln20
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FOR THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY Attachment KCH-3 (TE)

Page1of1
THE KROGER CO,
DERIVATION OF STAFF UPPER & LOWER BOUND REVENUES BY RATE CLASS USING STAFF'S RECOMMENDED DISYRIBUTION OF REVENUE INCREASE
WITH DERFVATION OF EACH SCHEDULE'S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RATIO AT STAFF'S RECOMMENDED REVENUE INCREASE
TEST YEAR ENIIED 208 FORECASTED
(x) (b} © C]] © (] ® )] @ @ k) (L))
Line Total
Ne. Retail RS G8 cP GSUB &  ILIG _IG FOL  CONTRACT
1 Table1 Rate Base 551,149 316550 147,07 21,517 954 11,889 219 20,022 3,488 0,083 Siaff Report Table 1 p. 28
1 StaiTs Table 2 Deferred Fusl KB Adj. AL113) (12687 (11,361) 3,467 (51d) .89 1% (256) “5 (1,856}  SixiT Report Table 2 p. 29
3 Add'ERate Basc Adj. (3740)  (B303)  (14618) (1,744 1) (366) an @M 20 (21)  SeeNote2
4 Staffs Schedule A-1 Rate Base 436,206 170,560 121,448 14,306 389 1,631 182 17237 3,006 6406 =Lal+Iim2+Ln3
£ Carrent Revenues 146,141 84,525 45371 10,054 368 2404 118 5,693 1,364 (3,676)  Staff Report Table 1 p. 28
6 Current Net Income 212 (3.A04) 5244 1,439 1 (381) »n a5 204 (3892)  Stafi Report Table 1 p. 28
7 Swuff Deferred Fuel NOT hapact 3448 1,063 952 458 43 48 1 21 5 156 Staff Report Table 2 p, 29
8 Add'| Rase Base Adj. NOI Impact @ 8.95% 4310 2,981 1,308 156 5 33 2 214 3 74 =Lo3x805%
9 Adjustad Current Net Income 8,467 540 7,504 2083 159 397 35 1,095 247 @663) =Lo6+IaT+Ins
10 Adjusted Eate of Return 1.94% 034% GAS%  1438%  40.84%  13.00%  1937% £30% 823%  57.18% =Lo%+Lad
Y Propexa ] Spred
11 Staff Recommended Disir. of Rev. Increase 100.00%  65.58%  31.18% 1.00% 0.00% 1.08% 0.08% 0.00% A00% 137%  Stafi Report p, 30
UPPER BOUND )
12 Staff Upper Bound Recomneended Rev, Increase 53,522 35,087 16,688 535 o 535 0 o 0 706 =Cal.(byxLall
13 Staff Upper Bound Percest Incresse 3662%  41.48% 36.86% 531% DO%  22.26% 0.00% 0.00% 000%  -1932% =Lat2+La$
B4 Applcant Net to Groes Fector - Supplementsl 1612474 1612474 1612474 1612474  LGIZ474 1612474 LGI2474 1612474 1612474 1612474 Applicant Suppl. Schedule C-10,p. 1 of1
15 Change in Net Income 3,193 21,741 10,349 332 o 33 0 0 0 438 =Ln12+La4
16 Upper Bound Net Income 41,660 21,381 17884 2,388 159 e 35 1,085 247 3225 <=La%+Llals
17 Proposed Retnrn on Rate Base 9,55% 827% 14T JAST% MBA% 2TTI%  1937% 630% 223%  -5034% =Lnl6+Las
18 StaffUpper Bound Proposed Revenue 199663 119,882 61,959 10,589 ans 2,939 118 5,693 1,364 @97) =LoS+Lal2
19  Req'd Retmrn @ 9.55% [Parity) 1,660 2855 11,597 1,366 ar 251 17 1,659 287 612 =Ln4x055%
20 Change ln Net Income Req'd at Parity 33,193 25,195 4,092 {687 am) (146 (18) 564 40 4275 cLnl19-La¥
21 Changein Beveane Req'd at Parity 53,522 40,626 6,599 (1,108) (196) @35} 9 908 64 680 =In20xLai4
22 Revenue Requirement ot Purity 199,663 125,151 51,870 8,946 192 2,169 88 6,602 1,418 3217 =La§+Lln21
23 Staff Upper Bound Revenne Requirement Ratio 1.000 0956 1195 1154 2,021 1355 1323 0.862 0.955 0.923) =Lnis+Lsz2
LOWER BEOUND
24 Stafl Lower Boand Recommended Rev. Increase 50,538 35,102 15,758 508 ° 5085 0 0 0 667 =Col@)xLa 1l
25 Staff Lower Bound Percent Increase 3488%  3006%  I4B1% £.03% 0.00%  21.02% 0.00% 0.00% 000%  -1815% =La2d+ia$
26 Applicant Net &0 Gross Factor - Swpplemental LEI4T4 1612474 1612474 1612474 L612474 1612474 1612474 1612474 1612474 1682474 Applicant Supp). Schedule C-10, p. 1 of 1
27 Changein Net Income 31,342 20,520 9 a3 0 313 ] [ 0 414 =Lu2d<Lazs
28 Lower Bonnd Net Income 39,909 21,169 17277 2367 159 0 35 1,095 247 (3,249 =La9%+La2T
29 FPreposed Return on Rate Base 2.02% 7281%  1423%  1654%  4084%  27.00%  19.37% 530% 823%  S07T2% =LalS+In4
30 Staff Lower Bernd Propssed Revesve 196,679 117,627 61,029 10,459 k! 2,509 113 5,693 1,364 3,000 =LaS+Ln24
31 Req'd Return @ 9.12% [Parity] 30,809 24,687 11,081 1,305 35 240 17 1,585 274 B4 =Ladx912%
32 Changeim Net Income Req'd at Parity 31342 24047 3577 48 (123) (157 % 490 n 4247 =La3l-La9%
33 Change in Revenne Req'd at Parity 50,538 T 5,768 {1,206) (19%) 253) (30) 701 o 6849 =La32xLn2s
34 Revenne Reguirement at Parity 196,679 123,300 51,030 8,348 139 2,15 58 6,484 1407 3171 =LaS+Lad3
35  StalTLower Bound Revenur Requirement Ratio 1,000 0.954 119 1193 2050 1353 1342 0.378 0.3 948 =1n30+La34

Nute 1z Siaif's lower and spper bounds derived in Siaff Report - Schedule A-1, p. 92,
Note 2: The addifienal rate base adjustaeent of ($53.TM) is aliocated to each class nsing eath schadules share of noa-RCP rate base shown in Applicant's cost of service study (See Volumne I, . 34).



FOR THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY Attachment KCH-4 (TE)
Page 1 0f2

Kroger Recommended Distribution of Revenue Requirement

RS 60.24%
GS 31.07%
GP 5.05%
GSUB 0.18%
GT 1.45%
TL 0.66%
SL 2.64%
POL 0.64%
Contract -1.32%

100.00%

Source: Kroger Direct Attachment KCH-4, p. 2 of 2, L. 12.



FOR THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY Attachment KCH-4 (TE)

Fage2of2
THE KROGER C(.
DERIVATION OF KROGER'S RECOMMENDED UPPER & LOWER BOUND REVENUES BY BATE CLASS USING STAFF'S TABLE 2 RATE SCHEDULE REVENUE REQUIREMENT PERCENTAGE
WITH DERIVATION OF EACH SCHEDULE'S REVENUE REQUIREMENT RATI) AT STAFF'S RECOMMENDED REVENUE INCREASE
TEST YEAR ENDED 2408 FORECASTED
Q) ®) © ) © () ® () ® o %) m
Line Toal
Ne. Retail RS GS @ GSUB GI ILIG SLTG EOL CONTRACY BOVRCE
1 Tahle 1 Rate Base 531,149 316,5%0 147,427 21,517 954 11,589 219 28,022 3,488 9,083  Seaff Report Tae 1 p. 28
2 5taf's Table 2 Deferred Fuel BB Adj. (41,113 {12,687} {11,361) (5467} 314 {3,892) [LE)] (1%6) [(] (1,856)  Sunff Report Table 2 p, 29
3 Add'l Rate Buse Adj. (53,740} 33,303) {14,618) (1,744} (51} @8) 22y 2.384) (420) (821) ° SeeNote2
4 Staff's Schednle A-1 Rte Base 434,296 270,560 21,448 14,306 389 2,631 it -] 17472 3,003 6406 =Lni+Ln2+Lsl
% Curreat Revenues 145,141 84,525 45,271 10,054 3ss 2,404 118 4,693 1,364 (3,676)  Suaff Report Table 1 p. 23
[ Current Net Income 2z (348d) 5244 1,439 11 (381) 32 859 204 {3,852} Siaff Report Table 1 p. 23
T Staf¥ Deferred Fuel NOI Impact 3,445 1063 952 458 43 45 1 21 5 156 Staff Report Table 2 p. 29
3 Add'E Rxie Base Adj, NOI Impact @ $.95% 4,310 191 1508 156 5 3 2 214 k13 4 =La3x395%
s Adijnsted Coarrent Net Bncomes 8,467 &40 7,504 1,053 159 397 35 1,095 247 (3,663 =Ls6+Lo7+1lu8
10 Adjusted Rate of Redurn 1.94% 0.14% 6.18% 14.35% 40.54% 15.09% 19.57% 5.50% 8.23% -57.18% =La%+Lmd4
proger Lroposed Revesys SPneng
n Staff Recommended Table I Revenve Increase 112,018 127,718 &5,854 10,709 a2 3073 130 559 1,358 (2,805)  Staff Report Tablk: 2 p. 29
12 Percent of Total Revenwe Requirement 106.00% £0.24% 3LOT% 5.05% 0.18% 1.45% 0.06% 2.64% 0.64% -132% =L 11 +Ln 11 [Total]
UFPER POUND
13 Krager Upper Bound Recommended Rev. Increase 53,522 35,750 16,755 ) | 29) 490 4 {416) (88 1,05 =Lol9-1ln$
14 Kreger Upper Bound Percent Increase 36.62% 42.30% 31.01% 031% “730% 20.40% 3.73% -1.47% -6.43% -28.15% =Lunl3+Ln3
15 AppBEcant Net to Gross Factor - Supplessental 1612474 1612474 1.612474 1.612474 1612474 1.612474 1.612474 1.612474 L6E2474 1612474 Applicant Suppl, Schedule C-10, p. 1 of 1
16 Chazge in Net Income 33,19 2,17 1391 | 1) (18 o4 3 264) (5] 642 =Lati+Lnis
17 Upper Bound Net hicome 41,661 22,811 17,895 2073 141 0% E 31 193 (3,021) =ILn9+Lxls
18 Propisod Retarm on Rate Base 2.55% 8.43% 14.73% 14.49% 36.26% 26.63% 2087% 4.78% 6.42% 41T =Ia17+Lnd
14 Ereger Upper Bound Proposed Revenue 199,663 120278 62,026 10,085 s 2,894 122 5267 1,276 2,641) =Col.(b)xLla12
2 Req'd Return @ #.35% [Parity] 41,660 25,838 11,597 1,366 » 151 17 1,659 187 612 =Lodx955%
21 Change in Nei Income Req'd xi Parity 33,193 25,193 4,092 (687) {122} {146} {18%) 564 40 4,275 =Ta20-In9
2 Change in Reveane Req'd at Parity 53,523 40,626 6,599 (1,108) {196} (23%) [r-)] %10 64 6893 =Ln21xLals
13 Revenue Req's at Parity 199,564 12515 AL870 8,946 192 1,169 8 6,603 1,428 3217 =Lla3+Ilal2
24 Staff Upper Bound Revenwe Requirement Ratio 1.000 961 1.196 1,127 1.8T2 1334 137 0798 0294 (0821) =inl19+Ln23
LOWER BOUND
25 Kruger Lower Bound Recommended Rev. Inerease 50,538 335 15,827 (120 34) 147 3 (s04) amn 1074 =Lajl-Tn%
6 Kreger Lower Bound Percent Increase 34.58% 40.07% 34.96% =1.19% -3.78% 18.60% 2.19% -8.86% T H3% -2922% =Lu2S5+LnS
27 Applicant Net to Gross Fattor - Supplemental 1612474 1612474 1612474  L612474 1612474 1612474  1.612474 1612474  L612474 1612474  Applicant Swppl. Schedale C-19, p. L o L
18 Change in Net Income 3342 21,056 8816 ()] Qn 2177 1 313) (66) 66 =Lu25+La2?
29 Lawer Hound Net Income 39,509 21,696 17320 1,279 138 674 N T8 181 (2,997} =Ln3+Ln28
30 Propased Return ox Rate Rase 2.12% L02% 14.26% 13.53% I5A% 25.83% 0.4% 4.830% 6.02% ~46.78% =Ln29-+Ln4
] Kreger Lower Bound Proposed Revenue 196,579 103,477 61,008 9934 354 2,851 121 5,189 1,257 {2,60Z) =Col.{byxlall
2 Req'd Retarn @ %.12% [Parity] 39,509 14,687 11,81 1,308 35 240 17 1,585 174 584 <=Londx%12%
33  Change in Nei Income Rey'd at Parity 31,342 24,047 3,577 (748) (123} (157 i 490 27 4247 =Ln3z-Ln9
34 Change in Revenue Req'd at Parity 0,539 34,775 5,768 (1,208) 199 (233} (30 ki | 4 6849 =Ln3iSrlei?
3 Revenue Req's st Parity 196,680 123,300 51,059 £.843 189 1,151 5 6483 1,407 3173 =LaS+LlnM
38 Staff Lower Bownd Revenne Requirement Ratio L300 0951 1.1%7 3.123 1.870 1325 1371 0.800 8803 0520) =Lndi+La3S

Note 1: 5taff's lower and upper bousds extracted from Siaff Report - Schedule A-1, p. 92.
Note 2: The addltlonal rate base adjustmont of (553.7M) Is allocted to each clnss using each schedules share of non-RCF rate base shown in Applicant’s eost of sexvice siudy (See Volume ITI, p. 34).



