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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN J. BARON

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Stephen J. Baron. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates,

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

Georgia 30075.

What is your occupation and by who are you employed?

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

planning, and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Please describe briefly the nature of the consulting services provided by

Kennedy and Associates.

Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric and gas utility
industries. Our clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consumers.
The firm provides expertise in system planning, load forecasting, financial analysis,
cost-of-service, and rate design. Curfent clients include the Georgia and Louisiana
Public Service Commissions, and industrial consumer groups throughout the United

States.
Please state your educational background.

I graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high
honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and
Computer Science. In 1974, I received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also
from the University of Florida. My areas of specialization were econometrics,
statistics, and public utility economics. My thesis concerned the development of an
econometric model to forecast electricity sales in the State of Florida, for which I

received a grant from the Public Utility Research Center of the University of

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Florida. In addition, I have advanced study and coursework in time series analysis

and dynamic model building,

Please describe your professional experience.

I have more than thirty years of experience in the eleciric utility industry in the areas

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis,

Following the completion of my graduate work in economics, I joined the staff of
the Florida Public Service Commission in August of 1974 as a Rate Economist. My
responsibilities included the analysis of rate cases for electric, telephone, and gas
utilities, as well as the preparation of cross-examination material and the preparation

of staif recommendations.

In December 1975, 1 joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco Services,
Inc. as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years [ worked for Ebasco, I received
successive promotions, ultimately to the position of Vice President of Energy
Management Services of Ebasco Business Consulting Company. My
responsibilities included the management of a staff of consultants engaged in

providing services in the arcas of econometric modeling, load and energy

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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forccasting, production cost modeling, planning, cost-of-service analysis,

cogeneration, and load management.

I joined the public accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand in 1982 as a Manager of
the Atlanta Office of the Utility Regulatory and Advisory Services Group. In this
capacity I was responsible for the operation and management of the Atlanta office.
My duties included the technical and administrative supervision of the staff,
budgeting, recruiting, and marketing as well as project management on client
engagements. At Coopers & Lybrand, I specialized in utility cost analysis,

forecasting, load analysis, economic analysis, and planning,

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

President and Principal. 1became President of the firm in January 1991,

During the course of my career, I have provided consulting services to more than
thirty utility, industrial, and Public Service Commission clients, including three

international utility clients.
I have presented numerous papers and published an article entitled "How to Rate

Load Management Programs” in the March 1979 edition of "Electrical World." My

article on "Standby Electric Rates" was published in the November 8, 1984 issue of

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc,
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"Public Utilitics Fortnightly." In February of 1984, I completed a detailed analysis
entifled "Load Data Transfer Techniques” on behalf of the Electric Power Research

Institute, which published the study.

I have presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan,
Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North
Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and in United States Bankrupicy Court. A

list of my specific regulatory appearances can be found in Baron Exhibit _ (SIB-1).
On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?

I am testifying on behalf of The Ohio Energy Group (“OEG”), a group of large
industrial customers of The Toledo Edison Company (“TE”), Ohio Edison
Company (“OE”) and The Cleveland Electric Numinating Company (“CEI”),

hereinafter referred to as “the Companies” or First Energy (“FE”).

Have you previously presented testimony in FE cases in Ohio?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Yes. I have previously testified in Case Nos. 88-171 and 88-170. I have also
testified in Case Nos. 99-1212, 99-1213, and 99-1214, the 2000 proceedings in
which the Companies’ rates were unbundled and the Companies were restructured

to implement retail competition.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

1 am addressing the Companies’ filed class cost of service studies, mte schedule
restructuring and the proposed apportionment of the overall revenue increase to rate
schedules. I will also respond to the Staff Report for each Company on these same

issues,

With regard to the Companies” filed class cost of service studies, I will discuss my
general support for the methodologies employed by FE. However, because the
Companies failed to remove the deferred RCP fuel amnortization and return costs
from their studies, the reported relative rate of return results reported by each
Company are not correct. [ will present correcied versions of each study that
removes these deferred RCP fuel costs that the Ohio Supreme Court found to be
improper. I will also address the general rate restructuring proposed by the

Companies to simplify their rates and to establish consistent rate schedules among

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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the Companies. Finally, I will discuss the Companies proposed apportionment of

the overall revenue increase to rate schedules.

With regard to the Staff’s recommendations, as discussed in the respective Staff
Reports for each Company, I will address the Staff’s recommended increases for
each rate schedule and the Staff’s recommended adjustments to remove the
improper deferred RCP tuel costs (amortization and return). I will also address the
Staff’s recommended “revenue distribution factors” that the Staff developed to
adjust the rate schedule increases to conform to the Commission approved overall
revenue increase for each Company. As I'will discuss, the Staff’s methodology does
not reasonably pravide for rate decreases that are supported by the results of the cost

of service analyses.

Would you summarize your recommendations and findings?

Yes.

o The Companies’ have developed class cost of service studies
using a reasonable methodology to functionalize, classify and
allocate costs to the restructured rate schedules proposed in
this case. However, each of the Companies’ studies includes
costs associated with the deferral of RCP fuel expenses that
have now been found to be inappropriate by the Supreme
Court of Ohio. These cost of service studies must be revised
to remove the amortization expense, the return on the
unamortized balances of RCP deferred fuel costs and
associated income tax effects.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Because these deferred RCP costs are energy related, high
load factor rate schedules, such a GP, GSUB and GT are
most affected by the removal of the inappropriate costs. All
else being equal, the corrected cost of service resulis imply
larger reductions in the Companies’ proposed increases for
large, high load factor customers tham for the system
average,

The proposed increase recommended by the Companies
must be adjusted to reflect the cost of service differences
due to the removal of the improper deferred RCP costs.

The Staff recommendation in this case is to allocate the
Commission authorized revenue increases for each
Company among rate schedules on the basis of the relative
revenue increase recommended by the Staff using the full
Company requested increases (a scale-back method applied
to the Staff’s proposed revenue increases). The Staff
methodology is not reasonable because it fails to adequately
address situations where one or more rate schedules should
receive a rate decrease (based on the full Company
requested revenue level). A reasonable approach, which
should be adopted, is to calculate the revenue
apportionment based on a scale-back methodology applied

to the total proposed rate schedule revenues, calculated at
the full Company requested increase.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY ISSUES — RATE RESTRUCTURING

Have you reviewed the Companies' filed class cost of service studies?

Yes. The Companies’ have developed class cost of service studies using a
reasonable methodology to functionalize, classify and allocate costs to the
restructured rate schedules proposed in this case. However, as I will discuss
subsequently, each of the Companies’ studies includes costs associated with the
deferral of RCP fuel expenses that have now been found to be inappropriate by the
Supreme Court of Ohio.! As a result, each of the Companies’ cost of service studies
must be revised to remove the amortization expense, the return on the unamortized

balances of RCP deferred fuel costs and associated income tax effects.

The Staff Reports in each of the three cases addresses this issue (removing the
improper RCP deferred fuel costs). Do you agree with the Staff’s methodology
to adjust the class cost of service study results to remove RCP deferred fuel

costs?

' August 29, 2007 Ohio Supreme Court ruling in Efyria Foundry Co. v. Pub. Util. Comm., 114 Ohio St.3d
305, 2007-Ohio 4164.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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No. While the Staff’s approach is not unreasonable, a more appropriate and
accurate methodology is to actually revise each class cost of service study directly,

to remove the improper RCP amortization expenses and returns.

The Staff’s approach, as shown in each of the three reports (Staff report, Table 2), is
to make an after-the-fact adjustment to the proposed revenue increases for each rate
sc'hedule. The “proposed revenue increases” that are being adjusted are based on
cost of service results that include the improper RCP deferred fuel costs. Since the
original revenue increases were based on the Companies’ cost of service results with
the RCP deferred fuel expenses, the use of these studies as a “guide” to the

apportionment of the overall revenue increase to rate schedules is questionable.

Did the Companies revise their class cost of service studies to remove the RCP

deferred fuel costs?

No. Though OEG requested (OEG Set 3, No. 1) the Companies to do so, FE would

not revise their class cost of service studies to remove the improper RCP costs.
Before discussing the results of your revised class cost of service studies, which

reflect the removal of RCP deferred fuel costs, would you address the

Companies’ proposals in this case to restructure their rate schedules?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Yes. Since the class cost of service studies are structured to measure the rates of
return at present and proposed rates using the revised rate structures recommended

by FE in this case, it is appropriate to comment on the restructuring,

Based on my review, I agree with the Staff that the Companies’ proposed rate
restructuring is appropriate. Overall, the Companies’ rate restructuring approach is
reasonable. For large customer classes, the Companies have proposed rates that are
differentiated by serving voltage, which is appropriate, particularly for distribution

rates.

As noted by Companies’ witness Hussing, this is the first opportunity to revise the
unbundled distribution rates that were established in the 2000 restructuring
proceedings. These unbundled rates were, in turn, based on bundled rates that were
established many years ago. In the case of TE and CEI, the original bundled rates
were developed in 1996 and for OE the current rates were originally developed in
1990. Due to the passage of time, and the requirements of the unbundling process,
the current distribution rates are not reflective of cost of service. This is particularly
true for some special contracts. Due to the expiration of some special contracts for

large customers prior to the rate effective period in this case, the new restructured

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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rate classes will include a large variety of customers, taking setvice on many

different present rates.

As you previously discussed, the Companies’ filed cost of service results in this
case that included the inappropriate RCP deferred fuel costs. Did the
Companies rely on these studies to apportion the revenue increases to rate

schedules and develop proposed rates?

Yes. As discussed by Companies’ witness Hussing, FE used the class cost of
service results as a starting point in the apportionment of the overall requested
revenue increase for each Company. This resulted in each rate schedule preducing
an equal rate of return at proposed rates. Adjustments were then made based on the

principle of gradualisin and rate impact.

Table 1 shows the rates of return and relative rate of return indexes for each rate
schedule, by Company, at present rates using the filed cost of service studies. These
results, based on the Companies’ cost of service studies that included RCP deferred
fuel costs, show a wide disparity among rate schedules. As I indicated previously,
these results are strongly influenced by the inclusion of expiring special ‘contract

industrial customers in the new standard tariff rate classes.”

2 Special contracts were unbundled such that the “distribution” rate was calculated as a residual, after the

generation and transmission components of the bundled rate were removed.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 1
First Energy Filed Cost of Service $Study Resuits
(at current rates)
TE OE CEIl

Rate ROR  Index ROR  index ROR  [ndex

RS ' -1.08%  (27.0) 264% 117 552% 153

GS 3.56% 80.3 2.20% 097 003% 0.01

GP 6.69% 1678 1.19%  0.53 5.36% 148

GSUB 11.64% 2821 3.35% 148 9.23%  2.56

GT 3.21%  (80.5) 372% 164 10.25% 2.84
“qTL 14.51% 364.2 1.54% 0.68 10.32% 286

St 426% 1077 “147% 065 8.67% 2.40

POL 5.84% 1467 354%  1.56 17.24% 478

CONTRACT -42,84% {1,075.5) 733% 324 353% 0998

Total Retail 0.04% 2.28% 3.61%

Page 13

Have you developed a revised class cost of service study that excludes the

improper deferred RCP fuel related costs for each of the Companies?

Yes. Baron Exhibits _(SJB-2), (SJB-3), and (SJB-4) contain the results of OEG’s

fevised class cost of service studies for TE, OE and CEI that reflect the removal of

deferred RCP fuel costs. Each of these cost of service studies has been adjusted to

remove the deferred RCP fuel amortization expense, the debt-only return on the

unamonriized balance of RCP deferred fuel and the associated income effects of the

adjustments. In all other respects, each of these revised cost of service studies is

identical to the Companies’ filed study.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 2 sumrmarizes the rates of return, by rate schedule, at present rates for each

Company. As can be seen by comparing the results in Tables 1 and 2, there are

some large differences in the eamned rates of return (at present rates) between the

Companies’ filed studies that included the improper deferred RCP fuel costs and the

revised studies (Table 2) that remove these improper costs.

Rate

RS
@s

aP

GSUB

leT

i

sL

POL
CONTRACT

Total Retail

Table 2

Cost of Service Study - Remove RCP Fuel Costs

{at current rates)

IE

-1.01%
3.68%
7.10%
12.52%
-1.89%
14.62%
4.31%
5.87%
A2.51%

0.17%

OE

8.80%
11.30%
10.34%
10.36%
16.78%

9.48%
-0.40%

167%

8.84%

8.48%

CEL

8.51%
10.62%
10.54%
12.95%
17.28%
94.82%

8.80%
17.68%

6.89%

9.54%

To see the significance of these differences, 1 have made a graphical comparison

between the two sets of cost of service study results. These results are shown in

Figure 1 for Ohio Edison and Figures 2 and 3 for TE and CEI.

J. Kennedy and Assaciates, Inc.
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Figure 1
Ohio Edison Rates of Return
As Filed vs. Revised

20.00%

15.00% +— -

10.00%

5.00% +—

0.00%

-5.00%

@As Filed
WRevised

Figure 2
Toledo Edison Rates of Return
As Filed vs. Revised
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Figura 3
Cleveland Electric Rates of Return
As Flled vs. Revised
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Q. What conclusions do you draw from the revised cost of service analyses?

Al First, there is the obvious result that the test year level of return for all rate

schedules, at present rates, is greater than reported by the Companies. This occurs
because expenses and rate base have been reduced, while test year revenues (at
present rates) remain the same. More significantly, the impact on large general
service rate schedules rates (GP, GSUB and GT) is generally greater than for total
retail (all schedules) because the deferred RCP fuel costs, which are removed in the
revised cost of service studies, had been allocated in the original cost of service
study on the basis of kWh energy. Because these deferred RCP costs are energy

related, high load factor rate schedules, such a GP, GSUB and GT are most affected

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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by the removal of the inappropriate costs. All else being equal, the corrected cost of
service results imply larger reductions in the Companies’ proposed increases for
large, high load factor customers. In the next section, I will present OEG’s
recommended revenue increases for each Company by rate schedule, reflecting the

results of our revised cost of service study.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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i

APPORTIONMENT OF REVENUE INCREASE TO RATE SCHEDULES

Have you developed an apportionment of the Companies’ requested revenue
increases, hy rate schedule that reflect your revised cost of service study

results?

Yes. Table 3 summarizes the revenue increases by rate schedule for each
Company, based on the revised class cost of service studies presented in
Exhibits _(SJB-2), (8JB-3) and (SJB-4). As discussed previously, these cost of
service studies, and the revenue in&eases shown in Table 3 reflect the Companies
requested revenue requirement, adjusted to remove the deferred RCP fuel costs
found to be improper by the Ohio Supreme Court. In all other respects, these

results reflect each Company’s original filing,

For the most part, the Companies’ original recommended revenue increases
followed the results of the cost of service studies, such that proposed rates were
developed to recover cost of service. However, as noted by Companies” witness
Hussing, FE is recommending some mitigation of full cost of service in some
cases. In particular, for the Contract rate class, the provisions of each contract
determine the revenue increase, rather than the results of the class cost of service

study. Because of these issues (mitigation, contract rates), I have developed the

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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OEG the proposed revenue increases shown in Table 3 based on an adjustment to
the Companies® original proposed revenue increases for each rate schedule, as
filed in this case. The adjustment that I made reflects the revenue requirement
impact of removing the allocated deferred RCP fuel costs (amortization, refurn on
unamortized balance and associated taxes) from the cost of service, at proposed

revenue levels for each rate class.

The increases shown in Table 3 reflect the mitigation for certain rates proposed by
the Companies. In addition, all of the increases shown in Table 3 assumne that the
Companies receive 100% of their requested increases (except for the deferred
RCP fuel costs). The apportionment shown in Table 3 would have to be adjusted
to reflect the actual level of Commission approved revenue increase for each

Company.

J. Kennedy and Assaciates, Inc.
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Tabla 3
Proposed Allocation of Revenug Increases”
($1,000%s)
TE QE CE!l
Rate flncrense % 3increase % $lncrease %
IRS 26767 3167% 80,591 26.15% 19,483 8.689%
GS 34,835 78.51% 40,886 41.81% 74,965‘ 57.26%
GP 2,960 28.44% 5575 21.97% 143 5.10%
GSUB 6 1.50% (148) -2.88% {1,145) -5.46%
GT 633 26.32% 5,845 65.34% {237) -21.33%
TL 11 9.60% 83 27.03% (21) -12.94%
SL 121y -2.12% N7 4.05% (148) -0.87%
POL (8y -058% (20} -0.49% (55) -0.64%
CONTRACT 897 (see™) (404) -5.22% 265 4.80%
Total Retail 65,780 45.01% 141,724 29.11% 893,851 22.16%
* Thase increase are at the Companies' full requested ravenue increases, as filed,
and must ba scaled-back to the Commission approved increase amounts.
** Existing distribution revenues are negative for these customers.

As you discussed in previously, the Companies’ original proposed

apportionment of the overall revenue increases reflects significant mitigation,

particularly for TE. To the extent that you incorporated the Companies’

original apportionment in the proposed increases shown in Table 3, do you

agree with all of these mitigation adjustments made by FE?

No. Though I did not make any adjustments to the Companies’ original

apportionment proposal, except for the adjustments to remove the RCP deferred

fuel costs, I do believe that the proposed increases for the RS, GS and GP rate

schedules for Toledo Edison should be modified to better reflect the results of the

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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cost of service studies. This would involve shifting some of the proposed
increases for the TE rate schedules GS and GP to rate schedule RS. The Staff
Report recommends a similar adjustment to Toledo Edison’s proposed increases
for these three TE rate schedules “to better reflect costs {Staff Report on Toledo

Edison at page 27).

The Staff is recommending a methodology to apportion the Commission
approved revenue increases among rate schedules, assuming (as is likely) that
these approved increases are less than the Companies’ requested increases.
Do you agree with the Staff proposed methodology (“revenue distribution

factors™)?

No. The Staff recommendation is to allocate the approved revenue increases for
each Company among rate schedules on the basis of the relative revenue increase
recommended by the Staff at the full Company requested level, 1If all rate
schedules were receiving an iﬁcrease at the full Company request, the Staff
methodology would be a reasonable approach. For example, if the Staff
recommends a $10 million revenue increase for a Company’s residential rate at
the full requested increase of $30 million, then the Siaff would assign 20% of the
Commission authorized increase to the residential rate. This approach works

reasonably well if all rate schedules are assigned a revenue increase or a “0”

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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increase. However, if one or more rate schedules should receive a rate decrease,
even if the Company receives its entire requested revenue increase, then the Staff

methodology becomes problematic.

Would you provide an illustration of the problem with the Staff
methodology, in the case of a rate schedule that should receive a revenue

decrcase?

Table 4 below illustrates this problem. For simplicity, 1 have assumed three rate
schedules; residential, commercial and industrial. In this case, the utility is
requesting an overall revenue increase of $100 million. Based on cost of service
results, assume that the appropriate revenue increases for each rate schedule at the
full $100 million increase are as shown in the table. In this example, the
commercial class should receive a $10 million decrease at the full $100 million

increase requested by the utility.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 4

* At full ulility requested level

Increase
Revenua Distribution

Increase® FEaclor — [ncrease

llustration of Problam With Staff Method

Residentilal $ 75.0 75.00% $
Commaenrcial $ (10.0) -10.00% $
Industrial $ 35.0 35.00% $
Total $ 100.0 100% $

Allocation
of Approvad

37.5

(5.0}

175

50.0

Page 23

The column labeled “increase distribution factor” is based on the recommended

revenue increase at the full $100 million level. If the approved overall increase is

only $50 million, the use of a traditional percentage factor approach will actually

result in a smaller decrease for the commerctial class than if the Company received

its entire $100 million increase ($5 million decrease versus $10 million decrease).

This is obviously not fair. In this case, the Commission found that the utility’s

overall revenue requirement is lower than the Company filed amount, yet the

commercial clags will pay higher rates than if the Company actually received the

larger overall revenue level.

Does the Staff Report address this problem?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Not in a reasonable manner, First, the Staff Report recommends rate decreases for
Toledo Edison’s GSUB (General Service Subtransmission voltage), SL and POL
rates; Ohio Edison’s SL and Contract rates and Cleveland Electric’s GSUB, GT,
TL, SL, POL and Contract rates, based on each Company’s full requested revenue
increase amount. The Staff recommendation is that these rate schedules receive

rate decreases, even if each of the Companies receives their requested increases.

However, the Staff's recommended revenue distribution factors, which are
designed to allocate a lower Commission authorized increase to rate schedules,

sets these decreases to “0”. This is not appropriate or reasonable.

How should the revenue distribution factors be calculated if one or more rate

schedules should receive a revenue decrease?

A reasonable approach is to calculate the revenue apportionment using a scale-
back methodology applied to total rate schedule revenues calculated at proposed
rates, based on the full utility requested increase. Under this method, proposed
revenues are calculated for each rate schedule, including those schedules that will
receive a rate decrease, even if the utility receives all of its requested increase.
The proposed revenues are then scaled-back on an equal percentage basis to match

the approved Commission overall increase for the utility. This approach is similar

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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to the Staff’s method in cases where all rate schedules are being increased;

however, it also addresses cases in which one or more rate schedules should

receive a rate decrease. Table 5 below illustrates this methodology, which I am

recommending in this case.

Table §
lNustration of Recommended Scaleback Methodolagy
Approved Adjusted  Adjusted
Preseant Revenue Proposed Ravenue  Scaleback  Proposed Revenue
Revenues Increase® Revenyss  lnarease  Percent” Hevenues  Increase
Residentilal  $ 4250 $ 750 $ 500.0 -426% 3 4787 § 53.7
|commerctal $ 2500 $ (10.0) § 240.0 -4.26% $ 2298 § {20.2)
JIndustrial $ 4000 § 350 % 435.0 -4.26% § 4165 § 16.5
Total $§ 10750 § 1000 $ 11750 % 50.0 426% $ 11250 § 50.0
* At full utility requested level
* Parcent scaleback of proposed revenues

Q.  Does that complete your Direct Testimony?

A. Yes.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc,
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Jurisdict. Party Nitity Subject
KY Louisville Gas Louisville Gas Cost-of-service.
& Elactric Cg. & Electric Co.
M Kansas City Power Kansas Cly Forecasting.
& Light Co. Power & Light Co.
A7 Arizona Corporation Tucson Electric Forecasting planning.
Commission Co.
KY Airca Carbide Louisville Gas Revenue requirements,
& Elecic Co. cost-of-senvice, forecasting,
weather nommalization,
AR Askansas Electric Arkansas Powar Excess capacity, cost-ol-
Energy Consumers & Lighi Co, senics, rate design.
FL Florida Industrial Florida Power Aliocation of fixed costs,
Power Users' Goup Corp. koad and capacily balance, and
resarve masgin, Diversification
of utility.
AR Arkangas Electric Arkansas Power Cost gllocation and rate design.
Energy Consumers ard Light Co.
PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Inferuptible rales, excess
Power Commitiee Power & Light capacity, and phage-in.
Co.
ME Airco industrial Central Maine Interrupiible rate design.
Gasss Power Co.
PA Philadelphia Area Phiadeiphia Load and encrgy forecast.
Industrial Ensny Electric Co.
Usars’ Group
KY Alogn Atuminum Louisvile Gas Economics of completing fossil
Corp., stal. & Elecic Co. generating unit
GA Attorney Genesal Georgia Power Load and enargy forecasting,
Co. generation planning economics.
PA Wast Penn Power West Penn Power Ganerglion planning economics,
Industriat Co. prudence of a pumped storage
Imtervencrs hydro unit
AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power & Cost-of-service, rate design
Energy Consumers Light Ce. retum mulipliess.
City of Chamber of Santa Clara Cost-of-sarvice, rate design.
Santa Commerce Municipal
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Clara
&/85 84-768- L West Viminia Generalion planning economics,
E42T Industrial Power Co. prudence of a pumped storage
Intervenors hydro unit
6185 E7 NC Carcling Duke Power Co. Cost-of-service, rate design,
Sub 391 Industrials intesnuptible rata design.
(CIGRUR il
TAS 20046 NY Indlustrial Orange and Cost-of-senvice, rate design.
Enemgy Users Rockand
Assoclation Utifities
085 85043U AR Arkansas Gas Arkla, Inc. Regutatory policy, gas cost-of-
Consumers service, rate design.
1085 8583 ME Airco Industriai Gentral Maine Feasibility of intermptible
Gases ! Power Co. rates, avoided cost.
285 ER- NJ Air Products and Jersey Central Rate design.
8507698 Chemicals Power & Light Co.
V&5 R-860220 PA West Pann Power West Penn Power Co. Optimal reserve, prudence,
[ncustrial off-system sales guarantse plan.
Intervenars
2186 R850220 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Optimal reserve margins,
Indusiriy prudence, off-system sales
Intervenors guarentes plan.
g6 85-299U AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power Cost-ol-sefvice, rate design,
Energy Consumers & Light Go. revenye distribution.
386 85728 OH Induetrial Electric Chio Pawer Co. Cost-ol-service, rate design,
EL-AIR Consumers Group intemuptible rales.
5/86 B8-081- Wv West Virginia Moncngahela Power Generation planning economics,
EGl Energy Usars Co, prudence of a pumpad storage
Group hydro unit
8% E7 NC Carolina Industrial Duke Power Co. Cost-of-sanvice, rate design,
Sub408 Enengy Corsurmers interruptible rates.
10868  U-17378 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Excess capacity, economic
Setvice Commission Utilities analysis of purchased power.
Sl
1288 38083 IN Industrial Enengy Indiana & Michigan Interruptible rates.
Consumers Power Co.
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Exhibit __(SJB-I)

Page 3 of 15
Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of January 2008
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387 EL-66- Federal Lowisiana Pubiic Guif Statss Cost/benefit analysis of unit
53001 Energy Senvice Commission Utiities, power sakes contract.
EL85  Regulalory Staff Southern Ca.
57-001 Commission
{FERC)
4i87 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Guil States Load forecasting and imprudence
Service Commission Utikties dammagss, Rivar Band Nuclear unit,
Staff
S8 87023 1Y Akrto Industrial Monongahela Interruptible rates,
EG Gases Pawer Co.
51T 87072 wv West Virginia Monongahela Analyze Mon Power's fued fiing
E-G1 Energy Usars' Power Co. and exeming the reasonableness
Group of MP's claims.
s §6-524- wv West Virginia Monongahela Economic dispatching of
ESC Enargy Users' Group Power Co. pumped storeqe hydro unit.
587 9781 KY Kantucky Industrial Louisville Gas Analysis of impact of 1986 Tax
Energy Consumers & Electric Co. Reform Act.
687 373U GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Economic prudence, evaluation
Service Commission of Viogtie nuclear unit - kad
forecasting, planning.
6/87 U-17282 LA Loulsiana Public Gulf States Phase-in plan for River Bend
Sesvice Commission LkilRties Mudaar unit.
Staff
e 85-10-22 cT Connecticin Connecticut Mthodoleqy for refunding
Industrial Light & Power Co. rale moderation fund.
Energy Gonsumears
887  3673U GA Gecrgia Public Geongia Power Co. Test year sales and revenue
Sesvice Commission forecast
967 RE85022¢  PA Weat Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Excess capacily, reliatlity
Industrial of generating sysiem.
Intervencrs
10/87  RB70651 PA Puquesne Duauesne Light Ca. Interruptible rete, costof-
Industrial SaIvice, revenue allocation,
Intevenors rate design.
10/87 {-BBO02S PA Pannsylvania Proposed rules for cogeneration,
Industrial avoided cost, rate recovery.
Intervenors
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e E0iE MN Taconite Ninnesota Power Eucess capacity, power and
GR-87-223 Intervengrs & Light Co. cost-of-service, rate design.
187 BTI2-EI L Occidental Chemical Florida Power Comp, Revenue forecasting, waather
Corp. nomalization,
1287 87D CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Excess capacity, nuclear plant
Energy Consumess Power Co. phase-in,
3/88 10064 KY Kentucky industrial Louisvile Gas & Revenue forecast, weather
Energy Consumers Electric Co. normalzation rate estment
of cancelled plant.
388 87-183TF AR Arkansas Blectric Arkansas Power & Standby/backup slechic rates.
Consumers Light Ca.
588  &70171C001 FA GPU Industrial Metropolitan Cogeneration defarral
Intervanars Edison Co. mechanism, modification of energy
cost recovery (ECR).
6/88  F70172C005 PA GPU Industrial Pennsylvania Cogeneration deferral
Inkervenors Electric Co. mechanism, modification of energy
<ost recovery (ECR),
7188 88-171- OH Indusirial Energy Cleveland Electnic/ Financial analysis/nead for
EL-AIR Congumers Toledo Edison intedm rate relied.
83-170-
ELAIR
Interim Rate Case
7188 Appeal 19%h Louisiana Public Gulf Statss Lead forecasting, imprudence
ol PSC Judiciat Service Commission Utitkles damages.
Docket Circuit
U-17282 Court of Louisiana
11/88  R-880983 PA United States Camegle Gas (as cost-of-sesvice, rate
Steel design.
1188  88-171- OH Industrial Enengy Cleveland Electric/ Waather normatization of
EL-AIR Consumers Toledo Edison, peak lads, excass capacity,
86-170- General Rate Case. reguiatory policy.
EL-AIR
389 8702161283 PA Amnco Advanced West Penn Power Co. Calculated avoided capacity,
204i266 Materiels Com., recovery of capacity payments.
Allegheny Ludium
Cop.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC,
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889 8555 ™ Orcidental Chemical Houston Lighting Costof-senvice, rate design.
. Comp. & Power Co.
8789 3840-U GA Geomla Public Georgia Power Co. Revenue forecasting, weather
Sanvice Commission nonmalization.
9/89 2087 NM Atiomey General Pubkc Service Co. Prudence - Palo Verde Nuclear
of New Mexico of New Mezico Units 1, 2and 3, load fore-
casting.
o089 2262 NM New Menico Industrial Public Sarvice Co. Fuel adjustment clause, off-
Energy Consumers of New Mexico system sales, cost-of-service,
rate design, marginal cost.
/e a8 IN Industrial Consumers indiana Michigan Excess capacity, capacity
for Falr Utillty Rates Power Co, equalization, |urisdictional
cost alfocation, rake design,
internuptible rates,
1180 17262 LA Louisiana Public Guif States Jurisdictionas cast zllocation,
Service Commission Utififies Q&M expense analysis.
Staff
540 800366 FA GPU Indusirial Metropoliian Non-utility generator cost
Imervenors Edison Co. recovery.
890  RO01609 PA Armeo Advanced West Paan Power Co. Allocafion of OF demand charges
Materials Corp., inthe fuel cost, cost-of-
Allegheny Ludium senvice, rate design,
Corp.
9490 8278 MD Maryland Industrial Baltimore Gas & Cost-of-servics, rate design,
Group Eleciric Co. fevenue aliocation.
1280  U9M6 M Association of Consumers Power Demand-side management,
Rebuttal Businesses Advocating Co. environmenta externaliies,
Tariff Equity
1290 17292 LA Louksiana Public Gulf Stales Revenue requirements,
Phasa iV Service Commission Utifitles jurisdictional zllocation.
Stalf
1290 90205 ME Airco ndustrial Central Maine Power Investigation into
: Gases Co interruptible service and rates.
18 ®1203 CT Connacticul Industrial Connecticut Light Interim rate relisf, financial
Interim Enengy Consumers & Power Co. analysis, cless revenue allocation,
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o9t 901203  CT Connectiout Industrial Connecticut Light Revenue requiremants, cost-of-
Phase | Energy Consumers & Power Co. semvice, rate design, demand-side
managemenL.
B2l E7,SUB NG North Carolina Duks Powsr Co. Revenue requirements, cost
SUB 487 Industrial ahocation, rate design, demand-
Energy Consumers side management.
891 B3 VD Westvaco Comp. Polomac Edison Co. Cost allocation, rate design,
Phasal 1890 Clean Air Act Amendments.
am 91372 CH Anmco Sleel Co., LP. Cincinnati Gas & Economic analysis of
EL-UNG Electric Co. eogeneralicn, avoid cost ratg.
991 P-810511  PA Aliegheny Ludum Comp., West Penn Power Co. Economic anelysis of proposed
P-810512 Anmco Advanced CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Ar
Materials Co., Act Amendments expenditures,
The West Pern Powar
Industried Users' Group
21 91-231 wv West Virginia Energy Monongahela Powsr Economic analysis of proposed
E-NG Users' Group Co. CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Ar
Act Amendments expenditures.
1091 B341- MD Westveco Corp. Polomac Edison Co, Economic analysis of proposed
Phase || CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Al
Act Amendments expenditures.
1091 U-17282 LA Louistana Public Gulf States Results ¢f comprehensive
Service Commission Utiities management audit
Staff
Nole: No tesimony
was prefiled on this,
91 LH7s9 LA Louisiana Public South Central Analysis of South Cenlral
Subdocket A Service Commigsion Bell Telephone Ca. Bedrs restucturing and
Staff and proposed merges with
Southem Bell Telephone Co.
1291 91410 CH Amco Steel Co., Cinginnai Gas Rate design, intemuptible
EL-AIR Adr Products & & Electric Co. rates.
Chemicals, Inc.
1291 P-§60266 PA Amco Advanced Wast Pann Power Co. Evaluation of appropriate
Materials Corp., avoided capecity costs -
Alegheny Ludium Corp. UF projects.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
Co1M24  PA Duquesne Interruptible Duguesne Light Co. Incustial interrupiibie rate.
Complainants
920219 CT Connecticut Industrial Yankee Gas Co. Rate design.
Energy Consurmers
W37 NV New Maxico Public Sarvice Co. Cost-of-service,
industrial Inkervenars of New Mexico
R-00922314 PA GPU Induskial Metropoktan Edison Cost-ol-ssvice, rake
Intervenors Co. design, gnargy cost rate.
39314 D Industrial Consumers Indiana Michigan Cost-of-servioe, rake design,
for Fair Lililty Rates Power Co. energy cost rate, rate treatment.
MOD920312 PA The GPU Industrial Pennsylvania Cost-of-service, rate design,
C-007 Intervenars Eleciric Co. aenargy cost rata, rate treatment.
U-17948 LA Loulslana Public South Centra! Bk Mznagement audit
Servica Commission Ca.
Steil
R-00022378 PA Amco Advanced Wast Penn Powsr Co. Cost-of-service, rate design,
Materials Co. energy cost rate, SO allowance
The WPP Industrial rate treatment.
Intervenors
8487 MD The Maryiand Battimore Gas & Electric cost-of-service and
Industrial Group Electric Co. rate design, gas rate design
{feuible rates).
EOOZGR-  MN North Star Steel Co. Northem States Interruptible rates.
92-1185 Praxalr, Inc. Power Co.
ECS2 Federal Louisiana Public Guif States Merger of GSU info Entergy
21000 Enemy Service Commission Utilities/Entesgy System; impact on system
ERG2-806- Reguleiory  Staff sgreement.
000 Commission
{Rebuital}
30114 Wy Ainco Gages Menongahela Power Interrupiible rates.
e Co.
SATS9EC FL Florida industrial Generic - Eleciic Coet recovery and allocation
Power Users' Group Utiities of DSM costs.
M-008 PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Power Ratemaking treatment of
30406 Power Commitiee & Light Co. off-system sales revenues.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.



Date

1183

12493

784

7194

10/84

114

Exhibit___(SJB-I)

Page 8 of 15
Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of January 2008
Case Jurisdict. Party Litility Subject
346 KY Kentucky Industrial Generic - Gas Allocation of gag pipeline
Utikty Customers Utlities transition oosks - FERC Quder 636.
U-17735 LA Louisiana Publc Cajun Elecric Nuclear pland prudence,
Semvica Commission Power Cooperative foracasting, excess capacity.
Staff
E-D18/ MN Large Fower Infervenors Minnesala Power Cost allocation, rate design,
GR-54-001 Co. rale phase-in plan.
U20178 LA Louisiana Public Loulsiana Power & Analysis of least cosl
Service Commission Light Co. integrated resource plan and
damand-side management program.
R-00942086 PA Amneca, Inc.; Waest Penn Power Co. Cost-of-sarvice, allocation of
West Penn Power rate increase, rate design,
Industrial Infervenors emission allwance sales, and
operations and maintenance expense.
94-0035- WY West Vinginia Moncngahela Power Cost-of-service, allocation of
E-42T Enargy Users Group Ca. ratz increase, and rate design.
ECH Federal Lowisiana Public Gulf States Analysis of extended reserve
13000 Energy Senvice Commission Utiies/Entergy shuridown units and vickation of
Regulatory system agreement by Entergy.
Commission
RO0M3  PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Public Analysis of imermuptible rate
081 Power Commitiee Utility Commissicn terms and conditions, availabiity.
R-00943
081CC001
U-17735 LA l.ouisiana Public Caiun Electric Evaluztion of appropriate avoided
Service Cammission Power Cooperative costiate.
U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Guif States Revenue requirerments.
Sexvice Commission Utifities
52581 GA Gatrgia Public Southem Bell Proposals 10 address compedition
Servics Commission Telephone & in telecommunication maikets,
Telegraph Co.
ECS4-7000 FERC Leuisiana Public El Paso Electric Merger economics, transmkssion
ERS4-838-000 Service Commission and Central and equalization hold hanviless
Southwest proposal,
M1430EG CO CF& Steel, LP. Public Service Intermuptibie rates,
Company of cost-of-service.
Colorada

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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4/95 R-00943271 PA PPEL indusfrial Pannsylvania Power Costof-service, allocation of
Customer Alliance & Light Co. rate increase, rate design,
interrupiible rates.
6/95 G00913424 PA Duquesne Intemiptible Duguesne Light Co. Intermuptible rates.
CD046104 Complainants
8195 ERE5-112 FERC Louisiana Public Entarngy Services, Open Access Transmission
000 Service Commission nc. Tariffs - Wholesale.
085 U-21485 LA Leuisiana Public Gull Steles Mudear decommissioning,
Service Commission Utilities Company revenus requirements,
capital structure.
1005  ER951042 FERC Louisiana Public System Energy Nuclear decommissioning,
000 Service Commission Resources, Inc. revenue requirements,
095 U-21485 LA Louisiara Public Gulf Siates Nuclear decommissioning and
Service Commission Utiitiess Co. cost of debi capital, capital
structure.
1105 340032 PA Industrial Enengy State-wide - Ratail compatifion issues.
Consumers of all utiities
Pennsylvania
™6 U-214% LA Louisiana Public Central Louisiana Revenue requirement
Service Commission Electric Co. analysk.
% 8725 MD Maryland Indusirial Bakimore Gas & Ratemaking issues
Group Elec. Ca., Poiomac associated with & Merger.
Elec. Power Co.,
Constallation Ensrgy
Co.
8135 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Revenue requirements.
Service Commission Pawer Cooperaiive
996 22092 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Decomrmissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. nommalization, capital
shucture.
297 R-973817 PA Phitadeiphia Area PECO Energy Co. Competitive restruciuring
Industrial Enargy policy issues, stranded cost,
Users Group transition changes.
&gr  Ciil USBank-  Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Confirmation of reorganization
Action Ty Sesvics Commission Power Cooperstive plan; analysls of rate: patts
No. Court prodced by compefing plans.
94-11474  Middle District
of Louisiana

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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817 RO73853 FPA Philadelphia Area PECO Enengy Co. Retai compstition issues, rate
Induistried Energy unbundiing, stranded cost
Users Group analysis.
8107 8738 MD Maryland Industral Ceneric Retail competition issues
Group
N7 ROr3954  PA PPEL Induskrial Pannsyivania Powar Retail competifion issues, rate
Customer Alllance & Light Co. unbundling, sranded cost analysis.
1007 972 KY Alcan Aluminum Corp. Biy River Analysis of cost of service Bsues
Southwire Co. Etectric Corp. - Big Rivers Restructusing Plan
1087 ROT4008 PA Metropaltan Edison Metropolitan Edizon Retail competition issues, rate
Industral Users Co. unbundling, stranded cost analysis.
1007 RH74009  PA Penngylvania Electric Pennsylvania Retai compedifion issues, rate
Industrial Customer Elactric Co. unbundiing, stranded cost analysis.
1197 U-22491 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Deconmissioning, weather
Service Cornmission States, [nc. normealization, capital
structure.
17 PE71265 PA Philadelphia Area Enron Energy Analysis of Redail
Indusirial Enengy Services Power, Inc/ Restrucking Proposal
Usars Group PECO Enengy
1297  RE7T3981 PA West Penn Power West Penn Retail compedition issues, rate
industrial infervencors Power Co. unbundiing, stranded cost
analysis.
1287 R974104  PA Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Redal compedition lssues, rae
Intervenors Light Ga. unbundiing, stranded cost
analysis.
3198 U-22092 LA Lovisiana Public Gufl States Retail competition, stranded
{Allocated Siranded Service Commission Ltlities Co. cost quantification.
Cost kssues)
3198 U-22092 Louigiana Public Gul Stales Stranded cost quantification,
Service Commiasion Lillities, Inc. restructuring issues.
/08 U-17735 Loubstana Public Cajun Electric Revenue requirements englysis,
Bervice Commission Power Cooperative, weather normakzation.
inc.
1296 674 MD Maryland Industrial Baltimore Gas Electric villity restructuring,
Group and and Electric Co. stranded cost recovery, rate

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC,
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Date  Case Jurisdict. Fﬂ Utility Subject
Millenniun Inorganic unbundiing.
Chemicals Inc.
12098 U-23358 LA Louigiana Public Entergy Guk Muclear decommissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. namalization, Entergy System
Agreement,
5090 EC86- FERC Louisiana Public Amarican Electic Merger issues refated 1o
(Cross- 40-000 Service Commission Power Co. & Cantral market power mitigation propasals,
Answexing Testimony) South West Corp.
SBe 98426 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisvile Gas Performance hased reguiation,
(Response Utilly Customers, Inc. & Electric Co. gettiement proposal issues,
Testinany) cross-subsidies batween electnc,
gas senvices.
698 980452 Wy West Virginia Enesgy Appalachian Power, Electric uility restnicturing,
Users Group Monongahela Power, stranded cost recovery, rede
& Patomac Edison unbundiing.
Companias
798 98033 CT Connecticut Industrial United liturrinating Electric ulity restructuring,
\Energy Consumers Company stranded cost recovery, rake
unbundling,
789 Adversay US. Loukiana Public Cajun Electric Motion (o dissolve
Proceeding Bankmupty  Service Commission Power Cooperative prefiminary injunction.
Np. 98-1065 Court
7199 90306 CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Etectric utility reskructuring,
Energy Cansumers & Power Co. stranded cast recovery, rate
unbundling.
1009  U-24182 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nuclear decommissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. nomalizaion, Entergy System
Agreement,
128 V47735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Eledric Ananlysi of Proposed
Servipe Commission Power Cooperative, Contract Rates, Market Rates.
Inc.
030  U-TRS LA Lowisiana Public Cajun Electric Evahation of Cooperative
Servios Commissian Pawer Cooperative, Power Contract Elections
Inc.
0300 99-1650- OH AK Steel Corporation Cincinneti Gas & Electric utiity ressructuring,
EL-ETP Electric Co. strandad cost recovery, rale
Unbunding.
0400 994212 OH AK Steel Corporation Ohio Edison Co. Elecric utiity resfructuring,

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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stranded cost recovety, rete
Unbundiing.
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0300 980452  WVA West Virginia Appalachian Powar Co. Electric utifly restructuing
EGI Energy Users Group American Eledric Ca. rate unbunding.
OO0 001050  WWA West Virginia Man Power Co. Eloctric utiity restructuring
E-T Enargy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. rate unbundiing.
00-1051-E-T
10000 50AH473-  TX The Cialas-Fort Worth XU, inc. Eleciric utility restructuring
(5-1020 Hospital Councll and rate unbundiing.
PUC 2234 The Coalition of
Independent Coleges
And Universtiies
12100 U-24983 LA Loulsiana Public Entergy Gui Nuclear decommissioning,
Service Commission States, Inc. revenue requirements.
1200  ELOO-66- LA Louisiana Public Enlengy Services Inc. Inter-Company Systam
000 & ER-2854-000 Service Commission Agreement. Modifications for
EL95-33-002 retail competition, intsrruplible load.
0401 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Jurisdictional Business Separation -
U-20925, Servica Commission States, Inc, Texas Restructuring Plan
22092
(Subdockst B)
Addressing Contested issues
10101 140000 GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Test year revenue forecast,
Service Commission
Adversary Staff
1101 U-28687 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gull Nuciear decammissioning requirements
Service Commission Siades, Inc. fransmissin Byenues.
MM U-2595 LA Louisiana Public Generig Independent Transmission Company
Service Commission (“Transco’). RTQ rate design.
0302  001148E FL South Florida Hospitat Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc, Light Company design, resource planning and
demand side managament.
0602  U-25965 LA Louisiana Pubiic Enlergy Guif States RTO Issues
Service Commission Entergy Louisiana
0702 U-21453 LA Lovisiana Public SWEPCO, AEP Jurisdictional Businass Sep. -
Sarvice Commission Texas Restugturing Plan,

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

0802 U-25888 LA Louisiana Pubiic Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Modifications o the Inter-
Service Commission Entergy Guli States, Inc. Cornpany System Agreement,
Production Cost Equakzation.

08402 ELO1- FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services Inc. Madificaions to the Infer-

88000 Service Commission and the Entergy Company System Agreement,
Operaling Companies Production Cost Equakization.
102 028%-Ms5EG CO CF&l Steel & Cimax Public Service Co. of Fuel Adjustment Clause
Motybdenum Co. Colorado
003 UATT3S LA Louisiana Public Louisiena Coops Contract bssues
Service Commission
0203 0285%4E CO Cripple Creek and Aquila, Inc. Revenue requirerents,
Vicior Gokt Miring Co. purchased power,
0403 U-2E527 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Waather normalization, powar
Service Commission purchase expenses, System
Agreament expenses.
1103  ERO&753-000 FERC Lovisiana Public Entergy Servicas, Inc. Proposad madifications o
Service Commission and the Entengy Operating System Agreement Taiff MSS-4.
Staff Companies ’

11103 ERG3-583000 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Ing., Evaluation of Wholesale Purchased
ERD3-583-001 Service Commission the Entergy Operating Power Cortracts,
ER(2-583.002 Companies, EWC Market-

Ing, P, and Enlergy
ER03-691-000, Power, Inc,
ER03-581-001
ER3-682-000,
ER03-682-001
ER03-682-002
1203 U273 LA Louisiana Public Enfergy Louisiana, Inc. Evaluation of Wholesate Purchased
Service Cormission Power Contracts.
0104  E01345-  AZKroger Company  Arizona Public Serdce Co.  Revenue aflocation rate design.
03-0437

004 0003071 PA Duquesna [ndustrial Duquesne Light Company Provider of lagt resort issuas.

intervenors

0304  QAABE  CO CF&) Stegl, LP and Putlic Service Company Purchased Power Adjustment Clause,

Glimax Molybedenum of Colorado

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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1004
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0306
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200300433 KY
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03553 CO
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050045E1 FL

U-28155 LA
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200500341 KY
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Utility Subject
Kenfucky Industrial Utlity Loutsville Gas & Electic Co.  Cost of Service Rate Design
Customers, Inc. Kenfucky Uitiities Co.
Cripple Creek, Victor Sold Adquila, Inc. Cost of Service, Rate Design
Mining Co., Goodrich Com., Intermuptitée Rates
Holcim (U.S.), Inc., and
The Trane Co.
PPAL Induskial Customer PPL Eleciric Utiities Corp.  Cosl of sarvies, rate design,
Alliance PPLICA taviff issues and transmission
safvice Gharge,
CF&i Steel Company, Climax Public Sarvice Company Cast of service, rale design,
Mines of Colorado interupiible Rates.
Kentucky industrial Kentucky Utiliies Environmenlal cost racovery.
Utility Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & Eledric Co.
South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design
Lovisiana Public Entergy Louisiana, Ins. Independent Coordinator of
Service Commission Staff Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Transméssion - CosvBenefit
West Virginia Enengy hon Power Co. Environmental cost recovery,
Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Securifization, Financing Qrder
Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company  Cost of service, rate design,
Uity Customers, Inc. transmission expenses. Congestion
Cost Recovery Mechanism
Louisiana Public Service Entergy Guif States, inc. Separafion of EGS! into Texas and
Commission Staff Lovisiana Companies.
Lovisiana Public Service Enfergy Lovisiana, ing. Transmigsion Prudence Invastigation
Commission Stelf
Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Ca. Cost of Senvica, Rata Design, Transmission
Intervenors & [ECPA Senvige Change, Tariff lsues
Met-Ed Indystrial Energy Metropeolitan Edison Co. Generation Rate Cap, Transmission Service
Usess Group and Penalec Pennsylvania Electric Co. Charga, Cost of Service, Rate Dssign, Tanff
Industrial Cuglomer Issues
Aliance
Louisiana Public Service Entengy Gulf States, Inc. Separation of EGSI imo Texas and
Commission Staff Louksiana Companles.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC,
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Uti Ii_ty Su_blect
0706  CaseNo. KY Kentucky Indusidal Kentucky Utiktes Environmental cost recovery.
2006-00130 Utility Customens, Inc. Louisville Gas & Electric Co.
Casa No.
200600129
0sioe CaseNo. VA Ol Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Co. Cast Aflocation, Alocziion of Revenue incr,
PUE-2006-00065 For Falr Ltifly Rates Off-System Sales margin rate frestment
1106 Doc.No. CT Conneclicut Industrial Connecticut Light & Powsr Rals unbundiing issues.
97-01-15RE02 Energy Consumers United luminating
0107 CaseNo. WV West Vimginia Energy Mon Power Co. Retail Gost of Service
06-0960-E-42T Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Revenue apportionment
0307 U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Guif States, Inc. Implementation of FERC Decision
Commission Staff Entergy Lowisiana, LLC Jurisdictional & Rate Class Allacation
0507  CaseNo. OH Chio Energy Group Ohia Power, Columbus Erwironmental Surcharge Rate Design
07-63-EL-UNC Southem Power
0507 R0043255 PA PPEL indusirial Customer PPL Electric Uilities Comp. Cost of servics, rale design,
Remand Alliance PPLICA, tariff issues and transmission
service change.
067  RO0OT2155 PA PPEL industrial Customer PPL Electric Utilities Comp. Cost of service, rale design,
Alliance PPLICA tariff issues,
07107 Doc.No. GO Gateway Canyons LLC Grand Valley Power Coop.  Distribution Line Cost Allocation
O7F-037E
0an? Doc. No. Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Electric Power Co.  Cost of Service, ralke design, taniff
05-UR-103 Enargy Group, In¢. Iesues, interuptibie rales,
107 ERO7-662-000 FERC Lovisiana Public Entengy Services, Inc. Proposad modifications ko
Sarvice Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Schadule MSS-3.
Staff Compenies Coat functionalization issues,

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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RATE BASE

Plart In Servicer
Depreciation Reserve
Net Piant

Working Capital Allowancs
Other Rate Basa hams Excluding RCP
Raia Basa Other Tatal

Raie Base Sublotal

DSM Derferral

RCP Distritution Deferral Met of Tax
RGP Fuel Doforral Met of Tax

Rata Base Eaming Gost of Debt

Total Rate Basa

INCOME STATEMENT
Ravanue

Total Tariff Revanue
Total Other Raverug
Tetal Ravenue

Expanses

Totel D&M Expanse:

Tota! Depracation Exponse

Tots! Amwrtization Expense

Taxes Cthver than Income Excl CAT
CAT Tax

Total Operating Expanse

Ravarse Amortization of Fuel Deferral
Adjusted Total Oparating Expanse

Income Befara Taxes

Incomms taxss

Current Local Incoma Tax

Currant State Income Tax

Currant Federal ncome Tax

Ceferad Incame Tawes

investment Tax Cred|t

Total Incarne Tax

Currant Tax effect of RCP Fusl Rata Base
Defemad income Tax on RCP Fual Amort

o Tax adjusted ko remove RCP Fual

Nst Incame After Tax
Rate of Return
Ingex

Required Return on Non-RCP Rate Basa
Required Retum on RCP Rate Base
Reverue Deficiency

Ravanyus Increase

Variance

Earon Exhiblt__(5)B-2)

THE TOLEDO EDISON COMPANY
COST OF SERVICE STUDY - SUMMARY
TEST YEAR ENDED 208 FORECASTED - NDQ RCP FUEL DEFERRAL

PRESENT RATES, $1,000s
TOTAL
RETAIL -] G8 GP GSUB 6T TG TG POL CONTRACT
785202 490668 208,112 20,930 £06 3,192 272 45,124 5.548 10,552
(370,698 (240,987) (96.8527)  (3,362) (188) (558) (123) (26,747}  (2,738) {3,i64)
405504 249,679 111,264 12,567 a34 2,636 149 18,376 3,110 7,338
5994 2,368 2533 443 50 6 13 1,118 352 (958)
28416 10,338 8,322 1,201 30 73 18 1) (38) 250
2410 700 7,856 1,543 81 49 3 1,133 34 (697)
437614 271,380 119,116 14,211 419 2,886 180 19,500 3424 6,692
284 384 [} 2} a o Q )] [+ i}
51,735 32,000 16,049 1,0% 2 12 24 257 a 535
a o 0 o 4] 0 a 0 [+ 1
B2,122 32483 16,249 1439 22 12 24 257 a 535
531,148 316550 147427 2,517 o954 11,868 218 20,022 3,458 9,085
148,141 34525 45271 10,054 ane 2,404 118 5,693 1,364 (3,676)
11,287 7,806 2,382 297 18 219 3 137 Il 351
157428 82,331 47,653 10,351 408 2,823 122 5,830 1,437 (3,325)
B008  S7410 18,098 2,608 8 435 42 1,447 229 778
2583 15811 6,548 857 10 a8 ] 1618 732 214
8,378 401 2,364 T28 56 992 4 (43) {3 787
53,573 27679 15,727 4,688 128 2,188 23 1608 241 1,282
251 147 76 17 1 4 0 a9 2 15}
169,243 105059 42,908 8,807 266 3,569 77 4,940 1,193 3,036
12,463} {760} 881} (328) {31) (533) 1 {15) (4] 11
167,080 104299 42,127 §.280 225 3,036 I 4924 1189 2923
(9.652) ({11,968) 6528 2072 181 (“13) 48 208 248 (6.250)
(432) {332} 33) 9 1 (N [ (5) U] (64)
(728) (558} 158) 15 2 (11} 1 (10} (2} {103}
{(14963)  (11,483)  (1,740) 306 51 (232) " (205) (42} (2.218)
2232 3332 945 (13) (15) (313) 2 278 4
(437) 273) (116) (12) {0 (2} ) (25) (3 %
(12327, 9.3 (396) k) ] {5%8) 13 a2 40 {2.088)
945 282 261 128 12 204 0 ] 1 43
847 261 234 113 11 183 Q 5 1 33
{10838 (8,771 98 544 62 {1t 14 4 43 {2,388)
883 (3,187} 5430 1,528 119 {238) a2 363 205 {3,861)
0AT%  1.01% 1.68% 710%  1252%  -1.99%  t462% 4 31% 5.87% -42.51%
6} 2 43 ] {12} a8 26 35 {253)
8.05% 39,193 24288 10,881 1272 37 27 16 1,748 306 559
B.26% 3,263 2033 1,061 115 1 1 2 16 o a3
15986 66,460 47,189 10,058 (225) (129} 508 (23} 1,437 ta2 T.164
70,758 28182 36,048 3,660 m 1,755 18 [¢.5.1) 0 1.131

4292 (19007) 25388 3875 199 943 36 (1.526) (182) (6,053)
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OHICH EDISON COMPANY
COST OF SERVICE BMUDY - EUMMARY
TEAT YEAR ENDED 288 FOREGASTED - MC RGP FUEL DEFERRAL

PRESENT RATES, 51,0008
TOTAL
RETAIL RS Gs L GSUB ar LIG TG POL CONTRACT

RATE BASE

Plr in Sarvce 2,150,414 1,306,426 61,56 78618 9,836 18,859 1.126 53,129 2,600 23278
Depmciaiion Reserve ©13.210) (S26.625  (P02,833) (30,442} (34e7) 2% (408} (29.000) (8.020) (8,120}
hiest Phart 1397 204 866,500 48,022 48176 LE] 14521 e 23,201 11,592 15,158
Viarking Capitel Allowaince 7120 Shz 334 d68 218 88 5 7 865 634
Otiver Rate Base iams Exchading RCP {8,080) (20,830} (&81) 4,408 (¥ 10,146 e 202 (680) 1,038
Rata Ease Other Tokil 2,081 {20,238} 2453 4062 1,486 10,707 2 570 206 1672
Rate Base Bublotol . 13302 A8 362 B1.36 63,138 7,626 2808 "o 2390 " 16.830
[SM Defianal a1 21 [} 0 ] 0 [ [} [ L}
RCP Diswitustion Defarral Ml of Tax 141 240 90,818 4317 5,208 a5 4 100 110 1 1,709
RCP Fuei Deferval Net of Tax ] L] [} 0 o 0 0 [}] [} 0
Rate Baem Eaming Cost of Detd 142,081 91,87 aa0r 5,208 85 4 w0 10 1 1,700
Tetal Rate Basa 1481 206 LR 304,402 55,436 7,000 28 302 B4 23,580 1,77 18,590
MHCOME STATEMENT

Fevenus

Tolal Tariff Revenwe 405014 308,165 11052 25,372 112 8.545 ar 1635 414 703
Talal Other Rervemm 2040 10479 (2 -] 1,324 27 1,322 0 38 a2 402
Toial Revenue: 518,375 27834 257 26,606 5430 16,267 7 1,515 LTt 8,134
Expenass

Totsl OB M Expenes 204003 144,883 44,010 6,38 -] 1,268 118 3508 06 1,729
Total Depraciation Expanca &7 400 43,683 16,062 21 207 2 = 2813 2198 628
Tolal Amosiisalion Expands 59433 K626 05440 4,608 1,12G 5,532 43 G445 188 1127
Taxea Other than inoome Exdl CAT 182474 B3.053 653 13341 3106 r618 132 2457 aH 2,807
CAT Tax 82 524 201 2 [ 16 1 13 7 13
Tolal Operating Expense 404,185 07,848 120376 27,01 5,063 14,691 -1 8472 ET 8105
Reverss Atwortization of Fusl Deferral (RB0) {2,138 (23H4) {1.025) 1207} 1am & [ (2] {188)
Adjusted Total Opemiing Expense 435 576 and Tia 118,072 w;me 4,766 13,056 313 8,528 A 5010
Incoma Dafere Taves 7w 924 T 80 T3 (2,788) L (.m0 3% 221
| RGOS taxes.

Cument Loced IRcome Tax 281 [yl % 12 ] 10 a (4} 2 2
LTurrent State Inooma Tax 508 344 13 22 1B 31:1] a 22) 4 o
Current Federal Income Tax 10,401 7.083 2440 160 332 [201) I [262) % 834
Deferrad Income Tages [24.549) (13259 (6431 {1,665) el ) {1,909) un [204) (38} {446}
Ievestiment Tax Cradit {1.288) {Bas) {31 [51)] (] (o (i) (32) 4] (34}
Total Income Tax [ H 68,476) 4139 [1,247) 5] [2a15) {14} (733) @ a7
Current Tax offact of RCP Fuel Rate Base 3,488 1,213 o5 ne 17 840 3 12 5 ™
Dafarrad Income Tax on RGP Fued Aman 2,050 1,078 o T 102 541 ] 1@ 4 64
Incroma Tax adjusted i Famave RCP Fuel 8.215) (#,125) (2432 [480) ) 23 L]} ] [] 5r€
Net Incama Afior Tex 014 .49 10.118 1960 0] (1.6609 17 (359) am 16%
Rals of Retum 287% 280% 2.56% 158% E.d% €42% 209% A4T% 3E% B84%
{nches: . 1.09 067 0375 245 232 o 058 138 am
Required Relun on NarRCR Rste Base e06% 121,39 70,862 3 A58 4814 oe 2294 14 2,169 1,087 1528
Required Relum on RCP Rate B 0.47% AL 5020 2,700 343 L) L] L] T L] m
Revenua Deflcsncy 1557088 6,152 BRNEE 9,541 638 x07 4150 -] 4030 1.1 ®)
Revenua Merease 161973 B,855 o5.047 7,796 L] 9,262 100 a2 7 )

Variance 15821 (170 15,908 1412 % 3123 0 (3.619) {1,074y 4
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RATE BASE

Plant in Servica
Puepraciation Roperve
Met Plark

Warking Capilal Allowance
Qthar Rake Sasa fteme Exoluding RCF
Rats Gasa Othes Total

Rate Bass Sutiolal

DSM Daferral

RCP Digtribution Coderral Nal of Tex
RCP Fuel Doforral Net of Tax

Rate Base Eaming Cost of Debl

Total Rate Base
INCONE STATEMENT

Revarus

Tolel Taill Revenue
Tolal Other Revenue
Tolal Revenus

Expansas

Taia! QM Expenos

Total Dapraciation Expensa

Tatal Amartization Expends

Taxes Other than income Excl CAT
Commercial Antivity Tax (GAT)

Total Qperating

Revarss Amartization of Fusl Deforral
Adjusted Total Operating Expenss

Inoama Bafore Taxes

Income taxes

Cumet Local income Tax

Cument State Income Tax

Curront Federal Incoma Tax

Deferted Intoms Taxes

Investment Tex Cradit

Tatal Income Tax

Cusrant Tax aflact ol RCP Fuel Rate Ease
Croferred inoome Tax on RCP Fuel Amort
Income Tax adjusted ko remove RGP Fus

hied Incoma After Tax
Rate of Returny
Indax

Required Retum on Non-RCP Rate Bast  9.15%
Required Return on RCP Rate Bage 6.66%
Ravenue Defidency 15878
Revenue Incraass

arance

TOTAL
RETAIL

1,074,607
{Te4.117)
1,190,480

1,865
{108,208)
{106,340}

1.084.150

ara
128,784
a

126,443

1,210,503

423,882
22,697
446,270

150576
€3,128
24964

148,755

713

402,084

(8,707}
396,230

50,040

98200
8,408
270
106,583
12,613

THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC HLUMINATING COMPANY

COST OF SERVICE STUDY - SUMNARY
TEST YEAR 28 FORECASTED - NO RCP FUEL DEFERRAL

800,507
{344,956)
561,562

{1,185
(39,9%)
{41,131)

520421

L-12)
55,200
0

55,949

576,300

224,09
13,208
27200

w2470
30,220
"sr
63560
e

188,151
(1,072
198,279

41.020

PRESENT RATES, $1.000s

as

188,157
(322,600)
485,551

{1.213)
(47,913}
(49,126}

418,425

)]
82,174

[
82,174

478,589

130,00
B.ALE
137 387

54,321
25,065
9,876
59233
8
149 314
{2.333)
146,982

{9.614)

(274)
(397}
(a.18)
(2,824}
(11}
{12,000)
20

903
(10,377}

63
0.16%
0.04

38,103

4,135
65,267
80,003
13,736

ap

10,565
{4.107)
6,462

(21}
(652)
{7e3)

5758

B8sLB
67,125
(26.502)
41,623
EIE]
(4.821}
(4.501)

7,421

5

714
[aB2)

1447
i
238

1,957
g
1241%

209
3307

{2,019)

32

2,347

1,13

1,180

(203)
(108)
a

14

137

(g
128

- _—

b4
5
R

ara
1,500
{43,174}
38,329
1,852
(6.181)
(4.329)

34,000

2,764
o
2,784

36,764
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22,785
(7.257)
15499

1,481
(2,168}
{684}

14814

oDoo

2018

CONTRACT

o5, 544
(36,263)
£Q.581

08
4.514)
(5,808)

54,875
0
4210
n
4218

59,004

18,038
1,375
1413



