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1 I. INTRODUCTION 

2 QL PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, OCCUPATION, AND BUSINESS 

3 ADDRESS. 

4 Al. My name is Frank W. Radigan. I am a principal in the Hudson River Energy 

5 Group, a consulting firm providing services regarding utility industries and 

6 speciahzing in the fields of rates, planning and utility economics. My office 

7 address is 237 Schoolhouse Road, Albany, New York 12203. 

8 

9 Q2. WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND BUSINESS 

10 EXPERIENCE? 

11 A2. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Chemical Engineering from Clarkson 

12 College of Technology in Potsdam, New York (now Clarkson University) in 

13 1981. I received a Certificate in Regulatory Economics from the State University 

14 of New York at Albany in 1990. From 1981 through Febmary 1997,1 served on 

15 the Staff of the New York State Department of PubHc Service ("DPS") in the 

16 Rates and System Planning sections ofthe Power Division and on the Rates 

17 Section ofthe Gas and Water Division. My responsibilities included resource 

18 planning and the analysis of rates, depreciation rates and tariffs of electric, gas, 

19 water and steam utihties in the State and encompassed rate design and performing 

20 embedded and marginal cost of service studies as well as depreciation studies. 

21 

22 Before leaving the DPS, I was responsible for directing all engineering staff 

23 . during major proceedings including those relating to rates, integrated resource 

1 
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1 planning and environmental impact studies. In Febmary 1997,1 left the DPS and 

2 joined Louis Berger & Associates as a Senior Energy Consultant. 

3 

4 In December 1998,1 formed my own Company. In my 27 years of experience, I 

5 have testified as an expert witness in utility rate proceedings on more than 60 

6 occasions before various utility regulatory bodies including the Nevada Public 

7 Utilities Commission, the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance, 

8 the New York State Public Service Commission, the Arizona Corporation 

9 Commission, the Connecticut Department of Utility Control, the Vermont Public 

10 Service Board, the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission, the Michigan Public 

11 Service Commission and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. A summary 

12 of my qualifications and experience is included in Attachment FWR-1. 

13 

14 Q3. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING? 

15 A3. I am appearing on behalf of the Office of Ohio Consumers' Counsel ("OCC"). 

16 

17 Q4. WHATIS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

18 A4. My testimony will support certain OCC objections to the Staff Report and address 

19 the issues raised by those objections as they relate to the development of rates for 

20 DEO. Specifically I will address the reasonableness ofthe Class Cost of Service 

21 Study presented by the East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio 

22 ("DEO" or "the Company") in Schedule E, and the revenue allocation and rate 
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1 design proposed by both the Company and Staff of the Public Utilities 

2 Commission of Ohio ("Staff^. 

3 

4 Q5. WHAT HA VE YOU REVIEWED IN THE PREPARATION OF YOUR 

5 TESTIMONY? 

6 A5. From the current case I have reviewed the Company's Rate Case Application, 

7 Standard Filing Requirements and associated workpapers, Company testimony, 

8 the PUCO Staff Report of Investigation ("Staff Report") and associated 

9 workpapers, the Report of Conclusions and Recommendations on the Financial 

10 Audit ofthe East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio performed by 

11 Blue Ridge Consulting Services, Inc. ("Blue Ridge Report"), Company responses 

12 to Blue Ridge data requests and Company responses to OCC discovery. I have 

13 also reviewed documents and Opinions and Orders fh)m other proceedings, in 

14 Ohio and other jurisdictions. 

15 

16 IL STRAIGHT FIXED VARIABLE RATE DESIGN 

17 Q6. PLEASE SUMMARIZE STAFF'S RATIONALE FOR PROPOSING A 

18 STRAIGHT FDCED VARIABLE ("SFV') RA TE DESIGN. 

19 A6. Staff recommended a rather significant change in its rate stmcture policy. Rather 

20 than recovery through a minimal fixed customer charge and relatively higher 

21 volumetric rates. Staff recommended that the Commission approve a rate 

22 stmcture primarily based on a fixed distribution service charge. Staff opines that 

23 most distribution-related costs are fixed and that the distribution facilities required 



10 A7. 

11 

12 

13 
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to serve a small residence are most likely the same as those required to serve a 

larger residence. Staff also stated that its proposed rate design accomplishes 

other rate objectives: 1) it levelizes the distribution component of a customer's 

bill; 2) it reduces the revenue deterioration of a utility in a time of reduced 

consumption; 3) it alleviates the need for a decoupling mechanism which requires 

frequent controversial reconciliations; and 4) it eliminates the Company's natural 

disincentive to promote energy conservation.^ 

Q7. DO YOU AGREE WITH STAFF'S PROPOSAL? 

No, for the purpose of this testimony I will use the Staff proposed rate design for 

DEO general sales service ("GSS") customers, in the Eastem portion of DEO's 

service territory, to show the unreasonableness ofthe Staff position. 

Table 1 

Charge 

Customer per month 

< 50 MCF per MCF 

>50 MCF per MCF 

Present 

S5.70 

$1,236 

$1,236 

Staff 
Proposed 

$17.50 

$0,365 

$0,620 

percent 
Change 

+207 
percent 

-70 percent 

-50 percent 

14 

'Staff Report at 34. 

^ The traditional East Ohio and River Gas service territory 
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1 As can be seen from Table 1, the increase in the customer charge firom $5.70 to 

2 $17,50 is substantial and is being done at the expense ofthe volumetric charge 

3 which is decreased to account for it.^ 

4 

5 Q8. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE RA TIONALE STAFF HAS OFFERED FOR 

6 PROPOSING THE SFV RATE DESIGN? 

1 A8. No, I do not agree. Thereareseveralreasons why Staff s position is 

8 unreasonable. 

9 

10 Q9. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR DISA GREEMENT WITH THE STAFF'S 

11 RA TIONALE FOR SUPPORTING THE SFVRA TE DESIGN. 

12 A9. Although the distribution-related costs for low use residential customers may be 

13 fixed, the PUCO Staff improperly applied this factor to the GSS customer class 

14 which includes mostly residential customers with monthly consumptions under 25 

15 MCF, but it also includes non-residential customers with much greater 

16 consumption (e.g. in excess of 2000 MCF) (Schedule E-4.1, pages 6 and 12). 

17 

18 Contrary to what Staff said in its report, the GSS class is not a homogenous class. 

19 Although most GSS customers are residential customers, as noted above there is a 

20 large disparity in usage among customers within this service class. This disparity 

21 includes the disparity between residential customers as well as the disparity 

Staff Report at 34 (The Staff proposes a more significant increase for the DEO customers in the Westem 
portion ofthe service territory currently $4.38 to $17.50). 



Direct Testimony of Frank W. Radigan 
On Behalf of the Office ofthe Ohio Consumers' Counsel 

PUCO Case No 07-829-GA-AIR et al. 

1 between residential and non-residential GSS customers. A properly designed rate 

2 should limit the customer charge to recover only the costs associated with the cost 

3 of serving the lowest use customers in that class. 

4 Contrary to what Staff said in its report, the GSS is not a homogenous class 

5 consisting primarily of residential customers. As noted above there is a large 

6 disparity in usage among customers within this service class. A properly 

7 designed rate should hmit the customer charge to recover only the costs 

8 associated with the cost of serving the minimum sized customer in that class. 

9 

10 Typically these costs include the cost ofthe service cormection, the meter and 

11 billing, but they should be calculated at the minimum levels to serve low use 

12 customers. Large use customers generally have a larger service laterals and 

13 meters which are more expensive and would result in a higher customer charge. 

14 For example a two bedroom home located next to a ten unit apartment building 

15 will generally have a smaller service and meter than the facilities used to serve the 

16 apartment building. This is just natural as the apartment building is just using so 

17 much more volume. 

18 

19 The larger non-residential GSS customers also impose a greater demand on the 

20 gas distribution infrastmcture,'* and the billing can become more compHcated 

21 thereby increasing the cost to serve these larger customers. Whereas the PUCO 

'* This is the reason that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") SFV requires allocation of 
the fixed costs based on peak demand, not the number of customers. 
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1 Staff has not performed studies or offered a basis for how it derived its proposed 

2 GSS customer charge, it did admit that large volume general service customers 

3 are much less homogeneous than residential customers and a simple fixed charge 

4 may not be the appropriate cost recovery mechanism." Absent evidence or 

5 support that the distribution facilities required to serve a DEO small residential 

6 customer are the same as those required to serve a larger non-residential 

7 customer, the Commission should reject Staffs rate design proposal. 

8 

9 Not only is the Staff proposed customer charge of $ 17.50 unsupported by a study 

10 or analysis, the volumetric charge for larger customers in the GSS is unsupported 

11 as well. These larger customers have greater throughput making the per unit cost 

12 to serve them less, so that a customer charge combined with a usage charge, or a 

13 even step down usage charge, is an acceptable approach to rate design. But, 

14 absent better cost information; I have no reason to believe that the proposed rate 

15 design appropriately reflects the cost of serving the various customers that 

16 comprise the GSS class. Thus, setting the second block at such a low level, as 

17 Staff proposes, can result in the smaller customers subsidizing the larger 

18 customers. If the Commission is to consider adopting a SFV rate design it should 

19 wait until the GSS class has been separated into residential and non-residential 

20 customers with separate customer costs for each class that also indicate the cost to 

Staff Report at 34 (emphasis added). 
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1 serve the lowest usage customers in that class. Until such time, implementing 

2 the SFV rate design is premature, imjust and unreasonable. 

3 

4 QIO. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STAFF'S STATEMENT THAT THE SFV 

5 RATE DESIGN LEVELIZES THE DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OF A 

6 CUSTOMER'S BILL? 

7 AlO. Yes, I do agree with that statement however, I do not believe that such levelizing 

8 of a customer's bill is a major benefit for customers. Currently DEO*s residential 

9 customers can subscribe to budget billing if they choose to levelize their monthly 

10 bills over the year. So the bill levehng benefit ofthe SFV rate design identified by 

11 the Staff is already available to DEO residential customers. The fact that the 

12 majority of DEO's residential customers subscribe to budget billing means that 

13 ehgible customers have decided not to volimtarily levelize their bills. It would be 

14 presumptuous for the Staff to force customers who have rejected this option to 

15 have to ascribe to it. It is even more presumptuous to then call this a benefit for 

16 those very customers who previously rejected this option. 

17 

18 QIL IS A SFV RATE DESIGN THE BEST SOLUTION TO THE REVENUE 

19 DETERIORATION THAT A UTILITY EXPERIENCES IN A TIME OF 

20 REDUCED CONSUMPTION? 

21 AIL No. It is my contention that a decoupling mechmiism with appropriate consumer 

22 safeguards will appropriately address the Staffs concem for revenue deterioration 

23 that might result from energy conservation, but in a more efficient maimer than 

8 
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1 the proposed SFV. Energy savings only reduces gas consumption, it does not 

2 eliminate it. Thus, the savings from energy conservation is some fraction ofthe 

3 total bill. As such, the lost revenues in any year are only a small portion ofthe 

4 total base revenues derived by the Company so the rate impacts for individual 

5 customers of a decoupling mechanism would not be large. Contrast this to a rate 

6 design that has large impacts, either positive or negative, on the vast majority of 

7 customers every single month, if an energy conservation mechanism is to be 

8 employed, the less dismptive mechanism would be decoupling. 

9 

10 Further, a decoupling mechanism provides a more transparent way to monitor that 

11 the company is receiving the revenues it needs. Thus, if the company xmder 

12 collects, customers pay a surcharge, but if they over collect, they get a refund. 

13 Under SFV, the utility keeps the revenues even when they are over recovering 

14 because there is no accountability. 

15 

16 Q12. DO YOU CONCUR WITH THE STAFF'S CONTENTION THAT AN SFV 

17 RATE DESIGN ALLEVIATES THE NEED FOR A DECOUPLING 

18 MECHANISM WHICH REQUIRES FREQUENT CONTROVERSIAL 

19 RECONCILIA TIONS? 

20 A12. No, annual reconciliations, if properly designed with appropriate consumer 

21 safeguards, will not necessarily be controversial or overly compHcated. Although 

22 a SFV rate design can be less complex to administer than a sales reconcihation 

23 type of decoupling mechanism because it ehminates periodic reconcitiations and 
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1 weather adjustments,^ an SFV rate design introduces a host of other analytical 

2 problems that are not present with a decoupling mechanism: 

3 1. The SFV rate design decreases the natural gas price signal: A proper price 

4 signal serves as an important motivation for consumers making energy 

5 consumption decisions. Because of decreases in the volumetric charge, the 

6 Staff proposed rate design will result in a 5 percent decrease in bills for GSS 

7 customers using greater than 50 MCF per month^. Staff also notes that 

8 another disadvantage of its rate design is that the fixed charge stmcture 

9 reduces the incentive on the part of DEO's customers to reduce their usage.^ 

10 This is the wrong price signal to give to customers at a time of increasing 

11 marginal costs for natural gas in particular and energy in general.^ 

12 

13 For the Energy Choice Transportation Service ("ECTS") customers, the price 

14 signal is more distorted as the non-residential customers in this service 

15 classification that use over 50 MCF per month will receive a 21 percent rate 

16 decrease under Staffs rate design'^. This impact demonstrates that the PUCO 

17 Staff violated its ovwi rate design principle that rate design changes should 

Some also view an SFV rate design as adhering more closely to cost causation as they tend to view fixed 
costs as a function ofthe number of customers. 

' Staff Report- Schedule E.5, page 1 of 12. 

^StaffReportat34. 

^ See Kushler, M., D. York, and P. Witte. 2005, "Examining the Potential for Energy Efficiency to Help 
Address the Natural Gas Crisis in the Midwest;" Washington, DC: American Council for and Energy 
Efficiency Economy, 

*̂* Staff Report Schedule E.5, page 2 of 12. 

10 
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1 cause minimal impact when implemented.^^ Finally, under the Staffs rate 

2 design proposal, small customers have significantly less incentive to reduce 

3 usage (as it does not have a significant impact on their bill) and large 

4 customers are sent the price signal which encourages them to use more (they 

5 could be wasteful with energy and still pay less than they did last year). 

6 

7 2. The SFV rate design is regressive on low usage customers (some of 

8 which are low income or on fixed incomes) and it will produce 

9 significant rate shock: Staff states it is keenly aware ofthe pitfalls of its 

10 proposed rate design with the biggest being rate impacts to low use 

11 customers. '̂  If so, it is imclear why the Staff would propose the SFV rate 

12 design for DEO. The DEO service territory is suffering from well 

13 documented economic challenges, high gasoline prices and continued loss 

14 of manufacturing jobs. The US Census Bureau reports that in 2006 

15 Cleveland ranked fourth in having the lowest median household income in 

16 the nation. With such a large segment of DEO's customer base living in 

17 dire economic conditions it is unclear why the Staff is so eager for a SFV. 

18 Staff admits that one pitfall of an SFV rate design is its impact on the low-

19 use customer. The Energy Information Administration ("EIA") tracks 

20 usage and household income. The EIA reports that low use customers are 

21 also low income customers. This is tme for both electric and gas utilities 

I I StaffReportat28. 

StaffReportat34. 

11 
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1 As a result, the SFV rate design it is inherently unfair to non-PIPP low 

2 income customers . According to the EIA in 2001 customers living below 

3 the poverty line use 57.9 MMBTU per household while the average of all 

4 households was 72.4 MMBTU.^^ Therefore, the Staffs proposed SFV 

5 rate design will adversely impact the low use/ low-income customers with 

6 a larger increase than the higher-use higher-income customer 

7 

8 All low usage customers (using less than average consumption) will bear a 

9 disproportionately greater increase in their natural gas bills if they 

10 maintain their current usage patterns. As can be seen from the Staff 

11 Report, this could have an even greater impact on low use or low income 

12 customers or elderly customers on fixed incomes. An SFV rate design 

13 will have intra-class impacts, invariably shifting cost from high usage, 

14 high income customers to low usage or low mcome/fixed income 

15 customers. Increasing natiu-al gas bills presents an undue hardship for low 

16 usage or low income/fixed income customers and may lead to increasing 

17 PIPP arrearages and discoimections for those low income customers not 

18 on PIPP. 

19 

20 3. The SFV rate design may cause very low usage customers to drop off 

21 of the system: Since the increased customer charge may exceed the cost 

*̂  http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/consurrq3tionbriefs/recs/Datgas/nat gas_piece.html and 
http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/recs/recs2001/ce_pdfenduse/cel-3c_hhincome2001.pdf 

12 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/consurrq3tionbriefs/recs/Datgas/nat
http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/recs/recs2001/ce_pdfenduse/cel-3c_hhincome2001.pdf
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1 to serve, the proposed rate design unfairly punishes small users. This is 

2 especially heinous when there are other more balanced methods to achieve 

3 the same end. For customers that use gas for discretionary purposes 

4 (cooking only, decorative lighting, etc.) the SFV rate design with a high 

5 and fixed monthly customer charge could drive customers from the 

6 system. While it may make economic sense under a SFV rate design not 

7 to add new low-usage customers to the natural gas system, the cost of 

8 existing customers who leave the system is more problematic. The 

9 facilities to serve the former low-use customers remain installed in the 

10 ground. In the event low-usage customers do drop off of the system, DEO 

11 might seek to charge higher rates for remaining customers on DEO's 

12 system to compensate it for the fixed charges formerly paid by those 

13 customers (for the facilities used to serve those customers) who decided to 

14 leave the system. 

15 

16 4. The SFV rate design penalizes those customers who have 

17 undertaken energy eiNiciency investments and leads to less 

18 energy efficiency by lessening consumer incentives for self-

19 initiated efficiency: The SFV rate design is unfair to any DEO 

20 residential customer who attempted to reduce energy consimiption 

21 • through energy efficiency investments (i.e. customers who have 

22 invested in additional home insulation and purchased more 

23 efficient furnaces and water heaters, etc). This is because the large 

13 
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1 fixed cost nature ofthe SFV design diminishes the value of 

2 reductions in consumption consumers achieve through energy 

3 conservation, because a smaller ofthe customers' bill is 

4 determined by the volumetric rate. 

5 

6 By diminishing the value of consimiption reductions, the SFV rate 

7 design thereby extends the pay back period for energy efficiency 

8 investments made by consumers. Despite the fact that investing in 

9 energy efficiency technology should be viewed as a rational 

10 response to increasing gas costs (and to Ohio State policy),̂ "^ 

11 customers who do so under the SFV rate design will see their 

12 investment retums diminished and payback periods lengthened. 

13 By diminishing the value of consumption reductions, customers 

14 not only lose control over their utility bills, but more importantly, 

15 lose the incentive to invest in more energy efficiency and to 

16 control their utility bills. 

17 

18 Staff beheves, however, that this argument is much less relative in the case 

19 of distribution rates because the distribution portion of a customer's bill is 

20 relatively small compared to the total bill^^. Contrary to Staffs claim, the 

21 delivery portion ofthe bill is not small. Per Schedule E 3-2 ofthe DEO 

14 See R.C. 4929.02 and R.C. 4905.70. 

'^StaffReport,page34 

14 
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1 Application, for GSS customers, Non-Gas Cost Revenues are 

2 $448,072,288 and the number of customers is 1,207807, yielding an 

3 average of $370.98 per year, or almost $31 per month, hardly a trivial 

4 amount. Thus, the proposed reduction in the volumetric rate resulting 

5 from the SFV rate design will affect consimiers' conservation investment 

6 decisions. 

7 

8 Larger use customers naturally have more opportunities to 

9 conserve than smaller customers, and lowering the price to those 

10 with the greatest opportunity to conserve can only lead to less 

11 conservation than would otherwise have occurred 

12 

13 5. The SFV rate design violates the "gradualism'' doctrine of rate 

14 design: The SFV rate design proposed by the Staff violates the rate-

15 making principle of graduahsm in changing rate design. Based on a 

16 review of numerous gas rate cases in Ohio over the past twenty-years, the 

17 Staff has generally recommended a customer charge equal to or less than 

18 the calculated average customer charge and within $2.00 or $3.00 dollars 

19 ofthe then-current customer charge. (See Attachment FWR-2.) In those 

20 cases, the Staff Reports often reUed on gradualism as rationale for its 

21 recommendation. 

22 

15 
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1 Most recently the Commission deviated from this rate-making principle in 

2 the recent Duke Energy Ohio ("Duke") natural gas rate case (Case No. 07-

3 589-GA-AIR), in which the Commission approved a SFV rate design for 

4 Duke's residential customers. In that case, the SFV design features a 

5 monthly customer charge of $15.00 through September 30,2008,^^ $20.25 

6 for the balance of year one and $25.33 in year two.^^ Given that Duke's 

7 current customer charge is $6.00 per month, the increases approved by the 

8 Commission are not gradual increases. Rather they represent enormous 

9 and unprecedented increases in the customer charge and they violate the 

10 principle of gradualism. Commissioner Centolella expressed concem for 

11 the PUCO's pace to implement an SFV rate design by stating: "In my 

12 view, the pace ofthe transition in this case is more rapid than should be 

13 selected given the consumer expectations created by long-standing rate 

14 design practices."'^ 

15 

16 While the Staff has demonstrated a willingness to abandon the 

17 rate-making principle of gradualism in the recent Duke rate case, 

18 that would be inappropriate in this case for the following reasons: 

19 First and foremost, the Company has not asked for the SFV rate 

20 design. Second, the Staff has proposed the SFV rate design for the 

° Order at 20. 

^ Order at 20 (citmg Jomt Ex. No. 1 (Stipulation) at Exhibit 2.). 

^ Order at Opinion of Commission Paul A. Centolella Concurring in part and Dissenting in Part page 2 of 
4. 

16 
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1 GSS class of customers which do not represent customers with 

2 homogenous usage patterns. . Third, the PUCO Staff proposed a 

3 very high fixed charge without a cost of service study to support it. 

4 Foiulh, the PUCO Staff is not taking into consideration the impact 

5 the SFV rate design will have on low-usage/low-income customers 

6 in DEO's service territory, a prevalent and economically 

7 challenged segment of DEO's customer base. 

8 

9 

10 6. The SFV rate design has a more extreme impact on customer bills 

11 compared to a revenue reconciling form of decoupling: Interestingly, 

12 the Company did not propose the significant increase to DEO's customer 

13 charge from $5.70 to $17.50, rather the Staff did. The Company proposal 

14 was to maintain customer charges for the Eastem portion of DEO's 

15 service territory (currently and proposed $5.70),^^ and to gradually 

16 increase the customer charge in the Westem portion ofthe service territory 

17 (currentiy $4.38 to the proposed $5.70).^^ The Staff has presented no 

18 evidence to support how its move towards the SFV rate design will be 

19 viewed by DEO's residential customers. In fact, the combination ofthe 

20 large increase in the customer charge for all customers and the increased 

21 bills of low usage customers could generate many customer complaints. 

19 StaffReportat35. 

^^StaffReportat35. 

17 



Direct Testimony of Frank W. Radigan 
On Behalf of the Office ofthe Ohio Consumers' Counsel 

PUCO Case No 07~829'GA-AIR et a l 

1 There were well documented problems experienced by Atlanta Gas Light 

2 ("AGL") when it implemented an SFV rate design. When asked "[w]hat 

3 were the most difficult decisions that you've had to make?" AGL energy 

4 executive Paula Rosput answered, "[wjhen we first implemented the 

5 straight fixed variable rate stmcture last winter and it was causing 

6 enormous bill impacts was one ofthe hardest..." 

7 

8 The Company's own proposal to retain a more reasonable customer 

9 charge in conjunction with the Sales Reconcihation Rider ("SRR") would 

10 be less extreme, and may be more readily accepted by DEO's residential 

11 customers. Under a rate design with a decoupling mechanism, the impact 

12 ofthe rate increase would not fall disproportionately on low usage low 

13 income and fixed income customers. The PUCO Staff did not perform 

14 any studies or analysis to allow the Commission to fully gauge the 

15 public's tolerance for the SFV rate design as proposed by the Staff, or to 

16 fully understand its disparate impact on DEO's residential customers. 

17 Therefore, the Commission should not approve a SFV rate. Should the 

18 Commission choose to proceed anyway, it should be done as a pilot or 

^' See also "Rosput Tells How Atlanta Gas Light Took On Deregulation and Survived," Pipeline & Gas 
Joranal, April Issue 2000. See also Ken Costello's NRRI report;" Retail Conpetition in the Natural Gas 
Sector: The Georgia Market" where he states that the turmoil from restructuring "can be compared to the 
chaos caused by restructuring ofthe electricity industry in Califomia." One ofthe reasons for the chaos 
stated is "a major change in the rate design of distribution service to a straight fixed variable method..." 
See, also http://64.233.169.104/search?q=cache:d_0cmbD_FgkJ:www.nrri.ohio-
state.edu/dspace/bitstream/2068/161/l/Case percent2BStudy percent2Bof percent2BGeorgia percent2Bgas 
percent2Bmarket.pdf+costeUo+nrri+georgia+natural+gas+restructuring&hl=en&ct=clnk&cd==l&gl=us. 

18 
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1 under appropriate Commission supervision and there should be data 

2 collection and evaluation to determine the impact on low use/low income 

3 customers and to determine customer acceptance. 

4 

5 III. ALTERNATIVES TO SFV 

6 QI3. I F THE PUCO DECIDES TO ENDORSE STAFF'S RA TE DESIGN 

7 CONCEPT, COULD IT BE IMPROVED? 

8 A13. OCC does not support a SFV rate design and strongly encourages the 

9 Commission to adopt the customer charge DEO has proposed; however, if the 

10 PUCO is insistent on implementing a SFV rate design, then the SFV rate design 

11 proposed by the Staff must be improved. The OCC proposes the following 

12 options as a means to improve the Staffs proposed SFV rate design: 

13 1. Delay implementation until a more complete CCOSS is developed ~ A 

14 Customer charge should be based on the minimum cost to serve a 

15 customer. In this case, the Company chose not to change the current 

16 customer charge (except for the issue ofthe merger of DEO and the West 

17 Ohio Gas Company) and Staff has not presented any evidence in support 

18 of its proposal. 

19 

20 2. Limit its implementation of a SFV rate design to a PILOT program — 

21 Consideration of a SFV rate design should be limited to a pilot program 

22 over a discreet period of time, and with required periodic update reports to 

23 the Commission on the actual quantifiable impact ofthe SFV 

19 
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1 implementation on low-use and low-income customers. The report 

2 should also determine the level of customer acceptance. 

3 

4 3. Phase in the implementation — OCC suggests that the increase be phased 

5 in over a number of years by limiting the increase in any year by either a 

6 percentage amount, (i.e. 15 percent), or by a specified dollar amount, (i.e. 

7 $1.00) At the current DEO customer charge of $5.70 and Staffs 

8 proposed charge of $17.50, this gradual approach would take eight years if 

9 done on a percent basis and twelve years if done on a dollar limited basis. 

10 

11 4. Limit Applicability — The PUCO should limit the number of customers 

12 the SFV applies to and study its effectiveness. The rate design could be 

13 limited to a select number ofthe customers taking service under GSS. A 

14 statistically significant number of customers could be as small a 1,000 to 

15 2,000 customers. These customers could be put into a new rate class with 

16 Staffs proposed rate design- A study of how this rate design change 

17 impacts low and high consumption customers would be presented in the 

18 next rate case and the rate design reconsidered. If the rate design works, it 

19 could be appUed to a large set of customers and if it does not work the 

20 customers could be put back into the larger service classification. 

21 Customers selected for this study who were dissatisfied with being on the 

22 rate should be able to opt out after one year. 

23 
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1 IV, CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY 

2 Q14. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CLASS COST OF 

3 SERVICE STUDY. 

4 AI4. While the Class Cost of Service Study ("CCOSS") appears to have been 

5 reasonably conducted and to follow generally accepted guidelines for such 

6 studies, the Staff has recommended a drastic change to the rate design from the 

7 current rate design. This is problematic because the GSS class includes both 

8 residential and nonresidential customers. Furthermore, as discussed earher the 

9 large volume general service customers (non-residential) are much less 

10 homogeneous than residential customers and the cost to serve these customers 

11 should be separately developed for rate-making purposes. Because Staff failed to 

12 require DEO to segregate the current GSS class into residential and non-

13 residential and to perform separate cost of service studies for these different 

14 customer classes the existing cost of service study does not support Staffs SFV 

15 rate design proposal. Staff admitted this concem in the Staff Report by stating, 

16 "Large volume general service customers are much less homogeneous than 

17 residential customers and a simple fixed charge may not be the appropriate cost 

18 recovery mechanism. '* 

19 

20 The Company has allocated mains on the basis an average and excess method, 

21 which is one ofthe accepted methods used for gas utilities. There are a variety of 

22 Staff Report at 34 (en:q)hasis added). 
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1 acceptable approaches to performing a CCOSS, and the results ofthe CCOSS can 

2 vary depending on the approach used. For example, in a recent rate case in New 

3 York State, Con Edison's Gas Department allocated demand related distribution 

4 costs on a peak demand basis and also included the concept of a customer related 

5 minimum grid where the customer charge should support the infrastmcture costs 

6 of bringing gas to the customer's home/business.^^ 

7 

8 Thus, with many different concepts and approaches, the CCOSS should only be a 

9 guide to revenue allocation. For example, the New York State Public Service 

10 Commission has used a tolerance band around the system average rate of retum 

11 and classes that have relative rates of retum within that tolerance band are 

12 considered to have rates that are in line with costs. Classes with relative rates of 

13 retums that are outside the tolerance band would be assessed deficiencies or 

14 surpluses only to the extent needed to bring them within the tolerance band. The 

15 tolerance band used has varied from 10 to 20 percent, depending on the 

16 confidence the Commission has in the accuracy ofthe study.̂ "* 

17 

18 The results ofthe CCOSS indicate that rates are somewhat out of line with costs. 

19 This may be the result of gradual changes over the years, or rates may never have 

20 been in line with costs. Generally, the Company is proposing to bring its rates 

21 more in line with CCOSS results, but not in one fell swoop. Staff recommended a 

23 Case 07-G-1332, Con Edison Direct Filing, Gas Rate Panel Testimony, Exhibit GRP-1. 

^̂  Case 07-E-0523, Commission Opinion and Order, Issued March 25, 2008, page 128. 
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1 revenue allocation very similar to one proposed by the Company, but with an 

2 even more gradual movement of rates to costs.̂ ^ While both the DEO and Staff 

3 revenue allocations are reasonable, I support the Staff proposal, hx contrast to its 

4 position on rate design, on the issue of revenue allocation the Staff Report 

5 moderates the impacts by not bringing the class relative rates of retum, as 

6 indicated by the CCOSS, to precisely equal the system average rate of retum, 

7 which is, in effect, applying a wider tolerance band than the DEO had done. The 

8 implicit tolerance band used by DEO and by Staff can be seen from the chart on 

9 Page 29 ofthe Staff Report. DEO had recommended revenue allocations so that 

10 the GSS and LVGSS were both three percent below the system average, while the 

11 Staff has recommended that the GSS class be nine percent below the system 

12 average, and LVGSS be at 12 percent above system average. 

13 

14 QI5. WHA T CHANGES DO YOU RECOMMEND IN ANY CCOSS DEO 

15 PRESENTS IN FUTURE RATE CASES? 

16 AI5. The customer service classifications should be re-evaluated as the current General 

17 Sales Service (GSS) class is too broad to give accurate cost of service 

18 information. The GSS class includes mostly residential customers with monthly 

19 consumptions under 25 MCF, but it also includes non-residential customers with 

20 consumption in excess of 2000 MCF (Schedule E-4,1, pages 6 and 12). As 

21 discussed in the rate design section above if a SFV rate design is adopted then the 

25 StaffReportTable4. 
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1 GSS class has to be separated into different and more homogenous groups. One 

2 possibihty is to split the GSS class between residential and non-residential 

3 customers, a second would be to divide the class into small and medium use 

4 classes of customers. 

5 

6 Regardless of whether the GSS class does get subdivided, future CCOSS studies 

7 should not assume, as DEO has done here, that the cost of service laterals and 

8 meters and regulators is independent ofthe size ofthe customers. Rather, these 

9 costs should be allocated based on either the actual costs of service laterals and 

10 meters and regulators servmg each class, or a sampling ofthe equipment that 

11 serves customers in each class combined with estimates ofthe average costs for 

12 each type of equipment. 

13 

14 Further, in order to support any proposed customer charge, DEO should clearly 

15 identify the customer cost component and explain which of these costs may vary 

16 with the usage ofthe customer. As I stated earher, I find the CCOSS to be proper, 

17 and the resulting class rates of retum to be reasonably accurate. But the study 

18 does not provide the detail needed to establish an average customer costs, or the 

19 customer costs that represent the costs of serving the lowest use customers in the 

20 class. 

21 
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1 V. MERGING OF RATES 

2 QI6. PLEASE COMMENT ON DEO'S PROPOSAL TO MERGE THE RATES OF 

3 THE WEST OHIO GAS COMPANY AND DEO. 

4 A16. The West Ohio Gas Company was merged into East Ohio as of December 31, 

5 1996. Smce that time, the two companies operated as one but are charging 

6 different rates for the same type of service. The Company proposes to implement 

7 uniform rates for the combined East Ohio and West Ohio systems. While there 

8 are customer rate impacts from the implementation of uniform rates, they are not 

9 unreasonable by themselves. Rate impacts become an issue only with Staffs 

10 proposed straight fixed variable rate design. As such, OCC does not oppose the 

11 proposal to merge the rates and set the customer charge at $5.70 per month for all 

12 customers within DEO's service territory. 

13 

14 VL CONCLUSION 

15 Q17. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

16 A17. Yes. However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 

17 subsequently become available. I also reserve the right to supplement my 

18 testimony in the event the PUCO Staff fails to support the recommendations made 

19 in the Staff Report and/or changes positions made in the Staff Report. 
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ATION 

B.S., Chemical Engineering ~ Clarkson University, Potsdam, New York (1981) 

Certificate in Regulatory Economics ~ State University of New York at Albany (1990) 

SUMMARY OF FROI-tSSIOXAL I-XPERIENCr 

1998-Present Principal, Hudson River Energy Group, Albany, NY — Provide research, technical evaluation, 
due diligence, reporting, and expert witness testimony on electric, steam, gas and water utilities. Provide 
expertise in electric supply planning, economics, regulation, wholesale supply and industry restmcturing 
issues. Perform analysis of rate adequacy, rate unbundling, cost-of-service studies, rate design, rate 
structure and multi-year rate agreements. Perform depreciation studies, conservation studies and proposes 
feasible conservation programs. 

1997-1998 Manager Energy Planning, Louis Berger & Associates, Albany, NY - Advised chents on rate 
setting, rate design, rate unbundling and performance based ratemaking. Served a wide variety of clients in 
dealing with corr^lexities of deregulation and restructuring, including OATT pricing, resource adequacy, 
asset valuation in divestiture auctions, transmission planning policies and power supply. 

1981-1997 Senior Valuation Engineer, New York State Public Service Commission, Albany, NY - Starting as 
a Junior Engineer and working progressively through the ranks, served on the Staff of the New York State 
Department of Public Service in the Rates and System Planning Sections ofthe Power Division and in the 
Rates Section ofthe Gas and Water Division. Responsibilities included the analysis of rates, rate design 
and tariffs of electric, gas, water and steam utilities in the State and performing embedded and marginal 
cost of service studies. Before leaving the Commission, was responsible for directing all engineering staff 
during major rate proceedings. 

FIELDS OF SP 

Electric power restructuring, wholesale and retail wheeling rates, analysis of load pockets and market power, 
divestiture, generation planning, power supply agreements and expert witness testimony, retail access, cost of 
service studies, rate unbundling, rate design and depreciation studies. Wholesale power system modeling with GE-
MAPS. 

PROJECT 

Wholesale Commodity Markets 

Transmission Expansion Planning - Various Utilities - Member of Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee 
in the New England Power Pool - the Committee is charged with the study of transmission expansion needs in the 
deregulated New England electric market. Ongoing 

Locational Based Pricing - Reading Municipal Light Department - Using GE multi-area production simulation 
model (MAPS), analyzed New England wholesale power market to cost differences between various generators and 
load centers. 2003 

Merchant Plant Analysis - Confidential client - Using GE multi-area production simulation model (MAPS), 
analj^ed New York City wholesale power market to determine economics of restructuring PURPA era contract to 
market priced contract. 2002 
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Market Price Forecasting - El Paso Merchant Energy - Analyzed New England power market using MAPS for 
purpose of pricing natural gas supply in order to ensine that plant was dispatched at 70% capacity factor as required 
under its gas supply contract. 2002 

Market Price Analysis - Novo Windpower - Analyzed hourly market price data in New York for each load zone in 
State in order to optimize location of new wind power projects. 2002 

Gas A^regation ~ Village of Ilion - Advised client on costs/benefits of aggregating residential gas customers for 
purpose of gas purchasing. 2002 

Gas Procurement - Albany County, New York - Assisted client in analysis of economics of existing gas purchase 
contract; negotiated termination of contract; designing request for proposal for new natural gas supply. 2000 

HQ Prudence Review - Selected by Vermont Public Service Board to perform prudence review power supply 
contract between Hydro Quebec and Central Vermont Public Service Corporation. 1998 

Wholesale Power Supply - Prepared conprehensive RFP to optimize power supply for Solvay municipal utility by 
con^lementing existing low cost power supplies in order to entice new industrial load to locate within Village. 
1997 

Analysis of Load Pockets and Market Power - Performed analysis of load pockets and market power in New 
York State; determined physical and financial measures that could mitigate market power. 1996 

Study of IFF Contracts and Impacts in New York Performed study to determine rate impacts of power purchase 
contracts entered into by investor owned utilities and independent power producers (IPPs); separately measured rate 
in^acts resulting from statewide excess-capacity; determined level of non-optimal reserves for each utility. 1995 

Power Purchase Contract Policies and Procedures - Directed NYSPSC Staff teams in formulation of short- and 
long-run avoided cost estimates (LRACs) using production simulation model (PROMOD); forecasted load and 
capacity requirements; developed utility buy-back rates; presented expert witness testimony on buy-back rate 
estimates and calculation methodologies, thereby implementing curtailment of IPPs as allowed under PURPA. 
1990-1994 

Integrated Resource Planning - Led NYSPSC Staff team's examination of each utility's IRP process and 
examination of impacts of processes and regulatory policies influencing the decision making process. 1994 

Intrastate Wheeling Commission Transmission Analysis and Assessment - Chairman of NYSPSC Proceeding to 
examine plans for meeting future electricity needs in New York State. Addressed measures for estimating and 
allocating costs of wheeling, including embedded cost, short-run marginal cost and long run incremental cost 
methods. 1990 

Rate Setting 

Economic Development Rate - Massena Electric Department - For municipal electric utility, developed tariffs for 
economic development rates for new or expanded load. 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Hamilton, NY - For small municipal electric utility, prepared full 
cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2004 

Rate Study - Pascoag Utility District ~ Reviewed the apphcation ofthe Power Authority ofthe State of New York 
to increase rates to its wholesale power customers. 2003 

Rate Study - Kennebunk Power and Light Department - Performed rate study of new multi-year wholesale power 
contract against existing rates to determine inqiact on overall revenue recovery and cash flows of utility. 2003 
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Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Arcade, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in the 
preparation full cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Philadelphia, NY - For small municipal electric utility, assisted in 
the preparation fiill cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Hamilton, NY ~ For small municipal electric utility, prepared full 
cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 2004 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Fillmore Gas Conpany - For small natural gas local distribution company, 
performing cost of service study for intemal budget controls and formal rate case before the New York Public 
Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Rowlands Hollow Water Works - For small water company, performing cost of 
service study for intemal budget controls and formal rate case before the New York Public Service Commission. 
2003 

Standby Rates - Independent Power Producers of New York - Analyzed reasonableness of proposed standby rates 
of Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation; proposed altemate rate designs; participated in settlement negotiations for 
new rates. 2002 

Economic Development Rates - Pascoag Utility District - Designed new cost based economic development rates 
charged to large industrial customer contenqjlating locating within the municipality. 2002 

Municipalization Study - Kennebunk Power and Light Department - Performed economic analysis Of municipal 
utility serving remaining portions of Village not already served; performed valuation of the plant currently owned by 
Central Maine Power. 2001 

Water Rate Study - Pascoag Utility District - Performed cost of service study for water utility; presented altemate 
methods of funding revenue requirement. 2001 

Pole Attachment Rates - Middleborough Gas and Electric Department - Designed cost based pole attachment rates 
charged to CATV customers. 2000 

ISO Service Tariff— On behalf of three municipal utilities, analyzed cost basis and proposed rate design of ISO 
Service Tariffs. 2000 

Pole Attachment Rates - City of Farmington, New Mexico municipal electric department - Designed cost based 
pole attachment rates for CATV customers. 1999 

OATT Rates - On behalf of four municipal utilities in New England - Developed cost based annual revenue 
requirements for regional network transmission rates; represent utilities before ISO New England committees on 
transmission rate setting issues. 1998-2004 

Consolidated Edison Restructuring - Member NYPSC Staff team - Negotiated major restmcturing settlement 
with Consolidated Edison, which decreased utility's rates by $700 million over five years; inq>lemented retail access 
program; performed rate unbundling; divestiture of utility generation and the allowance ofthe formation of a 
holding conpany; accelerated depreciation of generation; established customer education programs on restructuring; 
established service quality and service reliability incentive to ensure that provision of electric service will diminish 
as competitive market emerges. The agreement served as the template for restructuring in New York. 1997 

Cost-of-service Review and Rate Unbundling - Performed rate unbundling of retail rates of Orange & Rockland 
Utilities, Inc. to facilitate delivery of New York Power Authority energy to customer located in Orange & 
Rockland's service territory. 1992 
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Vintage Year Salvage and Study - Managed joint study of staff from Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation and 
NYSPSC to determine feasibility of using vintage year salvage accounting for determining future salvage rates. 
1985 

Environmental Issues 

Energy Conservation Study - Pascoag Utility District - Designed energy conservation rebate program based on 
cost benefit study of various alternatives. Program funded through State mandated collection of energy 
conservation monies from ratepayers. 2002 

Clean Air Act Lawsuit - New York State Attomey General - Investigated modifications made at coal fired 
generating units of New York utilities to determine whether major modifications were made with obtaining pre-
constmction permits as required by the prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) provisions ofthe Act. 1999-
2002. 

Environmental Impact Study and Simulation Modeling Analysis - Analyzed potential environmental in^acts of 
restructuring electric industry in NY using production simulation model PROMOD. 1996 

Renewable Resources - Project Leader in NYSPSC proceeding regarding development and in^lementation of 
utility plans to promote use of renewable resources. 1995 

Environmental and Economic Impacts Study - Directed study of pool-wide power plant dispatch with 
environmental adders to determine environmental and economic effects of dispatching electric power plants with 
monetized environmental adders. 1994 

Clean Air Impact Study - Directed study of effects ofthe Clean Air Act of 1990. Measured statewide cost savings 
if catalytic reduction control facilities were elected to comply with 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments; installed 
components on units in metropolitan NY region. 1994 

Environmental Externalities and Socioeconomic Impacts Study - Managed NYSPSC proceeding to detennine 
whether to incorporate environmental costs into Long-Run Avoided Costs for the State's electric utilities. Study 
purposes: explore the socioeconomic impacts of electric production as compared with DSM; monetize 
environmental impacts of electricity. 1993 

EXPERT VVrrNESS TESTIMONY 

Case No. 9134 - Green Ridge Utilities, Inc. - on behalf of the Maryland Office of People's Counsel examined the 
reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed rate application including the appropriate cost allocation and amortization 
period for expenses incurred to develop and implement Project Phoenix (a new software and financial accounting 
system project), the appropriate level of rate case expense, the requested rate of retum and the appropriate level and 
allocation for common expenses from the parent company. 2008 

Case No. 9135 — Provinces Utilities, Inc. - on behalf of the Maryland Office of People's Coimsel examined the 
reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed rate application including the appropriate cost allocation and amortization 
period for expenses incurred to develop and implement Project Phoenix (a new software and financial accoimting 
system project), the appropriate level of rate case expense, the requested rate of retum and the appropriate level and 
allocation for common expenses from the parent company. 2008 

Case 07-M-0906 - Energy East and Iberdola - On behalf of Nucor Steel, Aubum, Inc. examined the reasonableness 
ofthe proposed Acquisition of Energy East Corporation by Iberdrola merger. 2008 

Case 07-E-0523 - Consohdated Edison - Electric Rates - On behalf of Coimty of Westchester testified to the 
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reasonableness ofthe Conqjany's proposal to increase retail electric rates by over $1.2 billion or 33%. 2007 

Docket Nos. ER07-459-002, ER07-513-002, and EL07-11-002 - Vermont Transco - on behalf of the Vermont 
Towns of Stowe and Hardwick, and the Villages of Hyde Park, Johnson and Morrisville on whether the direct 
assignment and rate impacts of a proposed transmission line were with current policy ofthe Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission 2007 

Docket No. 07-05-19 - Aquarion Water Company - On behalf of the Connecticut Office of Peoples Counsel 
examined the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed revenue allocation, rate design, weather normalization and 
depreciation rates 2007 

Docket No. E-04204A-06-0783 - UNS Electric - On behalf ofthe Arizona Corporation Commission testified on the 
reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed revenue allocation and rate design. 2007 

Docket Nos. 06-11022 and 06-11023 - Nevada Power Company - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Pubhc 
Utilities Commission testified on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 
2007 

Case 06-G-l 186 - KeySpan Delivery Long Island - on behalf of the Counties of Nassau and Suffolk analyzed the 
Company's proposed rate design and its for amortization of costs for expenditures relating to Manufactured Gas 
Plants. 2007 

Case 06-M-0878 - National Grid and KeySpan Corporation ~ on behalf of the Counties of Nassau and Suffolk 
analyzed the public benefit of the proposed merger, customer service, demand side management programs, rate 
relief as it relates to competition and customer choice, the repowering ofthe existing generating stations on Long 
Island, and the remediation of contamination caused by Manufactured Gas Plants. 2007 ' • 

Docket No. 06-07-08 ~ Cormecticut Water Company - On behalf of the Connecticut Department of Utility Control 
examined the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed depreciation rates, revenue allocation and rate design. 2006 

Docket No. EL07-11-000 - Vermont Transco ~ on behalf of the Vermont Towns of Stowe and Hardwick, and the 
Villages of Hyde Park, Johnson and Morrisville evaluated whether the proposed and subsequentiy abandoned 
allocation of costs for the Lamoille County Project was reasonable and whether the direct assignment and rate 
impacts of a proposed transmission line were with current policy of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
2006 

Case 05-S-1376 - Consolidated Edison - Steam Rates ~ On behalf of County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness ofthe method of allocating costs between the utibty's steam system and its electric system. 2006 

Docket No. 06-48-000 - Braintree Electric Light Department - On behalf of the municipal utility presented an cost 
of service study used to calculate the annual revenue requirement for a generating station that was deemed to be 
required for reliability purposes. 2006 

Case 05-E-1222 - New York State Electric and Gas Corporation - On behalf of Nucor Steel, Aubum, Inc. examined 
the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed average service lives, forecast net salvage figures, and proposal to 
switch from whole life to remaining hfe method. 2006 

Docket No. 05-10004 - Sierra Pacific Power Company - On behalf of tiie Staff of the Nevada Public Utihties 
Commission testified on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed electric depreciation rates and expense levels. 
2006 

Docket No. 05-10006 - Sierra Pacific Power Company - On behalf of tiie Staff of the Nevada Pubhc Utihties 
Commission testified on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed gas depreciation rates and expense levels. 2006 

Docket No. ER06-17-000 - ISO New England, Inc. - On behalf of a group of municipal utilities in Massachusetts 
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prepared an affidavit on the reasonableness of proposed changes to the Regional Network Service transmission 
revenue requirements rate setting formula. 2005 

Case 04-E-0572 - Consolidated Edison ~ Electric Rate - On behalf of the County of Westchester testified to the 
reasonableness ofthe Conqiany's revenue allocation amongst service classes and the company's fully allocated 
embedded cost of service study. 2004 

Docket No. 04-02-14 - Aquarion Water Company - On behalf of the Connecticut Department of Utility Control 
examined the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed depreciation rates, weather normalization proposal and certain 
operation and maintenance expense forecasts. 2004 

Docket No. U-13691 - Detroit Thermal, LLC - On behalf of the Henry Ford Healtii Systems testified on the 
reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed default tariffs for steam service. 2004 

Docket No. 04-3011 - Southwest Gas Corporation - On behalf of the Staff of tiie Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 2004 

Docket No. ER03-563-030 - Devon Power, LLC, et a l - On behalf of tiie Wellesley Municipal Light Plant filed a 
prepared affidavit with FERC with respect the proposal of ISO New England, Inc. to establish a locational Installed 
Capability market in New England. 

Docket No. 03-10002 - Nevada Power Company - On behalf of the Staff of the Nevada Public Utilities 
Commission testified on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 2004 

Case 03-E-0765 - Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation - Before the New York Public Service Commission 
submitted testimony on rate design, rate unbundling, depreciation, commodity supply and reasonableness and 
ratemaking treatment of proceeds from the sale of a nuclear generating plant. 2003 

New York State Department of Taxation and Finance Versus Brooklyn Navy Yard Cogeneration Partners -̂  
Testified on behalf of independent power producer in income tax case regarding tax pajonents associated with gas 
used to produce electricity. Testimony focused on ratemaking policies and practices in New York State. 2003 

Docket No. 2930 - Narragansett Electric - Before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission submitted 
testimony on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed shared savings filing and its implications for the overaU 
reasonableness ofthe Conqiany's distribution rates. 2003 

Docket No. 03-07-01 - Connecticut Light and Power Conqjany - Before the Connecticut Department of Public 
Utility Control testified to the recovery of "federally mandated" wholesale power costs. 2003 

Docket No. ER03-1274-000 - Boston Edison Company - Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
submitted affidavit on the reasonableness ofthe utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 2003 

Case 210293 - Coming Incorporated - Before the New York Pubhc Service Commission submitted an affidavit on 
certain actions of New York State Electric & Gas Corporation regarding the wholesale price of power in New York 
and the utility's billing practices as they relate to flex rate contracts. 2003 

Case 332311 - Nucor Steel Aubum, Inc. - Before the New York State Public Service Commission submitted an 
affidavit on certain actions of New York State Electric & Gas Corporation regarding the wholesale price of power in 
New York and the utility's billing practices as they relate to flex rate contracts. 2003 

Case 6455/03 - Prepared affidavit for consideration by the Supreme Court ofthe State of New York as to the 
purpose, need and fiiel choice for the Jamaica Bay Energy Center (Jamaica Bay) as it related to good utility planning 
practice for meeting the energy needs of utility customers. 2003 

Case OO-M-0504 - New York State Electric and Gas Corporation - Reviewed reasonableness of utility's fully 
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allocated embedded cost of service study and proposed unbundled delivery rates. 2002 

Docket No. TX96-4-001 - On behalf of the Suffolk County Electrical Agency proposed unbundled enibedded cost 
rates for wheeling of wholesale power across distribution facitities. 2002 

Case OO-E-1208 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rate Restructuring - On behalf of Westchester County, addressed 
reasonableness of having differentiated dehvery services rates for New York City and Westchester. 2001 

Case Ol-E-0359 - Petition of New York State Electric & Gas - Multi-Year Electric Price Protection Plan -
Addressed reasonableness of Price Protection Plan (PPP); presented altemative rate plan that called for 20% 
decrease m utility's base rates. 2001 

Case 01 -E-0011 - Jomt Petition of Co-Owners of Nine Mile Nuclear Station - Addressed the reasonableness of the 
proposed nuclear asset sale and the ratemaking treatment ofthe after gain sale proposed by NYSEG. 2001 

Docket No. ELOO-62-005 - ISO New England Inc. - Submitted affidavit on reasonableness of ISO's proposed 
$4.75/kW/montii Installed Capability Deficiency Charge. June 2001 

Docket No. ELOO-62-005 - ISO New England Inc. - Submitted affidavit on reasonableness of proposed 
$0.17/kW/month Installed Capability Deficiency Charge. January 2001 

Docket No. 2861 - Pascoag Fire District: Standard Offer, Charge, Transition Charge and Transmission Charge -
Testified on elements of individual charges, procedures for calculation and reasons for changes from previous filed 
rates. 2001 

Case 96-E-0891 - New York State Electric & Gas: Retail Access Credit Phase - On behalf of a large industrial 
customer, testified on cost of service considerations regarding NYSEG's eamings performance under the terms of a 
multi-year rate plan and the appropriate level of Retail Access Credit for customers seeking altemate service from 
altemate suppliers. 2000 

Docket No. ER99-978-000 - Boston Edison Company: Open Access Transmission Tariff- Testified on design, 
revenue requirement, and reasonableness of proposed formula rates proposed by Boston Edison Conpany for 
calculating charges for local network transmission service under open access tariff 1999 

Docket Nos. OA97-237-000, et. al. - New England Power Pool: OATT - Testified on design, revenue requirement, 
and reasonableness of proposed formula rate for transmission service; testified to proposed rates, charges, terms and 
conditions for ancillary services. 1999 

Docket No. 2688 - Pascoag Fire District: Electric Rates - Testified on elements of savings resulting from 
renegotiation of contract with wholesale power supplier and presented analysis that justified need for and amount of 
base rate increase. 1998 

New York State Department of Taxation and Finance Versus Zapco Energy Tactics Corporation - Testified on 
behalf of independent power producer in income tax case regarding tax payments associated with electric 
interconnection equipment. Testimony focused on pohcies and practices faced in doing business in New York 
State. 1998 

Docket No. 2516 - Pascoag Fire District: Utility Restmcturing - Testified on manner and means for utility's 
restmcturing in compliance with Rhode Island Utility Restructuring Act of 1996. Testimony presented a 
methodology for calculating stranded cost charge, unbundled rates, and new terms and conditions of electric services 
in deregulated environment. 1997 

Case 94-E-0334 - Consohdated Edison: Electric Rates - Led Staff team in review of utility's multi-year rate filing 
seeking increased rates of $400 million. Directed team in review of resource planning, power purchase contract 
administration, and fuel and purchased power expenses and testified on reasonableness of conpany's actions 
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regardmg buy-out of contract with an independent power producer and renegotiation of contract with another 
independent power producer. Lead negotiations for multi-year settlement and performance-based ratemaking 
package that resulted in a three-year rate freeze. 1994 

Case 93-G-0996 - Consolidated Edison: Gas Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's proposed depreciation 
rates. 1994 

Case 93-S-0997 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's resource planning for 
steam utility system. 1994 

Case 93-S-0997 and 93-G-0996 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of multi-year 
rate plan proposed by the utility. 1994 

Case 94-E-0098 - Niagara Mohawk: Electric Rates - Reviewed utility's management of its portfolio of power 
purchase contracts with independent power producers for the reasonableness of recovery of costs in retail rates. 
1994 

Case 93-E-0807 - Consolidated Edison; Electric Rates - Testified on rate recovery mechanism for costs associated 
with termination of five contracts with independent power producers. 1993 

Case 92-E-0814 ~ Petition for Approval of Curtailment Procedures - Testified on methodology for estimating 
amount of power required to be curtailed and staffs estimate of curtailment. 1992 

Case 90-S-0938 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's embedded cost of 
service study, and proposed revenue re-allocation and rate design. 1991 

Case 91-E-0462 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Inplementation of partial pass-through fuel adjustment 
incentive clause. 1991 

Case 90~E-0647 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Analysis and estimation of monthly fuel and 
purchased power costs for use in utility's performance based partial pass-through fiiel adjustment clause. 1990 

Case 29433 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Analysis of utility's constmction budgeting 
process, rate year electric plant in service forecast, lease revenue forecast, forecast and rate treatment of profits from 
sales of wholesale power and estimation of fuel and purchased power expenses for use in the utility's partial pass-
through fuel adjustment clause. 1987 

Case 29674 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's historic and forecast O&M 
expenditure levels forecast and rate treatment of profits from wholesale power, and estimation of fiiel and purchased 
power expenses, and price out of incremental revenues from increased retail sales. 1987 

Case 29195 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's constmction budgeting process, 
analysis of rate year electric plant in service, forecast and rate treatment of profits from sales of wholesale power, 
and estimation of fuel and purchased power expenses. 1986 

Case 29046 - Orange and Rockland Utilities: Electric Rates - Testified on the reasonableness ofthe utility's 
proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 1985 

Case 28313 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utihty's constmction budgeting process; 
analysis of rate year electric plant in service forecast; review of rate year operations and maintenance expense 
forecast; forecast and rate treatment of profits from sales of wholesale power; estimation of fuel and purchased 
power expenses. 1984 

Case 28316 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Steam Rates - Price out of steam sales including the review of historic 
sales growth, usage pattems and forecast number of customers. 1984 
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Multiple Intervenors Annual Conference - What Will Impact Market Prices? 1998, Syracuse, New York - Speaker 
on the impact that deregulation would have on market prices for large industrial customers. 

IBC Conference - Successful Strategies for Negotiating Purchased Power Contracts, 1997, Washington, DC -
Speaker on NY power purchase contract policies, ratepayer valuation, contract approval process and policy on 
recovery of buyout costs. 

Gas Daily Conference - Fueling the Future: Gas' Role in Private Power Projects, 1992, Houston, Texas - Panel 
member addressing changing power supply requirements of electric utilities. 

MEMBERSHtPS/ASSOCIAIIOXS 

Member Municipal Electric Utility Association, Northeast Public Power Association and New York State ISO. 
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Attachment FWR - 2 

Rate Case Staff Report Summary 

1. Suburban Natural Gas Company. Case No. 07-689-GA-AIR 

Then Current Customer Charge 86.50 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge S9.18 
StalTCalculated Avg. Custoiner Charge (StaffReport) S12.15 
Slafif Recommended Customer Charge (Staff Report) S9.18 
StipulalioTi/O&O Customer Charge Still pcading 

2- Qxtbrd Natural Gas Co.. Case No. 06 350 GA CMR. 

Then CuiTcnJ Customer Charge S8.00 
Co. Proposed Cuslomer (Charge S7.50 
Staff/ Co. Calculated Avg. Customer Charge (Staff Report)S8.5l 
Staff Recommended Customer Cliarge{Suff Report) S6.(X) 
Stipulation/'O&O Cuslomer Charge S6.50' 

3. Vectren Fnergy ntrhveryorOhio. Case No. 04 571-GA-AIR 

1 hen Current Customer Charge S4.00 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge S8.00 
Staff Calculated Avg. Customer diarge (SlalTReporl) S7.69 
Staff Recommended Customer Charge (StaffRcport) S6,50 
StipuJatioivO&O Customer Charge S7.00^ 

4. Northeast Ohio Natural Gas Co.. Case No. 03-2170-GA-AIR 

Then Current Cuslomer Charge S5.65 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge S6.50 
StatTCalculated Avg. Customer Charge (StatTReport) S7.06 
SlatTReeommended Customer (Charge (StaffRcport) S6.25 
SiipuialioiiyO&O Customer Giargc S6.30^ 

In thi' Mutter ofrhe Complaint ami Apperrf nfOyford Noniraf Gas Compa/iy f-ram Ordintmc^ No. .2S96 PiJuŝ d̂ by 
Council of rite Cirv of Oxford m Ffhruary 7. 2006, C.IM: NO. 06-.15(y-GA'CMR, Opinii>n <\\\i\ Oidcr (Scptembci ! 0, 
2007) at-i. 

• h iht: Miuur nf thtj Apfdicutitm of Vrctrett tnergy Dt'livcty ofOhh. IncfttrAuilmrity to Amend its filed Tariffs to 
incrrttst^ tht̂  Ratt>s ntui (.hajgesfitr (h.'i Service and RelatedMancr.'i, Case No, <)4-571-GA-AiR, (Jpiuiou and Order 
(AiwillJ.'20D5)atl4. 

In the Matter ofrhe Apĵ Hcarton ofl^ofrhettst Natural Gits Corp for nn increase >w its Rates md Chorees for 
Nmural Gas Si-rvicf, Caw; No 03-?.170-GA-AIR, Opiiiir»ii and OrOci (Novcriibcr 10. S004). Stipulation (Octî bcr 
22, 2004) Third Rcvistid Slitct No. 13. 



5. Cincinnati ( h s & Electric, Case No. 0 ] - 1 2 2 S - ( ; A - A J R 

Then Curi-cjit Cuslomer Charge S5.24-
Co. Proposed Cuslomer Charge SIO.CK) 
StaffCalculateJ Avg. Customer Charge (StaffRcport) $9.11 
StairRcconimended C!ustomcr Charge (Staff Rcpoil) $(5.50 
Stipulation/0&.0 Custoiner Charge $6.00'' 

6. CiiicinRali Gas & Electric. Case No. 95-0656-GA-AIR 

Then C^un-ent ('ustomcr Charge 1>5.5<* 
Co. l*ropoiicd Castouicr Charge $10.00 
Staff Calculated Avg. Customer Charge (Staff Report) S7.43 
Staf^'Recommended Customer Charge $7.(H) 
StarfRecommended Customer (Charge (Revised) $5.50 
Stipulation'O&O Custoiner Charge $5.24" 

7- Eastern Natural Gas Co., Case No. 95-48S-GA-AIR 

rhen Carrerit C'Listomer Charge $5.35 
Conipaiiy I'roposcd Customer Chaige $6.75 
Staff Calculated Avg. Customer Charge (Staff Report) $6.05 
Staff Recomtnended Cu.stomerCharge (StatTReport) $6.05 
StipuialTOTi/O&O CLJStoiuer Charge $6.35^ 

* In the Maiter ofthe Applicotion ofthe Cmcinnmi Gatf tQ Electric Company for an h*erettsc in Qas Rates in ifs 
Scnicv Tcrriton, Case No. Ot-122§-GA-AlR. Opinion anJ Order (May K'. 2002), Stipulation at EJdjibii 2 (.^pril 
17. 2002). 

^ h-i lite .Kfnfter ofthe AppliiUifhff trfffic Citidmutti Gas ^. Eleczric Compnuyfor an !ncreii.sc in Cm Ritfes m iti 
St'nkv Territory^ Cn̂ c. No O.S-(>fi56-GA-AIR, Opinion and Order (Ucciiniw 12, I9'i6) at 24-25 and 4^-46. Ihc 
{)&() approved a customer charge of %5.5(}y but also approve^i iin excise tax rider to eolkct excise tax anioums 
K t̂niedy recovered tJorou^h base rates. Therefore, the tinal tariff for cuslomer charge reflccied %i 24 in&icad of 

^ in the Mauer ofthe AppHcauou of Eastem i^uiwol Ga\ Company tti hKreme Rates for its Natural Cos Si'nice 
Area aurl Rented jVl̂ 'fers, Cijsc No 05-488-GA-A.lR, Opijiioniind Order (May 2, l')!>6). In rife Matter of ih^ 
Applkmoii of Pike Natural Gaa Can?pany ami EfTJitem tStnurul C t̂s Compatiy to Reduce Ba.ic Rates ami Estahltsh 
a OCR-Relote<l Gro.\s Rc\:t'-ipfs Tir' Fxprn^̂ e Rider, F.stahli\h A Vi »v Mtiin l.iiie Exlfmktn Tariff Q^mott. ami Modify 
its Exiathf̂  Tranyport^uhti Trmff, Tasc Ko.02-2^;'>'l-(iA-.VIA, Applicataon(OclobCi 15, 2002). 



R. CohimbiaCiasofOhio.. Inc., CaseNo. 94-9S7-GA-AIR 

Then Citnent Customer Charge $6.50 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge $6.50 
SiiiCf (Calculated Avg. Customer Charge (StaffRcport) N/A 
Staff Recoiiunendcd Customer Charge (Staff Report) N7A 
StipLlation/O&O Customer Charge $6.50'' 

>̂- Eabl Ohio Gas Co.. River Gas Co.. Case No. 93-2006-GA-AIR 

Theu Ciui-ent Customer Charge $4.2S (DB())/S5.90 (River) 
Co, ProptKsecl Ciislonicr Charge $7.80 
Staff Culcukitcd Avg. Customer Charge (StaffRcport) S5.72 
Staff Recommended Customer Cburge (Slaff Report) S5.7() 
SiipiilatioTi/O&O Customer Charge $5.70** 

10. Mumhv Ga.s CA).. C:aseNu. 93-312-GA-.AIR 

Then CiUTcnt Customer Charge S5.25 
Co. Proposed Cuslomer Charge S3.25 
SialTC^aleulated Avg. Customer Charge (StaffRcport) 33.42 
StallReL-ouuncnded Customer Charge (StaiTReix>rt) S3 25 
SiipulatioivO&O Customer Ch^arge S3.25''' 

11. Cincinnati Gas & Electric. Case No. 92-1463-GA-ATR 

Then C'urrent Customer Charge 35.30 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge S6.00 
Slaff Calculated Avg. Customer C^iarge (StatTReport) .S6.77 
StaiTRecommended Cu.stomer Charge (Staff Report) SG.OO 
Slipulaliun/'O&O Customer Charge $5.50 

' In the MiitUr of Iht' .Applieatran uf Coliinibiti Gas of Ohio, lne,fo\- rUnliority to .dmcml Hied Tariffs to Increase 
ihe Roti'̂  ami Chiir\i&\ for Gas Si\rvicc, Case No. 94 987-(JA-AIK, Opinion and Older (September 29, 1994>. 
Slipulaiion (Ji iiu; 3, 1 ̂ 'M) at Attaciiniertt A, Seventh Revised Sheet No, i7. 

ht the Ktattar ofthe Apphcation ofjhi; East Ohio Can dunpony and the Hirer Gas Company for AtahofVy in 
.Amend Filed Tariffs to Ificrcasv the Raios ami Charges for Gas Service, Ctisc N'u. i?3-2006-GA-AlRr Opinion awl 
Order (NovemberX 199-1). Stipulation cO;nobcr 12. 1994)al Exlubit A-1 

^ In the \4aiier of ihf. Appliatficm af Mufphy (ia.K Incforatt Increase in Hates ami Cirtjrges^ CsiSt No. 9.v5l2-GA-
A.1R, OpinionfiiKUhdcrOktoher 14, 1993)at4. 
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12. Columbia Gas of Ohio, inc.. Case No. 91-195-(}A-A1R 

i'heu Current Cuslomer Charge S6.25 
C*o. Proposed Ĉ LLsttmier (Charge S7.40 
Staff Calculated Avg. Cuslomer Chaarge (Staff Report) S7.00 
Staff Recommended Customer Charge (StaffRcport) S7.00 
Stipuiaiion/O&O CiLStomer Charge S6.50"^ 

13. Dayton Power & Li^hr Co., Case No. 9I-415-GA-AIR 

Then Current Customer Chaigc S4.15 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge S5.00 
Stuff (:::i.lculaled Avg. Cuslomer Charge (Staff Report) $5.23 
Staff Recommended Customer Charge (Staif Report) $5.00 
Stipiilaiion/'O&O Customa- Charge S4.00"' 

14. River Gas Co., Case No, 90:395„-GA-AIR 

Then Cuircut Customer ("harge $4.30 
Co. Proposed Customer Chaigc $6.50 
SuitfCaJctilated Avg. Customer Charge (StaffRcport) $5.70 
SiafTRecommendeJ Customer Charge (Staff Report) S5.70 
SttpulaUon/O&O Cuslomer Charge $5.90^" 

15. Cincinnati Gas & Hleelric. Case No. 90-390-GA-AlR 

Then Currem Customer Chaj-ge $4,00 
Co. Proposed (Customer (Charge $6.00 
Staff Calculated Avg. Customer Charge (Staff Report) $6.10 
Staff Recommended Customei- Chaj ge (Staff Report) S6.00 
Slipulaiion/O&O Cust̂ imer Cliarge $5.30^^ 

I/i the AiiUier ofih^ Appliaition of Columbia Otis of Ohio. Inc. to htcrcase Oas Sales ami Cprtain Tnm\poriaiioii 
RnUis Within iL\ Servjvf Area, Citsc No. 91-195-GA-AlK, Opinion and Order (November 27, V)̂ )]). Stipularifin 
(<)tml>er Z ,̂ 1991 ] AUrJc>irT:itiit A, Sixlli Rovisal Shi;t't No. 37. 

' • In the Mattel cffihe. AppUcotiofi rffl^aton Power and Ui;hi Company for Afitki>rity to Ati^nd its f'fktl Tariffs to 
titermsv the Hate:: and Charges for Cuts Services, (!'ase NV 9Ml5-GA-AiR, Opinion and Order (Februaiy 20, 
1992). Stipulation (.Tanuary .?, 1992) F-xbhit B Higlith Revised Sheet No. 16. 

'̂  In the Mfttter ofthe Application ofthe River Gas Company for Authority to Aineiul its Filled Toriffs U> buTvusv. 
the Rates ami Chctr^sfor Gas Senice. Case No. 90-935-GA~AIR, Opinion and Ordci' (J anuary 10, 1991) nX 5. 

' ht the Matter ofthe .Applkatiorr ofth^ Cituiinnnti Gas S Electric Company to File an Application tor an Increase 
in Gas Rates in its Servirt: .Iwfj, t':a<5e Ko. 9t)-:*f><̂ rTA-A IR, Opinion and Ordiir (Jaiuuiry 3, L991> at 45. 



i6. Eastern Natural Gas Co., Case No. S94714-GA-AIR 

Then Current (.Customer Charge $5.00 
C[>. Proposed Customer Charge $6,50 
Staff Calculated Avg. Customer Charge (StatTReport) $9.32 
Staff Reconuneiided Customer Charge (Slaff Report) $9.30 
Stipulation.'0&() Customer Charge $5.35'^ 

17. Columbia Ga^ of Ohio. Inc., Ca.se No. S9-616-GA-AIR 

1 hen Current Customer Charge S6.00 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge (Seasonal) $7.64 - $9.03 
StalT Calculated Avg. CusU)mer Charge (StaffRcport) $7,88 
Staff Rjcconuncjided Customer Charge (StaffRcport) $6.25 
Stipulatioa'O&O Customer Charge $6.25'' 

18, Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., CaseNo. 8f^-716-GA-ArR 

Then Current Custotncr Charge $4,5- to S5.25 
Co. Proposed Customer Charge (Seasonal) $7.29 to $9.25 (summer) 

$4,68 to $6.03 (winter) 
Staff Cakulalcil Avg. CusU^mer Charge (Staif Report) $7.79 
Slaff Recommended Customer Charge (Staff Report) $6.00 
Slipulation'0&,0 Customer Charge $6.00'** 

'" In ehr Mutter ofihir Application ofthe Eastern S'afuml Gcis Company to fjicravic Rtnes for /;,? Natural Gas 
Stfjvrce .Atea and Related Manors, Case No. S9-1714-GA-AIR, (November 6, 1990) at 5-6. 

'" In the flatter of ihe AppHcaiions of Columbia Gas of Ohio. Inc to Esruhlish a linifortn Half tWttund Gas Senice 
ŷifhin the CoPfpcim 's Narthwsxlern Ret̂ iurt. Luke Erie Re*̂ it.m. Central Rvî ion. Eastrni Rf.gion. and Southeuisiem 

Ri'0(m, Case Nos §9-6l6-GA-ATR v\. al., Ophmm stnl Oidci (April 5, 199<1) ai 82. 

' In ihe Matter of tin: Applications ofCohmbia Giis of Ohio. Inc. to Estaoiish it ibiifonn Rate Natural Oas Senice 
Within the Compufty 's Nonhwe.̂ tcrfi Region, lake Erie Region, Central Region. EastiTn Region, and SonthcasTcrn 
Repon, <.a5e Nos. i<S-716̂ -GA-AIR et. al.. Opinion and Order (OcEober 17,19S9) at 89, 
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SUBURBAN NATURAL GAS COMPAKY 
Case No. 07-6S9-t3AAIR 

Rate Design and Schedules 

Staff Customor CHarga Analysis 

Certain, generally unvarying, costs occur as a result of customer connections to tie 
utility's system, regardless of i^age. Staff has found ft appn^priate to s^arately 
recognize these costs and to continue this recognition in the form of custorr^r charges 
in the design of rates. 

StafTs general approach to calculating a customer-related cost was establish^ In 1978. 
Since its establishment, Staff has periodically reviewed the c^^ts incktded; yet has 
made few changes to the fonrula. Customer charges do not represent a doiiar-for-
dollar collection of the actual cost, but a reasonable approximation of the costs ^icurred. 
In reconnmendirtg customer charges. Staff recognizes and prescrRies to the established 
ratemaking principte of gradualism within the revenue distributions. 

Table 5 Illustrates ̂  Staffs method for the calculation ofthe customer charges. 
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SUBURBAN NATURAL GAS COMPANY 
Case wo. y? eâ -GA-AjR 

Given ^ e results of I t ^ analysis. Staff supports a cuslomer charge of $9.18 which is 
what the Applicant is asking for in this case. Howaver, it should be noted that the 
commission Staff would like to see the Applicant moN« towaids a "Straight Fixed 
Variable Costmg" methodology for "future custoner charge calculatioa. 

^ij^suQl; 
Pislffoution ExpenftBa: 

878 
879 

901 
902 
903 
DOB 

380 
381 
383 

Nteter and House Regulators 
0-J3t(»Tisr Installations 
Total OistrAxftion Expenses 

CuBtOfner AcCounMnfl ^nd Eitoenses: 
Supetvision 
Meter Rfiadins) 
Customer Records and C^Hlection 
CustoTr-er Asstetance information 
Toted Customer Btpensas 
Total Diftiributlon Expenses 
Tot^ Disliibufen and Cuslomer Expenses 

J^PIamExD^es 
Services 
Meters 
House Regulators 
Tots! Plant Acf:ounts 

Retum on Total Pianl Accounts 

Property Ta^^s 
Deprs{̂ adon Expenses 
Total 
Tot^ Oistributlon and Customer Expenses 
Cuslon«r Charj^ Revenue 

Customer BiHs 
Average Monthly Gustonwr Qiarge 

Staff fiecomfnended Monthly Customer 
Chargo 

3.77% 

13,261 

2B8.3S& 
1^1-885 
4S0.240 

70.464 
124.7$3 

.̂98.605 

646.843 

3.302.27S 
1,621,684 

347.343 

5.271.303 

462.293 

3ZZ.8S2 

1.289,448 

r&36.2S1 

$12.15 

$&.18 
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SU8URSAN IMATURAL Gfi^ COMPANY 
Case Nc. 07-669-GA-A1R 

Current and Proposed Rate Design 

The Applicant proposes lo continue its current rate design. Staff recommends 
Applicant's gerreral rate design, with adjustments made to cwnpensate for diflferenoes in 
revenue requirements. 

Rate Schedule Comparison 

A table showing Applicant's Current arKi Proposed rate schedules, along with Staff 
recommended rate schedules are shown In Table 6, 

W\^9 

ggr?ffA,Sg^igff 
Norlhem Syslem 

Southern System 

Al Met 
Northern S y ^ m 

Southern System 

$ 5.0(? 

2.6S35 

2.271 

Comparty 

9.18 

9,18 

2.97874 

2.97874 

Stair 

S.18 

9.18 

2.84541 

2.84541 

TYPICAL BILLS 

Typical bills are shown in E-S Schedules at the erwj of this rs îort. 
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OXFORD NATURE. GAS COMPANY 
Case Mo. 06-35Q-GA-CMR 

Table 4 

Total Revenue DiatrlbuBon Includino Gas Costs and Miscellaneous l=tevenu^s 

General Service 

Industrial/ 
Transportafen 

Late Pa^inent Revenues 
/̂Nsc. Revenues 

Total Revenue 

Current 

94.21% 

3.97 

1.62 
0.21 

100.00% 

Company 
Proposed 

93.82% 

4.30 

1.49 
0.39 

100.00% 

Sfaff 
Rec'el 

95.13% 

2 . b / (ExObdM MIffiTUkw pre8sum> 

1,80 
0.50 

100.00% 

Current & Cornpany Pnjposed based on Table 2 
Staff Rec'd based on Table 2(a) 

Rate Design ^r^d Scheduiag 

Staff Custoiner Charge Analysis 

Certain, general^ unvarying, t̂ issts OCCIK as a re!»jlt of cxistomer connections to the utility's 
syst^n. regardless of usage. Staff has found it appmprlate to separately recognfsa these 
o^sts and to continue this recognition in the form of customer charges in the design of rates. 

Staffs general approach to caloulating a customerH-elated cost was established in 1978. 
Since its establishment, Steff has periodically reviewed the costs Included; yet has made few 
changes to the formula. Customer charges do not represent 3 dolar-for-dollar collection of 
the actual cost, but a reasonable approxtmatfon of the costs IncutTBd. In recommending 
customer charges, StafF recognizes and prescribes to the estatrlished ratemaking prindjf^ of 
graduaBsm within the revenue distdbutlons. 

The Applicant provided a customer charge rationale ustng a methodology similar to Staffs. 
Although, Staff finds the methodology rea&snable, the expense amounts used In the ratbnale 
can not be Supported. To validate the expense amounts as shown In the Apptcanf a 
calculaton, Staff requested that the Applicant provide a copy of the document/documents 
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OXFORD NATURAL GAS COMPANY 
Case No. 0C-3SO-GA-CMR 

supporting these numbens. The Appllcar^s calculation generated an average montl^ 
charge of $3.51. However, the >^plicant Is propoeing a $7.50 residential customer charge 
and a $15,00 commercial customer charge. The commercial charge is premised on 
commercial meters costing more than the standard residential meter. Staff does not 
disagree with the fact that commen:ial meters are genenally higher What st£^does disagree 
with is the lack of support showing how the proposed commerciai customer charge is 
reasonable and justified. Staff recommends that the company establish record keeping 
according to FERC guid^ines so thai costs can be identlfl^ in appropriate accounts and 
expenses are allocated by class supporting such proposal, fn ^ts case Staff is proposing a 
revenue requlrennent that is less than what the Appficant is currently recovering. Several 
conslderatior^ are factored in this case taking into account the amount of the proposed 
reductbn and the fixed revenue recovery through the customer charge. 

Given the results of the analysis and Staffs proposed revenue recovery. Staff is proposing a 

Tables 

General Servk:e 

Customer Charge: 
ReskJentisI 
Commercial 
Ali Mcf: 

Current 

$ a.oo 
8.00 

$ 3.05 

Company 
Propose^ 

$ 7.50 
15.00 

$ 4,10 

Staff ! 
Proposed 

$ 6.CK} 
6,00 

$ 0J623 

$&.00 cuslomer diarge for both reskJentlal and commercial customers. i 

Current and Proposed Rate Design 

Applicant proposes to continue its current rate desiga Staff recommends Applicant's gene^l 
rate design, with adjustments made to compensate for dllferences in revenue requirements. 

Rate Schedule Comparison 

A table showing App^canfs Current and Proj^sed rate schedules, along with the Staff 
recommended rate schedules are shown in Table 5. 
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VECTREKBNiSRGY DEUVBRY OF CHDO INC. 
Case No. 04-571<FA-AIR 

878 
879 

901 
902 
903 
903 

Tables 
SG5 - SflHll r*rwrai Sennet 

NMer and House Regulators 
Cuammer &n5ta]lati<»:)s 
Total Distribution Gxpensed 

Sup«visk»i 
MeterReading 
Custoiner Recoils and Collection 
Ca^omer AssistaDce EnfK»rmatlon 
Total Customer Expenses 
Total Distribution ExpCT\B£̂  
Total Distribution aEnd Customer Expenses 

Mst Plant Expenses 
380 Servioes 
381 Meters 
383 tiov^ Regulators 

Total Hant Accounts 

HetuRi on Total Plant Axicts. 
Property Taxes 
Depredation Expense^ 
Tolal 
Total Distribution and Customer E;̂ ren$es 
Customer Charge Revenue 

Custoxnex Bills 

Average Monthly Customer Charge 

Staif Raxtminended Monthl>'̂  Custoiner Oiarge 

859% 

3,489,160 

170340 

2,383,206 

1,112^8 
2,405,76* 
9,358^73 

16,232391 

29,855,644 
12.785372 
1.872.15̂  

44,513,̂ 68 

^£03,724 
915,043 

10,607,639 

$ 26,840,0^ 

7.69 

&50 

Cjiven the results of the analysis, Staff supports a customer charge of $6.50 for tfie 
residential sates and residential transportation service. If approved, tihe new c h a r ^ 
repjr^ents an increase of $ 2 ^ per month. This recommendation contrasts with 
Applicant's proposal of $8.00, an inoreaae of $4.00 per month. 
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VECTRHK ENHIGY DELIVERY OF OHIO INC. 
C&se^hx04-S7I'^A-AI£L 

Applicant lecords are insufBdent Staff is unedble to support the two custoiner charges 
as proposed by the Applicant* Staff recomtnends a customer charge of $10*00 for both 
customer groups for Rates 320 and Rate 325* 

Tbe current customer diarge lor small sales service^ general sales service and small 
transportation service is $5.40 and $12,00 for general transpottatiDn cuafcomas. The 
general transportation customers represent approximately 5% of customers served 
under the proposed Rate 325. In order to maintain ocmtinuity within the group of these 
customers, StaS believes that the get^ral transportation customers shotild be in line 
ynSh total customer group. 

Accmim 

878 

a?? 

901 
\ 902 

903 
1*05 

1 380 
3SI 
3S3 

TiMeS 

l̂ Âstkm£sasm& 
MeEcr «rd HOUM K^gplaKHrs 
Cuatomer InstsUatxms 
TotftI distributioQ Expensed 

SupETviaiaii 
Meier Reading 
Ctinomcr Rtconds ttfu Collectii^ 
CustDiner Assistince bfinrnialkHt 
Tottd CuGtiffnter BxpwMs 
Total Oisaibulion BxpoiiKS 
TtfoA DisfirfbuiiQB n&d Qistotner Bucpfiues 

r̂f{f}m r̂mm 
Services 
Mi^ta 
House Regiil»(or& 
TgwJPtawAccounU 

ftefom 0(1 Tfjol PIMW Ac*lg, 
Property taxes 
0«^«cifldon EjLpenses 
Total 
TOIBI Distdbmiim jwd CusiOEner Bxpensn 
Customer 0iug/t Revenue) 
Cu$ioa)crai]J9 

8.59% 

3.1S6 

Aven^ ktoMhty CustanRer Chsfs< 

&a£f RiecoBnxsided Monthly QjiitoniBr Ovsegfi 

16;ZS4 

luas 

3.00S 
2,]75 

_52g 
12^20 

30^05 

IS9^28 
I,2MJ*39 

17S.7J9 
MSM24 

136,463 

247^29 
• | 0 , W 
27833^ 

loaoo 
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NORTHEAST <ym> NATURAL GAS CORP. 
Case No. 03-2a7O<}A-AIR 

tewat 
878 
S79 

901 
902 
903 
9(® 

380 
381 
383 

Table 6 

Small General Service 
CufltCMner Charge Analysis 

DiaffibutionExpena^.-
Meter and House Regulators 
Customer Installations 

Total Disttibuticm Expenses 

Ctfatoflier Acwwating ̂  E?<pffî s :̂ 
Supervision 
Meter Reading 
Custoiner Recoids and ColtectJXMi 
Customer AssistaiKe Information 

Total Customer Expenses 
Total Distribution Expenses 
Tc^al Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Net Plant Expcinaeji: 
Services 
Metem 
House Regulators 
Total Plant Accounts 

Retum on Total Plant Accounts: 
Property Taxes 
Depredation Expenses 

Total 
Total Distribution and Custconer Expenses 
Customer Charge Revenue 

Customer Bills 

Average Monthly Customer Chargp 

Staff I^ommended Monthly Custoiner Char^ 

8-70% 

6 ^ 6 2 

$ 

$ 0 
97,103 

116^7 

$ 213,650 
Q 

S 213.650 

$1,165^7 
600,927 

24ia 
Jil.769.a)7 

$ 153,921 
2^896 
6&2ki 

243/)31 

Sr ,^^2S' 
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^JQlm^EAST OHIO NATURAL GASCCKP. 
Case Na Q9-217&GA-AIR 

The l^identiai /Commerctal Service Schedule calcula^on shows the average expense 
assodated with connection of an individual to die system. It is important that the 
customer diarge relate to an individual customer, if a custotner connects to the system, 
il is expected that the custwxter Will share in the recovay of the total customer-related 
cost. 

Staffs general approach to calculating a custcaner-related cost was established in 1978. 
Since its e s ^ l i s h m e n t Staff has periodically reviewed ^ costs included; yet has made 
few changes to the formula. Customer charges do not represent a dollar-for-doUar 
collection of the actual cost but a reasonable approximation erf the costs incurred. 

In recommending customer chaises. Staff recognizes and prescribes to the established 
ratemaldng principle of gradualism within the revenue distributions. 

Given the results of Ae analysis. Staff supports a cus toms charge of $625 for ttie Small 
General Service customers. If approved, the new charge represents an ine t^se of $.60 
per moaith. This recommendation cont ro ls widi Applicant's p r t ^ m a l wltikih set a 
custoimer diarge in tiie &naU Gemral Service oE $6J0/an i n c i ^ ^ 

Staff supports the Applicant's proposed customer charge of $17JO for the General 
Service and General Transportaticai oislcmiers. If approved, (he new diarges represent 
an increase of $2.00 per month. 
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THB CIMdNNATt GAS fie ELBCTRtC CttTvfPAN '̂ 
Case No. 01-I22fl-GA-AIR et al 

Account 

878 
879 

901 
902 
903 
905 

380 
381 
383 

Table 6 

Residential Service Schedule (Rate ES) 
Customer Charge Analysis 

Distribution Expense^! 
Meter and House Regulators 
Customer Installations 

Total Distribution Expenses 

Customer Accounting and Expenses: 
Supen'ision 
Meter Reading 
Customer Records and Collection 
Customer Assistance Information 

Total Customer Expenses 
Total Distribution Expenses 
Total Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Net Plant Expenses: 
Ser\nces 
Meters 
House Regulators 

Total Plajnt Accounts 

Retum on Total Plant Accounts; 
Propertj' Taxes 
Depreciation Expenses 

Total 
Total Distra^ution and Customer Expenses 
Customer Charge Revenue 

Customer Bills 3,76S726 

Average Monthly Customer Char^ 

Staff Recommended Monthly Customer Charge 

$ 364^3 
420.178 

S 416,892 
3^47,848 
7,996,364 

$ 12^06,057 
785.071 

$13.091.128 

$104/186,779 
15,122,675 

9.43% $ 11.683.610 
6 ^ 5 ^ 3 

21,244,650 

a 34335.778 

L 
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'CHE ClNCnNNATi GAS & EUiCTRIC COMPANY 
C^ae No. 0M22S-GA-ALR rf a l 

The Residential/Commerdal Service Schedule calculation shows the average expense 
associated with connection of an individual to the system. It is important that the 
customer charge relate to an individual customer. If a customer connects to the system, 
it is expected that the customer will share in th.e reco\'ery of tlie total customer-related 
cost. 

Staffs general approach to calculating a customer-related cost was established in 1978-
Since its establishment, staff has periodically reviewed the costs included; yet has made 
few changes to the formula. Customer charges do not represent a dollar-for-dollar 
collection of tlie actual cost, but a reasonable approximation of the costs incurred. 
In recommending customer charges, staff recognizes and prescribes to the established 
ratemaking principle of gradualism within the revenue distributions. 

Given the results of the analj'Sis, staff supports a customer charge of $6.50 for the RS 
Schedule. If approved, the new charge represents an increase of $1.26 per month. Tliis 
recommendation contrasts with applicant's proposal which set a customer charge in the 
BS Schedule of $10.00, an increase of $4.76 per month. 

Staff supports a customer charge of $18.00 for the GS Schedule. If approved, the new 
diarges represent an increase of$I.79 per month. 

Administrative Charge Analysis 

As in the Residential/General Service Schedules, certain, generally unvarying, costs 
occur as a result of customer ccmnections to the utiliEy's system, regardless of usage. 
Staff has found it appropriate to separately recognize these costs and to continue this 
recognition in the form of administrative charges in the design of rates. 

The following Table 8 illustrates staffs calculation of the Administrative Charge. 
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THE COVONNATI GAS ^ ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Case No. 95-656-GA^AiK 

biodc, declining rate desi^ , with SI .894 for 100 Mcf and less, SIJS24 for Ehe next 400 
Mcf, and Si-757 for all over SS) Md. 

Applicant proposes to continue its current Re^dential Service Schedxile, General 
Service Sdiedule, and the respective rate designs. 

Staff-Recommended Rate Design 

Previously^ Staff has reosmmended rate designs with many different chai^rteristicsi 
single block rates; multiple block rates; separate schedules for genaral sendee and 
large volume sales customers; and sdtedules of spedalized services. Conditions 
surrounding the business activities of each a>mpany justified such 
recommendations by the Staff. 

Pursuant to the Staff adjusted Cost of S<?rvice Study applied to revenue distribution 
levels. Staff recommends Applicant's general rate design, with adjustments miade to 
compensate for differences in revenue requirements. 

Customer Charge Analysis 

Certain, generally unvarying/ costs occur as a result of customer conneciaons to the 
utility's system, regardless of usage. Staff has found it appropriate to separa£eJy 
re^cognize these costs and to continue this recognition in the form of cuslomer 
charges in the design of rates. 

The Commission approved a stipulation that established the Applicant's current 
customer charges during the previous rate case (Case No. 92-1463-GA-AIR)-
Applicant's current and proposed customer diarges do not -apply the same tafce to all 
classes of customers, but rather separates various dasses by tariff (Residential Sexvioe 
Schedule/General Ser\'ice Schedule), then bases the d t a ig^ on fully allocated 
components of the cost of sert-ice study-
Tables 2 and 3 illustrate the Staffs method for the calculation of the customer 
charges. 



THE OHCINN ATI GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Case No. 9S-e56CA-Am 

Itesidendal Service Sdiedule (Bate R5) 
Customer Charge An2dysi5 

Account 

STB 
879 

901 
902 
903 
905 

330 
381 
383 

g£BnbxjtigBlgxp§n?es: 
Mete and House Kegulators 
Customer Installations 

Tot^ Distribution Expenses 

Customer Accounting and Expenses: 
Supervision 
Meter Reading 
Customer Rea>rds and Collection 
Customer Assistance Information 

Total Customer Expenses 
Total Distribution Expenses 
Total Dtstribudon and Customer Sxpeniw ŝ 

N^i Plant Expgpge^ 
Services 
Meters 
House Regulators 

Total Plant Accounts 

Rehim on Tota! Plant Accts,: 
Property Taxes 
Depredation Expenses 

Total 
Total Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Customer Charge Revenue 

Custoiner Bills 

$ lp1©7,000 

S 1,977314 

5 178,158 

7,391,010 

IP^n 
S 9^17.^03 

lSfr73U 
$ n j m j s i 7 

S75J}03Ml 
i0,366;335 
3.102325 

9J7%S 8,285,428 
5;283362 

.. ?38i27^ 
17,453,066 
11.894^17 
29317, 

3,950,694 

Average Monthly Customer Charge 

Staff Recommended Monthly Customer Charge 

7.43 

7.Q0 



THE CiNaNNATI GAS & ELECTRIC ODMPAMY 
Case Ko. 9 5 ^ 6 < ; A - A I R 

The Residenliol/Commerdsl Service Schedtzle calcj^latton shows the average 
expense assodated wth connection of an individual to the system- It is unpcatant 
that tlie custoiner charge relate to an individual customer. I£ a customer conneds to 
the system, it is expected that the custonier will share in the recovery of tfie total 
customa^-related cost. 

^ m e approaches attempt to determine customer charges based on the acHon of 
customers as a whole group. This is inappropriate. If no gas is used by any of the 
customers, there Is no further requirecwnt to perform custcKner-related acfivities 
such as meter reading. Additional elements and expenses could be induded or 
eo(d\iiie6 according to other costing methods. For instance, the cost of minimum 
sized mains and/or services could be irtduded as part of the customer diai^ge Or 
only a fraction of the Customer Installations account coutd be induded- This 
requires the application of judgment or allocations to deteanrune the decremeniai {cff 
incremental) cost of these items. Indusion of such expenses, resulting from |udging 
the potential customer use of the facilities, presents an artificial level <5 accur^^ and 
unnecessarily Increases (or decreases) the customer charge, StafF has avoided l3ii$ 
escalation (or de-escaiatiCHi) in the costs and restilting charges by allocadng uisage-
related costs to al! classes based on the interdass cost of service allocations. 
Customer charges are similar to othar miscellaneous charges in that ihey do not 
represent a dollar-for-doUar collection of the actual cost, but a reaLsonable 
approximation of the costs incurred. 

Staffs general approach to calculating a customer-related cost was established ia 
1975. Since its establishment. Staff has penodicsdly reviewed the cost$ induded, yet 
has made few changes to the formula. 

Given the resuhs of the analysis. Staff supports a ctisfomer charge of S7.00 for &e SS 
Schedule. If approved, the new charge represents an increase of S130 per month-
This recommendation contrasts with Applicant's proposal which set a customer 
charge in the IS Schedule of SI 0.00, an increase of SC50 per month. 

Staff supports a customer charge of S21.00 to the GS Schedule, If approved, the new 
charges represent an increase of S4.00 per month. This recommendation is 
consistent with Applicant's proposal. 

In recommending customer charges. Staff recognizes and is continujng the 
established ratemaking prindple of giaduaiism within the revenue distributions. 
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EASTERN NATURAL GAS COMPANY 
Case No. 9S4B9<^A-AEK 

TaUe2 
Residential/Cc»nmerdal Service Schedule 

Customer Oiafge A ^ y s k 

S78 Meier and HoiBfrRegttlalDfs $ 9 
879 Customer Inatallafeians SI9JIS5 

Total DistritNition Expenses f 59^49^ 

902 MetttReadbi^ 57,129 
9(6 C^Aomer Recoils and CoBectlcn 1123S1 
906 CuBWmerAs^slanoeTniomiation \p.^iO 

Total OistomerExp^ises ( 2B5,189 
Total Dtstrttwiiofi Satpenses 59403 
Total Dteftratifmaiid Customer Expenses % ^Uffigj 

3B0 Services $ 435,631 
3Sl Meters 5 U 1 0 
3fi3 House RegulatoR^ 6.fU2 

Total PtflM Aocoiiiit» I ^ ^ 

Ketum on Total Plant Aote^ 9.76% 9 48,226 
!*T0perty Taxes 20>ft46 
Depred«km Expense 39.fflH 
T^trtal $ 108,273 
ToteJ DtetribtjiJon and Cuatomer EiEpense^ SUJiBA 
OtsKmierCha^ Revenue $ 452.9SS 

Customer Bills TMfiS 

Aver^McmthlyCttstcHneraiszge | ^(y 
Staff Recx>nAmenj«dl Monthly Customer Chftr^ ^ 6,05 

The Residential/Commerdal Service Schedule calculation shows Hie average 
expense associated with oonnec«i<m of an individual to the system. It Is impc»iant 
ilw customer charge relate to an individual customer. If a custcxner ccmnects to the 
system, it is expected that the customer will share in the recovery of fh« total 
cu5togner*^rel0ted oosi 

Some approadies attempt to determine customer chai^«s based on the sction of 
customers as a whole group. This is inaj^mpriate. If no gas is used by any of dw 
customers, there is no further requiremimt to perfctttn customer-mlated actlvltiea 
such as meter reading. Additional elements and &qp«\sea could be induded or 
exduded according to ather costing methods. For instance, the cart of minimum 
sized mains and/or services ccmld be induded as part of the customer durge. C^ 
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EASTERN NATURAL GAS COMP ANY 
Csae No* 95̂ 48a<;A-AIR 

only a fraction of the Customer Installations account could be induded. This 
requires the application of judgment or allocations to determine the dea«mental (or 
incremental) cost of these items. Inchision of such expenses, resultmg from judging 
the potential customer use of the fadlities, presents an arti£dal l^vel of accuracy and 
uxmecessarily increases (or decreases) the customer diarge. Staff has avoided this 
escalation (or deescalatioxt) in the costs and resulting charges by alLocatIng usage-
related costs to all dasses based on the interdass cost of service allocations. 
Customei charges are similar to other miscellaiMK^is charges in tiuit fhey do not 
represent a dollai^loivdollar coMecHon of die actual cost, but a reasonable 
approxunation of the costs incurred. 

Staffs genera! approadi to calculating a customer^ated cost was established In 
1978. Since its establishment. Staff has periodically reviewed the costs induded, yet 
has made few changes to the formula. 

Staff recommfixids a customer charge c^ $6.05 for at! generid service customers. If 
approved, the new charge represents an Increase of $0.70 per month. This 
recomnwndation omtrasts with Applicant's proposal which set a customer diarge 
of $6.75, an increase of $1.40 p ^ nu>nth. Absent any supporting analysis or 
testimony from Applicant, establishment of Applicant's propoKd customer charge 
overrecovo^ costs assodated with providing those services. 

Large Volumc/riansportatfon Servlcr 

Applicant Proposed Rate Desifn 

Applicant proposes to combine its rate sdiedule to^ industirial and transportation 
customers with volumetric four-biodc, dedining rates, witii a custom)^ dtatge. The 
proposed industrial and transportation rates are $2.00/Mcf foi the first 100 Mcf, 
$V75/Mcf for the next 300 Md, $1 JO/Md for the next 100 Md, and $I.10/Mcf for all 
over 500 Mcf. The fixed/customer duu-ge analy»s nvfll follow. 

Staff-Reomimended Rate Design 

The Commission's Gas Transportati<m Program Guldeiines, as provided In the 
Entry on Rehearing in Case No. 85-800-GA-COI signed on Movember 2, 1995, 
provide that transportation rates shall be ^vedHed and may induded a range. The 
minhnuim rate must cover the variable costs plus provide a contribution to &ced 
costs. The maximum rate is gmerally olculated l ^ taking the c^herwise applicable 
General Service rate, minus the excise tax attributable to the gas cost x^covery. 
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Rate Sdiedule D e ^ 

The tariCFritjes and charges were devdOfMsd based i»ilineail«ria Fifst, 
customer dtti^Kwesie not Increased. Seoofid,tbeSOS,SGTS,OS,imdOTSraM( 
adiedules wen designed to iccogpize only die eadsc tax savings essociated with 
the cost of gas sft $3,905 per MCF« (4.75% X $3,905 icmovod from the sales 
rates) Finally, the USSaDdLGTSrttesdKdoiteswete then d e ^ ^ 
reinsining levesive n>, also, align tl}0 sales aod tfsnigpon 
C9tcise tax savings associatod widi die cost of gas. 

Carranti 

y i j i l l Oinftral fiar^ifaft flchadul^ 

Cua tonar Charg«: $6.5000 

A l l MCf: $1.52'74 

Cua tonar Charg«: 

F i r s t 25 Mcf: $1.4872 
JUi Ovmr 25 Mef: $1.4049 

ggJHpgaedi 

96.5000 

$1-7753 

$16.5000 $16.5000 

$1,7175 
$1.6352 

yji-ry* QMftfAl Kmr̂ ^Km Sfthadtil* 

F i r s t 2f000 Hof: $0.6925 $0 .6981 
Httxt 13 ,000 Mcf: $0.5025 $0.5180 
Mskxt 85,000 Kef: $0.4725 $0.4880 
A l l Ov«r 100,000 Mcf: $0.4125 $0.4280 

a a a l l Q<in^ral TgMapflrfcmlilpn 3»CTiM AehiKialii 

CuatooMsr Charge: $6.5000 $6.5000 
Adba in i a t r a t i ve Ouur^e; $6.0000 $6.0000 

A l l Mof: $1.3349 $1.5828 

Ganara l ^ r a n a p o r t a t i o n Sg rv ioa SchAdul* 

C u a t o a a r Charge: $16.5000 $16.5000 
A d a i n i a t r a t i v * c h a r g e : $6.0000 $6.0000 

F i r s t 25 Mcf: $1.2947 $1.5250 
Al l Over 25 Mof: $1.2124 $1.4427 
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THE EAST OHIO GAS COMPAJSfY & 
THE RIVER GAS COMPANY 
Case No. 93-2006-GA-AIR 

Staff recommends that in Schedttle 500, in section 1, Applicatnlity, that a pariod be 
inserted after the words "service area** and the tiemalnder of that sentence deleted. 

Staff recommends that in Schedule 500a, in section I, Applicability, that sub 
paragraph 1.1 be deleted; the subparagraph numb^ removed irom. subparagraph 1.2; 
and the last sentence in Aat section beginning with "the customer shall " be deleted. 

Staff Customer Chargje Analysis 

Certain, generally imvarjdng, costs occur as a result of customer connecdons to the 
utility's syst^n, regardless of usage. Staff has found it appropriate to separately 
recognize these costs and to continue this recognition in the form of customer 
charges in tbe design of rates. 

Hast Ohio's current General Service (500) customer charge is $4.28 per month. 
River's current General Service (200) customer charge is $5,90 per month. 
Applicants propose a 500 customer charge of $7.80 per month. Given the results of 
the aiwlysis below (Table 1), Staff supports a custome* charge of $5.70 for all General 
Service (500) customCTS. If approved, the new charge represents an increase of $1.42 
per month for East Ohio's customers, and a decrease of $0.20 per month for River's 
custom^s. 

East Ohio's current Large General Service (500A) customer charge is $40.00 per 
month, for applicable Large General Service and transportation customers. River 
currently has no such rate schedule Applicants propose a 500A customer charge of 
$127.00 per month. Staffs analysis of the costs associated with the customer charge 
for 500A customers indicates that no change in the rate is warranted. Therefore, 
Staff recommends no change in the current $40.00 per month Large General S^^ice 
(500A) rate. 

Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the Staffs standard methodology, using allocated costs, for 
the calculation of the customer charge. 
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THE EAST OHIO GAS COMP ANY & 
THE RIVER GAS COMPANY 
Case No. 93-200&G A-AIR 

Table 1 

General Service (500) Customer Charge Analysis 

A^L 

DistributJon Expenses: 
STB Meter and House R^ulators 
879 Customer Installations 

Total Distribution Expenses 

Customer Acopunting and Expenses-
901 Supervision 
902 Meter Reading 
903 Customer Records and Collection 
905 Customer Assistance Informadon 

Total Customs' Expanses 
Total Distribution Expenses 

Total Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Net Plant Expenses: 
380 Services* 
381 Meters 
383 House Regulators 

Total Flant Accotmts 

Retum on Total Plant Accounts @ 10.67% 
Property Taxes 
Depredation Expenses 

Total 
Total Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Maximum Customer Charge Revenue 

Customer Bills: 12,969,378 

Average Monthly Customer Cost 

Staff Recommended Monthly Customer Charge 

$ 6,143,003 
10741586 

$ 16.884,586 

$ 682,330 
8,632,507 

20,515>673 
W7m 

$ 29,988>437 

% 77,890,759 
48,629,784 

$129,846,124 

$ 13,848,089 
6,491,019 

$ 2731437 

S 74,187,233 

W^ 

":M 

1 ^ 

i hM 
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MURPHY CAS COMPANY 
CMC No. 93-3l2-GA<AR 

Table 1 iMusirAtes the Staffs methodology for the cikulatkm of the custofKffir diaige. 

Tat^et 

C^tributiM> A CustoBftgr Service BiCDenses 

Ld3or*50% $ 3.^4 
OfiBce S(qypiies« 75% ^ 

Total Disfrfiiution & CusloinK Service Expeaan « S ^ 1 ^ 

Mains * L177 

Return oa Total Plant Accounts at 11.00% $ 129 
Deptedatiim Expenses 

Tola] Net Plant Expenses 

Total Customa- Charge Expenses 

Custoiner Bills: 1,626 

Maximum btonthly Customer Charge 

Staff Reotmunended Cusbsner Cbaoige f 325 

The calculation shows die average e>q>ease assodated with connecliaR of am 
individual to the system. It is in^poarttnt 8iat the die castomer diasi^e leSala to an 
Individual customer. If m cuBhnner onuiecis to tha wp^em, it i^ tgnpettcd dwt die 
cuslomer will share in the reoonrety of the tob^ cuAomerHrielaied cost 

Osilocaers diarges do not rqwreient a doUai^Dr-dollsr coBectton of die actual cont, 
Imt a reasonatte appfcndmation of the costs 

Staffs lyptoach tocrfculstinga enstomcrTclated optf was establtohedin 1978. Steos 
its cstd^^unentr Staff has sddom nvaTSflped £rom the bask analysis. Doe to ttie 
accounting tnethiDds 3̂aed hy ^p l i t an l , it was aeosssary lo make a 



MURPHY GAS COMPANY 
Can N6.9M12-GArAIH 

estimate as to the amount of Distributfon and Customer Service Expenses whidi 
were s^FOpriafte iat indusion in the calculation. 

Given the results of ttie anaty^. Staff supports the proposed customer chaige of 
$3.25 for ali residential customers. 

A table showing AppUcant'e Current and Proposed rale schedule akmg witti d « 
Staff Recommended rale schedule is ^unvn in TaUe 2. 

Tat)le2 
Ggtfrtl SOTlct Sdwdute 

Currgnt 
Company StaH 

KGnianun Charge: 
ISTMdf: 
Nect lMcf : 
Next 48 Mcf: 
AH Over SO M d : 

$ 5,2S 
^421 
1.421 
0771 

$ 0671 

CustMner Charge: 
A l l Mcf: 

$ S ^ 
$ a9675 

$ 3.25 
$ 0.9ti73 

EATS AND REVENUE ANAL VSI8 

Rate and Revenue Guldeiinee 

The following general guidelines, or ol^ectfiws are consldewd in Staffs review of 
revenue allocations, rni>e schedules^ and rate design The applicable sdiedoles 
should provide die utility the opportunhy <rf reco^»ring the authorized revenue. 
The vaious schedules ^ould reinesent a feaaonable distributton ol twenue amctqg 
the various customer groups. The particular schedules should be equitaUe, 
reasonable, and should provide for customer undentanding, continuity of rales, and 
result in reasonai^e dumges In customers' Mils. 

The foUowing analyses in diis section reflect Staffs lecooronended ndes and dtar^es 
whldL are based on the revenue requiienient found pfoper by die Staff, as fuRy 
described in dtis Staff Report ctf bivestlgatioit Rates and chari^ shown sn die rate 
schedule tables may zeqidre adjustment based on ttie revenue rstpdrament gnnled 
by the CommissUm, «nd/or c h a n ^ in die lafee aieai^ or dianges In lale tiructuve 
^•proved by the Conunis^on. 
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THE ONONNATl GAS k ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Case No. 92.146S-CA-AIR 

Acct 

B7B 
879 

901 
902 
903 
905 

T a U e l 
Residential C u s t o m s Charge Analysis 

Distribution Expenses 

Meter and House Regulators 
Customer Installations 

Total Distribution Expenses 

Customer Accounting and Expenses 

Supervision 
Meter Reading 
Customer Records and Collection 
Customer Assistance Information 

Total Customer Escpenses 
Total Distribution Expenses 

Total Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Net Flant Expenses 

380 
381 
383 

Services 
Meters 
House Regulators 

Total Plant Accounts 

Retum on Total Plant Accounts d 10.07% 
Property Taxes 
Depreciation Expenses 

Total 

Total Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Maximum Customer Charge Revenue 

Customer Bills: 3,738,961 

Average Monthly Customer Cost 

Staff Recommended Monthly Customer Charge 

Accoimt 

$ 978713 
, lfiZ7m 

S 2,905.744 

$ 210,489 
2,QS8fi6Q 
6,083,286 

42,P?1 

$ 834,765 
2,995,744 

$11300309 

$60,420,095 
8,955,003 
2,W,T61 

S 7^1,060 
3,348,427 
3.451.760 

$ 14^1,246 

lUQ0r5(a 

$25321,755 

6.77 

6,00 
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THE ONONNA-n GAS k ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Case No. 92-1463-GA*AIR 

The calculation shows the average expense associated with connection of an 
individual to the system- It is important that the the customer charge relate to an 
individual customer. If a customer connects to die s^lem, it is expected that the 
custcnner wiU share in the recovery of the total customer^related cost. 

Customer charges are similar to other miscellaneous charges in that they do not 
represent a dollar^for*dollar collection of the actual cost, but a reasonable 
approximatiCHi of the costs incurred 

The Comjnission approved a stipulation that established the Applicant's current 
customer charges during the previous rate case (Case No. 90-390*GA-AIR). 
Applicant's current and proposed customer charges do not apply the same rate to all 
das5«^ (rf customers, but rather separates various classes by tariff (Residential Service 
Schedule/General Service Schedule), then bases the charges on fully allocated 
components of the cost of service study. 

Given the results of the analysis. Staff supports the proposed customer charge of 
$6.00 for all residential customers. If approved, the new charge represents an 
increase of S0.70 per month. 

Staff also supports the proposed customer charges of $17.00 for all general service 
customers. If approved, the new charges represent an increase of $1.75 per month. 

By accepting Applicant's proposed customer charges, Staff recognizes and is 
continuing the established ratemaking prindple of gradualism within the revenue 
distributions. 

Transportation Service Tariffs 

Applicant cunently offers two transportation services. Firm Transportation Service 
(Rate FT) and Interruptible Transportation Service (Rate IT). In addition. Applicant 
offers Standby Service to human needs and public welfare customers. 

Firm Transportation Service is offered to any customer who enters into a written 
agreement with Applicant and has arranged lor the delivery of gas inK) Applicant's 
system for the sole use of the customer. Rates are calculated for FT customers as an 
Admii\istrative Char^ of $42500, plus the applicable General Service rate, less GCR 
related costs. Customers are guaranteed delivery of volumes so long as Applicant's 
providing of service would not be detrimental to the operation of its system, or if 
the providing of service affects Applicant's ability to supply gas to Residential and 
General Service customers. 
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luiH IS TO oaiTiPv iHKr n v MiaDnorDCRAni APPEARINC; ON n i is PMM 
^ m p \n p» wcmxm nm awni im »£ninnxn*ifii OP A QISB P I U IDCU-
» M r l l 3 . I V ^ m IM U K iaBaiLAR,a3UISB OF UfilNBSS K R nOTOOVUIIlNG, 

Om.UMBIA GAS OF OHIO. !^X^ 

Ow Mo. niswsA^Am 

i*' 

; / > - • 

«7* 
9n9 

901 
902 
90S 
SOS 

Tbaft D i l V i t a l i M KiqiePMi 

Supenbin 

tOUlCottlMR 
TEMI OAnAiiikiiii 

TonlDbcfiMliaiiAMlCMMBrrBkpttstt 

381 
SaPftat 

Tot t inuAcc ima 

t on ttattl Plant ACCOM tt I0.n% 

IWit INnrOii^Hi vdOffioMc ExiMM 

ToM 

CKUMmffiSa 

Mnonm Mukfy Ottumer CliBie 

lft.MB.Ml 

gJgLTtf 

S p- l f lPi lKt 

S 9tjOS5US6 
3M23.4U 

, 4.MM36 

7,44U« 

(wWi-'v.^-.-*->"^-^.;^:;i.-'.->d ;•'•.>:•• •."•.;-3-: - - . . v 



iiHS Iff 10 oavriFY n w r t i e HicnmtminRMi WPPIARING ON m i s PWH 
s^wf I.S AN AuoRumi n m oMPUk-n! Rspnraun^icn OF A CASK m i . locu-
n u T nii.]viiiii3) IN HE neGULAR,̂ ayRSE of W S I H E S ; H » nioniaiAiiiiNG. 

COLUMBIA CAS OF OHtO; INC. 
OtSK No. 9M994aA-Allt 

> •'•••̂  

Staff recommends « cnvtooiar diarge of $7̂ 00 fat all Small Genieral Senrke and 
S12.40 for Genersl Service customers^ thm rccommetided n te pnasntt r«afionabie 
chaitges kom cnttesA î axfgsa. If approvad, tliese lepraaent IncMBses o£ S.075 and 
$hA5, mpflGdvaly, psr man6i ffom dw cunrent charga. This leconuncndatioii 
coninkstB with Af^lcant's proposal of costamer diarge of 97M for SG5 cu»tDmars 
and $16w5S Uat GS Customers. 

Frindplfift of gmdualisxn and stability are imporum. Cmtem^ chav^^ uft cimiiar 
to Dishonored Chedc Chtt^ges, Xeoonaection Chaî ges, CoUecfioo O u ^ e ^ «nd other 
sundry cfaargBS. Cttstomw chaigH do not lepmomt a dofiar^DT'dQlUr leoovtery, Imt 
ore deslgMd to provfak « reasowsMs apfmNdnutiOR of Itw cosis incuR^. Other 
approadtes attempt to deteroUne castemei chaiges based on Ihe ACtten erf cuaiDcnexs 
as a groiqiL Additional eiementa and expenses could be Induded and fractioos of 
other costs could be allocated to the customer charge, i ^ instance, the cost CKE 
minimum sized mainft and/or servicea could be lndud«d> This raqultes the 
apptkatiaR of judSOMat to detenn^na die decdmeRtai cost of msnlmam-fiized Hnes. 
indusion of sudb es^iense resulting £rom the fud^taent of poteniial customer use of 
the fadHties prasents an artifldal level of accuracy «KI adverBely affects AB 
customer chaxaie. Staif diooaes to avoid ttil? distorticm by aUocadng usage-rdaied 
oosts to all claases baaed on ihc mfeerdaas cost uf sendee. i l ' 

Staff finds that the (ransportatloa guidetioes of Case No. 8S-80(M3A<COf and the 
Coitions available pursuant to Section 490531, Revised Code provide die Company 
«ufSdent jirfcmg flexibllUy w i ^ whjkh to meet competitive aJteraatives which are 
AvaflabU to 

Spedal axiangementi are individual agreements submiUed In ca««d with A ^ 
dodcefe fiufEboes. the arrangemenis may be considered by the Commisnon pursuant 
to Soction 490531, Revised Code. 

^ m i a l contrsct gas transportation services were not separately IdeoHBed in 
Applkwnf a oost and revenue aSoCMiona, Tneatment irf revenues nfere perfbnned 
hi a znannar that asjmmed that spedal contsact cuatooMrs wen Inanporatad inm 
the proposed indivfidual rata seheduLe daascp. 

thm provision of gas tTensportellon ienlc«^ ttfhether pursuant to taiitf or Section 
490531, Revised 0^1*;^ is encompasaed in an operatiiig environment that is more 
competiave than the provisioa of traditional sales aervtces. 

In Case Nty. aS-SOfrCA-COI, Hnllng and Order, Mardi 28, 1999, the CommissiDn 
indicated, "Th^ Commission bdievea that customers who elect lo rehew the LOC of 
the merchant functlan by ei^aging hi gas transportation or bypaas should bear the 
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THB 1>AtT0N TOVmt. AND iX31TC0MPANr 
CKeNo.9)-«l5-GA-A!a 

is wndfiittd iw the diarge. SbUfs calculation of Ow Cushwwr Chai^ x«covm owts 
flwpdatpd witti dedicated plant, along vrilfa the lelahBd lervlcea. The tennixiology 
assodated with this particular charge should remain ccmslslent with the 
tetmbioloEy ^ ^ ^ Û o ^ ^ inaior &» atUltles in the ^ate of Ohky Tfy uliipting 
Staff's Mcammcndalion of no dung«, Ihe Commissltm wiU aid future refepewKB to 
thjte diarge. 

Cmtain, generally unvaiTxng, casta occur u a lewlt of ctasbxroer coonectUw to &e 
utUltys system, re^wdUtt* of usage. Staff hw found It ^ypnqniate to separately 
iTOignte fiiese costs and to conitmie this recognition in the form of customer 
diarges in the de^gn of rates. 

Tables S through 7 illustrate lite Staffs method for &w calculatkm of flie various 
sdiedule'6 custOTter charges, Tbe caicuUtions show the average w^^ense assodated 
with cofmectton of an uu^vidual to the system. 

Staff recommenda a Custoiner Charge of S5.00 for General Service customers. If 
approved, lihis lepiesents an increase oi $QJ6S per month. This recomnnendation 
ilgreas with AppMcanfspropoeed Customer Charge of $5U)0> 

Staff lecommenda a Custoiner Charge of $10.00 for Dual Fuel cvtstomers. If 
approved^ this repiesents an increase of $1.70 per mcmtti* TMs racommoidatton 
agrees with Appiicanrs proposed Custmner Charge of $lfLOO. 

Staff recommends a Customer Charge of $4aO0 Cor Lnterrupdble customers. If 
approved, this represents an incraase ol $»J00 per month. This recomimandation 
agraes widi Ai^ittcam's prcfXMed Customer Charge of $«MIO. 

FtiiidplM of gradualism and atabOlty are Important Custonier diarges « e similar 
to Diahonoflvd Chedc ChMKaa. Reaxuieel^ 
Bundryduiges. Customer diaiiges do not nfwesent a doQar^Di^doaar reaav«r, bi^ 
aretopiavideaxeasDaaldeapfMtoximatkmaflhacDattincaEted. Other af̂ nivutches 
atteiiqpt to determine customer chaarges baaed on fitt action of outomera as a g K ^ 
Additional ^dements and expenses coidd be raduded and fractions of odier costs 
cmddbealkxatedtothecttBtomerdiargB^ Ftv instaaoi^ the coat <tf minimunt sized 
maina and/or services oiuld be induded. This ivqutM the apj^Scalion ctf judgment 
to detenntee the decrimental oott of oilntmum-sfeed lines, btdnaimi <d sodt 
expenaa, xesuhfaig from the judgment (d potondal customer oae of die iadfittea, 
pieeenls acn artifidal level of accuracy and advesvdy B£fecia dw aurtmnar duurge. 
Staff dwoees to avoid dda distortian by attocatlng image-ii^aied oasis to all dasaes 
based on the imerdiva cost of aervice. This allocaticm method also 1$ necessary 
because there are three General Service rate schedules^ ai^^dicable to ali dasses of 
service. 

J?;^vii^-^-"-
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THB DAYTON KIWK AND UGHT COMP ANY 
CaBeN0b9141S-GA-A[R 

TaUeS 

Af^ 

878 
«?9 

902 
903 
905 

P f̂tfl?Mtfon 
Mieter and House Regulatois 
Customer finstallations 

Total KMstribution Sxpenses 

CwiHwiMEr Awottyiti"g ami ^?tpfiwaw 
Meter Seeding 
Ctisioaner Records and CoUectlan 
Customer Aaslatance Infacmation 

Tol^ Customer Expenses 
Total Distribudcm Bxpenses 

ttiUl l^strfbutkm and Customer Bxpenses 

$ 649,043 

$ 1,437,364 
7,30^329 

fi 

239&20Q 

.^' 

380 get'vlcee 
381 Biieters 
383 House Kcgulatocs 

Total Flant Aoooimts 

5 13,Ma;i42 
8>I%S26 

< 2U»404 

11 

Ketnen on Total Plant Afida J 1073% 
BofwtiyXnoaa 
Depredation Expenses 

Total 
Total DlstrttMilon and Cu^uncr &qpen0e» 

Maximum CollectiUe Customer Chege 

Cuatomer KHS % 3 5 3 5 I 4 

Avsage Monthly Customer Charga 

Staff Racoaunended General Service Customer Charge 

$ 2,607,326 
l,ISft^l7 

S 6395;»7 
ll.t40A99 

^ a a ^ ^ m S m i 
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»iis w TO a a a m itttT -nc mciDnfmcKHii JUI^UIIHC CN mis f im 
smiP IS m MHWATC AND iXHTVfin iRPSDeUCriON ( * A CftSi Fll£ Boai-
MMr nxivHrna) IM TIK nBSjiiut OQURSU OF BUSIMSS m t tinioGmniiNG, 

THE RIVHK CAS COMPANY 
C w No. ^-^SSCAMR 

TatateS 
T^tP^ Campanv OKtmnPT Chanie AnalvsiS 

AjSflttlU 

876 
879 

901 
9QZ 

905 

Meter and H o m e Ragulators 
Customer lDBtall«Cion» 

Total Distribution Expanses 

Superrislon 
Meter SfiadLtig 
Customer Records and Collection 
Custffliier AssistaAce Infonnatioii 

$ 100369 

mm 

153.822 
339,939 
21.177 

\ . 

Total Cufttomo- Expenan 
Total Distribution &^exiseft 

Total Distribiition and Cuvtooisr Bq>ens« 

Mrt Plant KwMnsw 
380 Servi le 
381 M e t e n 
383 House Regulators 

$ 623.588 
229331 

$ i^xEuia 
741,791 

Total Fiaat Aooointi 

Ketum on Total Flaat Acoouats at 1131% 
P r o p e r ^ TaxBB 

T o l d Net n«Rl Expeives 

Total Dlsttibieian and Custmner Bxpensee 

To ld AtlowaUe Becovery 

Cuatmner fSSh 
hiaximum MoRtfaly CuMomer C h a ^ 

Stan Recommended Charge 

$ W6;m 

54A71 

$ 444S29 

227,600 

&go 



lilts IS TO (l̂ HTlFlf -nWT TIB: MOORKnOGRAnt APreA»r»: CM HITS FUN 
MHIP IS AN ACXISWII; AM) UtSWin^ REPBDilllCnOM OH A CASUS PTlE moi-
n m !»a.iviiHi3» IM -nm m^cuM wuns^ OF austiffiss vat ncrrmunMNG. 
lAHUtA OlT:ftATC«d JL *.-._ miB PWXIES^ JQ.A^^ . , ^ 

'THE RIVER G ^ GOMFAN V 
CM* NO 90-395-GA-Am 

The calculatioa shows the average expert* aasodaled with connection of an 
individual to the s]^tenu It in important the the cuslomer du rge lelate to an 
individual cuatomer. If a customer oocmects to the systtm, it is expected that the 
cufitomer will share in the ncovery of the total customes^Tdaled COBU 

Some appioacHeii attempt to determine customer charges bated on the actkm of 
customera aa a whole fpourp. This is inappropriate. If ao gas ia used by any of die 
cuatomeiStf there is no further requirement to perform customer-related acdvities 
sudi V meter reading. Additional dements and expenses could be induded or 
exduded accxirdlng to other costing methods. TPar instance^ the cost of minimum 
aisad ouins and/or services could be induded as part of the customer diarge^ or 
only e fraction of the Cuatomer fhstalUriona account could be included. These 
chc^oes require the application of judgntem to detomtne the deaemental {or 
incremenial) cost of these Stems- Inclusion of sudi expenses^ nsulting from judging 
the potential customer use of the fadlities, pvesents an ar t tedd levd of aomracy and 
unnecessarily increases (or dacreasaa) die customer diarge. Customer charges are 
dmSar to other misoellaattous charges in that they do not represent a ijtollax-for-
dollar coiladion of the actud cost but a reascmable appropunutkm of the coets 
incariKd; 

is" 

V 
Staff recommends • customer charge of $5J0 tor all gMteral service mstotners. If 
approved, the new diarge r^resents an increase of $1.40 per month for general 
service customers and a decrease of S24.30 for large volume general service 
custcm^fs. TlUs zeaanmendatlon cocUrasts widk Ai^lkant 's proposal which set a 
customer diarge ctf $ 6 ^ . an increase of $2.20 per month for general service 
ciummecs and a decrease of S23.50 for large vdume general ssorvice custamers. 

The fbllowhig. Table 6, iHustmles the percentage of oistMner dteige revenue at 
Current Proposed, and Stajf-Recommended for eadi of tiie customer dasses. 
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Case No. 9fr̂ 390^A-AIR ^yMPAN> 

n 

Accoiinij 

B7B 

901 
902 
903 
905 

3M 
381 
383 

Table 6 

Meter and House Regulators 
Customer InstaUations 

Total Distribution Expenses 

Meter Reading 
Customer Records and Collechon 
Customer Assistance Information 

tolal Customer Expenses 
Total Distribution Expenses 

Total DistributicaTi and Cuslomer Expenses 

Net PlE n̂i- |?vp°^ |^ . 
Services 
Mete's 
House Regulators 

Total PJant Accounts 

Return on Total Plant Accounts at 70.81% 
Property Tastes 
Depredation Expeises 

Total 

Toiai Distribution and Customer Expenses 

Maximum Collectible Customer Charge Revenu. 

Customer Bills 

Average Monthly Customer Charge 

$ 1.916,584 

* 290765 
2338^57 
7,530^7 

52.fiZZ 

«10,419^86 

S55;2]9,101 
10,853,309 

i ^ m ^ 
.1 

* 7,47934 
2,934,900 

$ 1 2 , « » ^ 2 

2 ^ : 
ilii 

I 
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THfi ONCINNATl GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CaseNo 9039CKU-A1R 

The calculation shows the average expense associated with connection of an 
individual to the fiystem. t\ is in^poitant the the customer charge relate to an 
individual cuslomer. if a customer connects to the system, it is expected that the 
customs wilt share in the recovery of the total customer-relaled cost. 

Customer charges are similar to other miscellaneous charges in that they do not 
represent a dollar-for-dollar collection of the actual cost, but a reasonable 
approximalioa of the costs incurred. 

Staffs appoadt to calcukting a customo'-related cost was ^td>lJshed in 1976. Since 
its establishment. Staff has seldom wavered from the basic analysis. The 
Conrunission approved Applicant's current customer c h a i ^ during tha previous 
rate case <Ca£e N a B4-67-GA-AIR). 

9^''-

t?fif̂ -

i 

^>ptlcant'9 oirrent and proposed customer charges do not apply the same rate to all 
dasses of customers, but rather s^arates various dasses by tariff (Residuniial Service 
Schedule/General Service Schedule), and by usage (100 MCF anJ under/aver 
lOOMCF) and then bases the charges on customer components of the cost of si^rvice 
study. 

When the average monthly customer charge is applied to all dasses of customers, 
even with changes in base rate design, the results yield unacceptable revenue 
distribution among all classes. 

Utilizing allocators drawn from the cost of service study. Staff has identified two 
customer charges tliat matdi acc^table revenue distributions and examined the use 
of separate customer charges for 100 MCF and below, and over 100 MCF. Using cost 
of ser\'ice allocators and the customer charge calculation procedure, Staff identifled 
uniform customer charges for each group. This analysis lead to Staff's 
recommendation of a uniform cusiomer charge for the non-residential or general 
service customers. 

Given the results of the ana ly^ . Staff supports the proposed custonter charge of 
$6,00 tor t^i reddentJa] customers, U approved, the new charge represents an 
increase of (2.00 per month. Table 7 r^iresents the Slaff customer chaige analysis 
for Redden tial Sovlce. 

StaH recommends a customer charge of S170D for all general service customers. A 
$17.00 General Service customer charge is $2 00 greater than ihe 100 MCF or less 
charge proposed by the Applicant and $18.00 less than the Over 100 MCF cusb^mer 
charge proposed by the Company. Table 8 rapresents the Staff customer driarge 
analysis for the Genial Service. 

Table 9 illustrates the percentage of customer charge revenue at wveinie levels of 
Current, Proposed, and Staff-^Recommended rates for ead^ of the cuslomer dasse>. 
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EASTERN NATURAL CAS COMPANY 
Cwe No. B»-1714-CA-AIR 

reasonaMa, and diould provide for customer understanding, oaethuiity of rates, and 
result in r^aonable changes in customers' bills. 

Ride Sdkcdtde GompsrisaB 

l%e foUowing Tabic I shows the Staff-Recommcnded rate schedule charges 
compared to Applicant's Current and Pn:^w«ed. 

Staff 

$ 9 ^ 

$ I.SDDO 
$ 1.566o 
$ iJseaG 
$ 1.5a6o 
9 1.5666 

Customer Charge 

First 100 Mcf 
Nert4l«lMcf 
Nint 1,900 Mcf 
Next 18,000 M d 
All Over 20,000 Mcf 

Tdalel 

QdZSU 

$ s.00 

$ 1.14506 
$ 0.79416 
$ 0.79416 
$ 0.58699 
$ a44646 

Company 
COVflSBu 

$ 650 

$ T.78 
$ 1.78 
$ 155 
$ 155 
» 155 

AppScBid Ptopoaed Kale Design 

By these proceedings^ Applicant praposes to revise its General S^vice Tariff 
Sdiedules from the present mur-block base rates whidi provide dedlrdng rates, the 
proposed design provides for one rate for the Rrst 500 MCF^ and another rate for all 
over 300 MCF. During the test year period, no gas was sold under the final (fourth) 
blodcrate. 

Cnstmnei Chaige Amdyds 

Cenldn, generally unvarying, coats occur aa a result of cosucner omnections to the 
umity** sy^em, le^irdless of usage. Staff has found it apprc^riate to separaftdy 
recogotze these costs and to continue this noognltioa in the form of customer 
diarges in ^ design of rates. 

Table 2 illustrates the SbifPs method for the okkulatioa of Hie c h a i ^ 
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EASTERN NATURAL C A S C O M P A W 
Oi5eNo.«9-1714-GA-A« 

-J 

m 
^ f ^ 

879 

901 
902 
903 
90S 

Table 2 
Total Comi»anv Cugfomur Ch^^rcp AT>«iy«i« 

$ 2,^8 

u ^ 
Meter and House Regulators 
Customer Installations 

Total Distrfbutton Expenses 

Supervision 
Mater Keading 
Customer Records and Collectlan 
CustMner Asd^anctt Information 

Total Customer Expenses 
Total Distribution Expenses 

Totd Distribution and Customer Expenses 3 214i 

HQS7 
15^665 

$ 189,75a 
2 4 ^ 

Net Plant F^t|?fin]m 
380 Services 
381 Meiera 
383 House Regulators 

Total Plant Accounts 

$ 852,532 
148303 
lfljS2& 

S l.Q20Jl^^ 

Retiun on Total Plant Accounts at 12.20% 
Piroper^ Taxes 
Depredation Bxpenses 

Total 
Total Dishribudon and Customer Expenses 

Total 

Customer Bills 

Maximum Monthly Customer Charge 

Staff Recommended Customer Charge 

$ 12C441 
180,882 
I^2ZS 

$ 441302 

—mm 

70404 

9 ^ 

23 

* y 
•««*^i'*^>^^,5iV^.^-..X.;: 

' ; . 'Ji •ji.-f. '..uv- \ 



nils 15; m ciiRTiFY TIIAT nir. MiatrnmnnitAfii AprrAniNG HN i i n s r i i i i 
MHIP IS AN AaiatATI". AKll OC»«*lirn= HEFWnUtrriOH Ol- A CA-SI: F l l i : I W H -

.Itt 
i'^v 

^ ^ i ^ o i > . » 

^ ^ 

dTfteAppHcalioOLof 
"^^olOhidsrlnc to £sljd>il&h 

^ fiiitB )for Batumi Gas Serdce 
a a Aff lowin^ Sesvioe ibeas 

jaoTOnuAntcfla Ke^ott 

t M t t t l l b g S M 

f^'-ft 

Ctm No. 89^7-GA^AlR 
d m Ve. tfS^aaa-GA^^AJR 
OusNo. 8M29-<;A-IA2R 
Ctm Na. 89.«Z».GA*,AIR 
Case No. «9-M3-GA>CMR 
C w No. 8M««-GA-CHR 

v ? - . - . - . . ^4.-, 

«*** 
^ 

H ^ 

THB 
PUBLIC UTILITIES 

COMMISSION OP OHIO 

Equsi Oppor tun i ty Employsr 



itiiH IS 10 eacTiFT i w r rm HKHtmcnxsMM APPGAHINIS m THIS mm 
VIKIP IN W AOOatATH jW OMPUiTC ftOWRUTtON OF A OISB PltE lUCO-
f*Mr niijvi»m IM m iaaJU8 opMB OF BUSINBSS FOR m m a w i n m . 

COU»BU GAS OF QHSÔ  1KC 
Que »ia. flMia^^Ai^ASl M d. i ^ ^ 

The Campncy stated in vaipanse to Data JIaqueal N a 59 ihat the ^dtomxed dicdt 
.dianrya H b u e d on t m approdmate proosastng time of 3/4 of an biouir at the 
app&ab3» luuxfy labcr rate of $114XL 

Applficani preposBa tio dMngt to this provision and Staff finds It raasonalde. 

fwwkSam 

Apî lioBB/en Tadfif provides a diarge of $ 1 7 ^ for a inatm* Itst leipiasiad by a 
cuahmuK for aon-nCety talitgcl acifvftles. Thera to no pioposal to changift tbe 
currant duurgia. Tbe cost Incumd from tlMce ra^uastSj and Uta snbse^uaant costs 
assodated wftb the changing of meiars found fo eacoaad ^ limlis of accuracy^ are 
aBocalad to afl general aarvioa ctBtPwers. Stafif finds the ootttiftualiaa of tfiediaa^ 
for a meter lest to be appfopriaie whan ttquested by a cintomar, for non-safo^ 
TClsfiad acUvitta wliene the meter Js than fotmd tob* a^xirase widdn the limits set 
in AppBcaitf'a Tadft 

BATBDB8K3< 

\ 
StnttMfAVEnlaa Ciutwnar Charges 

In Udf piDcee^Biffi, Applicant propoaea to modify its adsUng custooier diarge to 
««bAi&m flcasooaS^ iliMantlated customer ducges. The Summer period Is defined 
aa <ha th« billfog moanhs of J^ifl th rou^ Ocfobcr and te Winter period b defined 
as tho bllUng months trf Novensber through Mardt. AppUcanra Sdwdolc H-3, 
Nanalhrc XatUmale fat Tariff Changes, proddea l i t ^ siwpori for die rate 
diffonmtfaL Appifcanfa9chftduEaE^.1 detdb the cafculalkmot ttie duuge using a 
uxdfoftt meAod ateallar to tlua used I7 die Staff In a n r i i ^ at a imiform c t ^ ^ 
cfaa^fe 

P!roccd(tfialfy^ the Compaw, itfing Aa siandanl calculate 
5 ^ adacted Ihe bask monflily etseomer «ft«tge as te five moBttt ^i^nier duuge arid 
t)w BUafoMim costomar di«rga as the wmsi month Summer diarge'Instead of 
odng the average customer ehariga^ This amounts to a rer^ui t tooeaae of 
apprcwdmately | U mUfioi^ o»npand to the revenue generated by the normal 
a v c n ^ otftoflwer dtafiga- IntegratlAglliis revenue ̂ ftto die rale calcalatUm analysis 
could ganmte a Bifnar rale deacese^ HieneteffoctitaSCa/MCP ~ 

Applicants proposal suggests that a seasood customer dutrga is ajmroprlaia to 
TecD^ilze aztd m p o n d to increasing compeddon; to retain existing toad; and to 
atoad now load. 
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I 
ddft coali-ciudng cnnem cudeaners whh 

diaracMdstks to bear oaets teunod at odter tbnea of dt* year and 
out ofpiqportfon to their oatualfoau Hw propoial nuy evoi fttrdicr stdft costs away 
from noPP cusiMncca to other lalapayecs. 

Outomar disises are taaanitdve to custonwc cDnsaanradOn effms. A vaxliAle 
eaatomiar diaigiB n m oonf̂ iae euatomeiv engi^ad in cwiirvation efots by caunng 
an lacnaaa la tbt bia ersen with a RducUon lo use. 

%M 

The imlodqr oi ^be aiiioiner^a fam In the hcathng months la tho cooumHE^. The 
cwlomar, ha naldng a heathy adedfon, oonsUecs die bundled energy prkfc The 
Company has for greater polecdSal fn Inflowidi^ die custaoierS deddoo in 
poTchadiig healing equSpment by addressing dumges in its ptirdiaslng practkes 
radwr AAB &e cnstomar diarge. R r fiiampJe^ by Obtaining storage fadlities, the 
Onnpany would be aUe to purdtasc low cost g u during 9m Sinmner months to 
o f i ^ h l g ^ commodity coate dorlog die V^̂ nter eeaion and ^Heek the types of 
ooflEqMtUve marketing ^oy dedre. 

IhepropeaadsaatDnrictmonwrchaigaipreaewtnobenate^ It does appear Qiat die 
effocfc of the ptopoaed acasonai costoraar diargaa a n to snove towards Icn^dng tho 
J^pitoantti levooaa^ fcrnl d>e OMraany did not adefuotdy docunnaot that aspect hi 
gaursl. Staff doeg not find fhat the customae diaige is the a|q;aopriato vddde for 
tho AinBcaof a use in oidec to levelize revenues. Absent a dear auppordng 
vatUmdo for the COmpangr** prcpoeed teatonal customet charges hi mm^ng its 
siaiod goaHir and given the odies ched CD«icef»«» die Staff remnunendt continued 
tiso of an average rat^ eonfoeodng to die Staff a uniform calculatioo pcoocdu»«. 

Slodiedltetee 

Applioaid prc^oaea to iwiae its monddy current usagie charges from a tmifdem 
amount per MCF c^aoaaed to a two Mode dedining rate stffucloise. The drst block 
diargoisapplicablo todiftfhatSOOMCPecmaomedpcrmoRttL The soomd Hodc 
dkargo ia appUeabSe to all cnnaumpdon ta cxoasa of 500 MCF par mondu Tabte 32 

Am^ieaotS corrent and pnapoaed usage chaxgea compared with those 
b y d s a S t i ^ 

Company tettimony togsaste duu the r e d a i ^ to a t ^ d » d usaga charge i« 
appropdate bccauee of tho imarcased eoenpedtion In die gas industry. 

The dtst block hududes 100% of die rMidcntlal eonsus^tlon, 68% of the 
commetdd consuniplioiv 60% of the indnstrtal conaumpdoDu and 45% oi dte 
hraiupoftatlon eoluaies Induded lo dieso fiUngr hi tolair 93% ef die throughput 
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|55i?i£-*^-^ i ' . . t I 
OOUaiBIA. GAS OF OHK% INC 

I^Uatt 

47B M M and House i ^ i l i t o i s 
«79 Castanwr Inaialladoiia 

8S9 fifUMttsand Sj^pdatcm 

$ 113W»3I3 

2ilM1ft 

Ibid 

901 Superrialon 
902 BiBtnr Itaadhig 
909 CudomarlBdMdaandQdhedOft 
900 Customer >.< 

g UTQ^Vi. 

Told 
T^Ml 

Iblal Distdbttiioa and 

J 1 . # W 5 

381 

0 BAWjm 

HoBMntgdatoia 

Total FtaalAcoQunii 

RatumooTeld] 
PrnpacnrTaiMs 
D^«£tflonBq) 

1 

lantAoeottttsat 

Ttolil 
DialifbiOkin and CoslOflRcr ftq 

Told 

CBSKmrttOls 

AvwagsCttBhia « Cost Te rm 

ia78% 

» . . 

lasaa^as 

»l,USg099 

759 

£.00 
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OOLVSmA CAS CP OHKX INC 
CASENan-nS'GA-ADt etaL 

tihe company proposes to modi^ its exlsiing cnsttRner charaes to 
ttamtiaiBd costosMr duwgaa* The Sumner period Is defined as 

the td lhv aoMUfas cf April diroiii^ OcifllMv Hul iha WlBtarpaM 
tUI!E« monttw of NovaoAar (hrangb Mardi- Appiicaars Sdiadule R<^ Natxadve 
Xatioitaie i ^ TtflS Chaiqw <Steadard Fittm Itaqdrivnui^^ 
for die rale diffiBfeniiaL ApsdkmTs Sdwdde "B-ai detaOa the cakdatioa of dw 

î Big a unifonn method dnllar to that used by the StafF. Tha 
raaw nfiad tlie mlntemm and maximum rangt ef AppficBBA 

and iasooa Mspoad to 
dkat dtt saasond disfga Is af^topfiaie to 

uMdiioa; 10 cetthi edging i n l ; and to attract ae*r 
_ it is not asada dear how dw pnpoaad laaaonail dlfforandatad 

eiutomcr diarge Is Intended to improve tha campany^ eompcHtlva poddoa. 
Absent a dear suppordi^ ratlonaie &ir Its im^nsed WHOMI nstoimr duugaib iha 
Staff recomniends contUsuad use of an average ta«^ coofdmlag to the S t a ^ 
UUUwIB 

tdila I i shmrs Applicant's oment a»d prapi^id duu;^«« fiomparad vrllh those 
ncoiraacpdad hf di* Staff. 

Ceaunedlty Chaffs Andysis {Usage Chaigis) 

^fdicattt proposes to revise lis numthlv o n e n t usage diarges from • unlfoaR 
t pB MCF consumed to a two blod; deriidng n te siructiiR;. The first Uodc 
ia af^flicBble to dw fbat 500 MCF cansumad per mondL The second Uodc 

tnd diaigs Is apyifcdJa to dl mnwmniUon ift gcgaa of 300 MCF par month. 

Company tnthnony snggests diat the redesign to a bbdced usaga dLurge is 
ifproprUtv became of the Increase in con^etithMnMa In the ga« induitvy. Tha 
bfod; point at 500 MCF includes 100% of the reddentid cjonsnmptioa, 87% of die 
<:ominerdd oonsumptiaiir 40% of the induitrld oo&sumptloiij axid 47% of 
truLftportatkia vohuncs. (All paroattagas wen rounded to the nearest percent) 
The btodc struoure ednddaa wlA oonumpiiiia of lacger customcts vtha may have 
inneisad oompetldva diamatlves. Aldiough not rapnsoited by Oie corapeay In 
thne applkalions, tha redMd biodc stnufture and, in partkdar, dte bloddng pdnt 
«t 500 MCF« penm<> adjustments to dass rwaniia incfeasat and 
disofiiuiton to batter tdkct CDS! of servloe diufin^-

Td>le 18 draws AppBeanf s citneni and proposed 
reconunended by the Stdit 
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