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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND POSITION. 3 

A1. My name is James Gould.  My business address is 10 West Broad Street, Suite 4 

1800, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485.  I am employed by the Office of the Ohio 5 

Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Regulatory Analyst. 6 

 7 

Q2. WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND? 8 

A2. I earned a Master of Business Administration degree from Ashland University in 9 

2002.  I also obtained a Bachelor of Arts degree from Ohio State University in 10 

2004 and a Bachelor of Science degree from Franklin University in 1994. 11 

 12 

Q3. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE. 13 

A3. I was first employed by the OCC from April of 2010 to February 2011 as a Senior 14 

Regulatory Analyst.  After a break in my service, I was re-employed by the OCC 15 

in December of 2012, again as a Senior Regulatory Analyst.  Prior to my 16 

employment with the OCC, I worked for the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 17 

(“PUCO” or “Commission”) from January 1987 until April 2008.  During my 18 

tenure with the Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) I held various positions of 19 

increasing responsibilities including Utility Examiner, Utility Specialist II, and 20 

Utility Specialist III.  During my time at the PUCO, I served as the Commission’s 21 

rate case manager.  In that position I coordinated the filing and processing of 22 

utility company requests for rate increases.  I also reviewed utility company 23 
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filings for increases in rates for compliance with Commission regulations.  1 

Additionally, I investigated and processed utility company requests for increases 2 

in rates.  My current duties as an OCC Regulatory Analyst include investigation 3 

and analysis of utility applications for increases in rates.  I also participate in 4 

special projects and investigations of utility filings in the electric, gas, and water 5 

industries. 6 

 7 

Q4. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED IN UTILITY REGULATORY 8 

PROCEEDINGS? 9 

A4. No. 10 

 11 

Q5. WHAT HAVE YOU RELIED UPON IN THE PREPARATION OF YOUR 12 

TESTIMONY? 13 

A5. I have reviewed relevant portions of Duke Energy Ohio’s (“Duke” or “Utility”) 14 

Application, Standard Filing Requirements and associated workpapers, Duke’s 15 

Testimony, the PUCO Staff Report of Investigation (“Staff Report”) and 16 

associated workpapers, and Duke’s responses to discovery requests propounded 17 

by OCC and requests by the Staff.  I have also reviewed opinions and orders from 18 

certain other regulatory proceedings related to matters in my testimony. 19 

20 
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II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 1 

 2 

Q6. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 3 

PROCEEDING? 4 

A6. My testimony will support OCC objections 2, 14 and 15 to the Staff Report, and 5 

address the issues raised by those objections as they relate to the determination of 6 

operating income and rate base.  Specifically, I will address OCC’s objections 7 

related to property tax expense, non-jurisdictional operating expenses, and 8 

unclaimed funds as they relate to the determination of rate base. 9 

 10 

III. PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE 11 

 12 

Q7. DID DUKE INCLUDE PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE IN ITS APPLICATION? 13 

A7. Yes. 14 

 15 

Q8. HOW DID DUKE CALCUALTE PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE IN ITS 16 

APPLICATION? 17 

A8. In test year adjusted operating expenses, Duke included a total of $22,981,673 for 18 

property tax expense.1  Duke calculated this annualized level of property tax 19 

expense by applying an estimated assessment valuation percentage of 14.86% to 20 

date certain plant balances as of March 31, 2012.2  Duke derived the estimated 21 

                                                 
1 Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8a. 
2 Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8a and WPC-3.8b. 
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assessment valuation percentage (14.86%) by dividing its assessed property tax 1 

value (taken from Duke’s Ohio Department of Taxation, 2011Valuation Notice) 2 

by the book value of certain plant balances as of December 31, 2010, as shown on 3 

Duke’s 2010 FERC Form 2.3  Duke then multiplied plant balances subject to 4 

taxation by Duke’s current average personal property tax rate of $94.586 per 5 

thousand dollars of valuation to arrive at its estimated total property tax expense 6 

of $22,981,673.4 7 

 8 

Q9. DID THE STAFF MAKE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO PROPERTY TAX 9 

EXPENSE? 10 

A9. Yes. 11 

 12 

Q10. WHAT ADJUSTMENTS DID THE STAFF MAKE TO DUKE’S PROPERTY 13 

TAX EXPENSE CALCULATION? 14 

A10. The Staff’s adjustment to Duke’s estimate of property tax expense is shown on 15 

Schedule C-3.8 of the Staff Report.  That schedule shows that the Staff estimated 16 

total property tax expense of $22,917,063 - a $337,452 decrease from Duke’s test 17 

year property tax expense.  The Staff used the same methodology as used by 18 

Duke in its estimate of total property tax expense.  However, the Staff’s 19 

adjustment includes “the latest rates and valuation percentages”5 applied to certain 20 

                                                 
3 See Calculation on Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8b. 
4 Duke Workpaper WPC-3.8a. 
5 Staff Report at 11. 
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plant balances as of March 31, 2012.  The Staff’s use of updated plant assessment 1 

values and the latest known distribution and common plant balances as of 2 

December 31, 2011, taken from Duke’s 2011 FERC Form 2, resulted in the 3 

Staff’s calculation of a slightly higher assessment valuation percentage, which 4 

when applied to a lower adjusted date certain plant balance, resulted in a smaller 5 

estimate of property tax expense.  In addition, the Staff’s property tax expense 6 

adjustment, as shown on Staff Report Schedule C-3.8, blends both personal 7 

property plant and real property plant together and then applies the higher Duke-8 

calculated personal property average tax rate of $94.586 per thousand dollars of 9 

valuation to both property categories.  As a result, the Staff arrived at an 10 

overstated annualized level of property tax expense.  Thus, the Staff is proposing 11 

a level of property tax expense that is too high for including in the rates that 12 

customers would pay. 13 

 14 

Q11. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STAFF’S PROPERTY TAX CALCULATIONS? 15 

A11. No.  16 

 17 

Q12. HOW DOES YOUR CALCULATION OF PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE 18 

DIFFER FROM THE STAFF’S CALCULATION? 19 

A12. My calculation of total property tax expense differs significantly from the Staff’s 20 

calculation.  First, my calculation includes a separate calculation for both personal 21 

property tax expense and real property tax expense.  Those calculations are shown 22 

on Schedules JEG-C-3.8a and JEG-C-3.8b, respectively.  Performing a separate 23 
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calculation for both categories of property allows the proper assignment of 1 

Duke’s personal property average tax rate of $94.5866 to personal property 2 

taxable plant values and Duke’s real property average tax rate of $56.4287 to the 3 

real property taxable plant values.  By performing separate calculations, I was 4 

able to apply the correct tax rate to the correct property category, resulting in a 5 

more accurate estimate of Duke’s property tax expense than that calculated by the 6 

Staff. 7 

 8 

Second, during my investigation of property tax in this case, I requested that Duke 9 

provide the assessment valuation percentage for real property broken down into 10 

the individual plant categories of Distribution, General, and Common.  Included 11 

in Schedule JEG-C-3.8b8 is Duke’s calculated assessment valuation percentage 12 

provided in response to my request.  That real property assessment valuation 13 

percentage of 10.34% is much lower than the personal property assessment 14 

valuation percentage of 14.88%, which the Staff used to calculate real property 15 

taxable plant value.  My calculation of real property tax expense, shown on 16 

Schedule JEG-C-3.8b, uses the 10.34% assessment valuation percentage Duke 17 

calculated specifically for real property.  This calculation of real property 18 

expense, as shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8b, produces a much lower and more 19 

accurate estimate of this expense than that calculated by the Staff. 20 

21                                                  
6 Duke Workpaper WPC-3-8c. 
7 Duke response to OCC-POD-01-013, Attachment. 
8 Duke response to OCC Interrogatory No. 639, Attachment page 1of 1. 
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Q13. ARE THERE ADDITIONAL DIFFERENCES IN YOUR CALCULATION OF 1 

PROPERTY TAX EXPENSE FROM THE STAFF’S CALCULATION? 2 

A13. Yes. 3 

 4 

Q14. WHAT ARE THOSE ADDITIONAL DIFFERENCES? 5 

A14. In my calculation of property tax expense, I calculated a taxable property 6 

valuation balance for six different plant categories – (1) Production, (2) 7 

Distribution, (3) General, (4) Common, (5) Ohio Fuel Stock and (6) Material & 8 

Supplies.  The taxable value of each plant category was calculated by multiplying 9 

the appropriate assessment rate taken from the most current Ohio Department of 10 

Taxation, 2012 Valuation Notice to the true value for each of the six plant 11 

categories.  Those calculations are shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8a.  The true 12 

value for each plant category was taken from Duke’s 2012 Ohio Property Annual 13 

Tax Report, filed with and approved by the Ohio Department of Taxation.  I then 14 

divided the taxable value of each of the six plant categories by that plant’s ending 15 

balance as shown on Duke’s 2012 Ohio Property Annual Tax Report, to derive 16 

my “Taxable Value to Plant Value” percentages.  Those calculated percentages 17 

were then applied to the Staff-adjusted distribution plant balances. 18 

 19 

My calculation of the Staff-adjusted distribution plant balances includes the 20 

removal of real property plant balances shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8b.  I 21 

excluded real property plant balances from my calculation of personal property 22 

tax expense so as not to include the taxable value of real property twice in my 23 
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calculation of total personal and real property tax expense.  I then applied Duke’s 1 

personal property tax rate of $94.586 to the adjusted plant allocated to 2 

“Distribution Taxable Value,” listed on Schedule JEG-C-3.8a, to arrive at my 3 

estimate of the Duke’s personal property tax expense.  My estimate of total 4 

personal and real property tax expense is shown on Schedule JEG-C-3.8c.  That 5 

schedule shows an adjusted total property tax expense of $22,619,067, which is 6 

lower than the expense proposed by Duke and the PUCO Staff, meaning that the 7 

rates paid by customers would be lower using my proposal.  I provided this 8 

amount to OCC Witness Soliman, as reflected on OCC Schedule C-3.8 of his 9 

testimony. 10 

 11 

IV. NON-JURISDICTIONAL EXPENSES 12 

 13 

Q15. DID THE STAFF MAKE AN ADJUSTMENT TO NON-JURISDICTIONAL 14 

EXPENSES? 15 

A15. Yes.  Through its Schedule C-3.14, the Staff excluded $352,284 of expenses as 16 

“non-jurisdictional expenses.”  This is the same level of expense excluded by 17 

Duke for non-jurisdictional expense in its application on Schedule C-3.14.  18 

Included in the expenses disallowed by the Staff were costs for industry 19 

association dues, advertising, and other expenses the Staff deemed inappropriate 20 

for determining natural gas distribution rates that Duke’s customers will pay. 21 

22 
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Q16. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STAFF’S ADJUSTMENT? 1 

A16. I agree with the exclusion of $352,284 identified by the Staff, but also 2 

recommend the exclusion of an additional $77,351 in expenses from test year 3 

operating expenses for a total exclusion of $429,635.  The additional expenses I 4 

recommend be removed from the test year are expenses for corporate community 5 

relations which amount to $24,1219 and governmental affairs-federal which are 6 

$53,230.10  My total non-jurisdictional expenses adjustment of $429,635 is shown 7 

on Schedule JEG-C-3.14a.  I provided this adjustment to OCC Witness Soliman, 8 

as shown on OCC Schedule C-3.14. 9 

 10 

Q17. WHY HAVE YOU EXCLUDED CORPORATE COMMUNITY RELATIONS 11 

AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS-FEDERAL EXPENSES FROM TEST 12 

YEAR OPERATING EXPENSE? 13 

A17. I excluded corporate community relations expense from test year operating 14 

expenses because Duke incurred these costs for the administration and 15 

management of various Company-sponsored charity programs and activities.11  A 16 

review of these expenses shows that they include the salary expense for the Duke 17 

Foundation Manager who oversees the operation of the Duke Foundation, 18 

including its programs and processes that support Duke’s philanthropy.12  Based 19 

                                                 
9 Schedule JEG-C-3.14a. 
10 Id. 
11 Duke response to OCC Interrogatory No. 027, Attachment (b). 
12 Duke response to OCC Interrogatory No. 27, Attachment (a). 
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on a Supreme Court decision,13 it is my understanding that the Commission has 1 

held that charitable contributions are not a cost to the utility for the rendition of 2 

public utility service.14  Because these costs are not related to the provision of 3 

natural gas utility service, the charitable donations costs should not be included in 4 

operating expenses and, therefore, should not be paid to Duke by customers. 5 

 6 

I excluded corporate community relations expense from test year operating 7 

expenses because Duke’s Governmental Affairs-Federal Expenses do not provide 8 

a direct and primary benefit to customers.  Additionally, these Duke costs should 9 

be excluded because they support lobbying-related activities.  Indeed, a review of 10 

these expenses shows that some of these expenditures were used to support the 11 

efforts of federal and state governmental affairs to effectively manage, on behalf 12 

of the corporation, the political strategy surrounding political action committee, 13 

corporate and other political contributions to elected officials.15  The Commission 14 

has consistently excluded this type of lobbying-related expenses in numerous 15 

other proceedings, and should protect customers from paying those expenses to 16 

Duke.16 17 

                                                 
13 Cleveland v. Public Utilities Commission, 63 Ohio St. 2d 62, 406 N.E.2d 1370 (1980). 
14 In the Matter of the Application of the Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company for Authority to Amend 
and Increase Certain of its Filed Schedules Fixing Rates and Charges for Electric Service, Case No. 78-
677-EL-AIR, Order on Rehearing at 7 (Jan. 21, 1981). 
15 Duke response to OCC Interrogatory No. 27, Attachments (a) and (b). 
16 Ohio Bell Telephone Company, Case No. 79-1184-TP-AIR (Entry on Rehearing, January 29, 1981) 
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company, Case No. 80-476-TP-AIR, Opinion and Order (May 19, 1981); Ohio 
Bell Telephone Company, Case No. 81-436-TP-AIR, Opinion and Order at 21 (April 21, 1982). 
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V. UNCLAIMED FUNDS 1 

 2 

Q18. DID THE STAFF INCLUDE UNCLAIMED FUNDS AS AN OFFSET TO 3 

RATE BASE ON SCHEDULE B-6, OTHER RATE BASE ITEMS? 4 

A18. No.  The Staff did not reduce rate base by the balance of unclaimed funds at date 5 

certain despite the Commission’s previous determination that these funds should 6 

be excluded from rate base to ensure that customers do not have to pay Duke’s 7 

investors a return on non-investor supplied funds.17 8 

 9 

Q19. WHAT DO YOU PROPOSE WITH REGARD TO THE UNCLAIMED FUNDS 10 

BALANCE? 11 

A19. I propose that the unclaimed funds balance be used to reduce rate base.  This 12 

adjustment should have been included on Schedule B-6, Other Rate Base Items of 13 

the Staff Report. 14 

 15 

Q20. WHY ARE YOU PROPOSING SUCH AN ADJUSTMENT? 16 

A20. Rate base represents the investment (i.e., plant and other assets) upon which a 17 

utility’s investors are allowed the opportunity to earn a return (that is paid by 18 

customers).18  If the funds for the investment are provided to the utility from 19 

sources other than investors, then rate base should be reduced to recognize those 20 

                                                 
17 Columbus Southern Power Company, Case No. 91-418-EL-AIR, Opinion and Order at 44-45 (May 12, 
1992). 
18 See, Staff Report at 4 for the Staff’s explanation of rate base. 
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other sources.  For example, the rationale for excluding customer deposits from 1 

rate base is to ensure that Duke’s investors do not earn a return on non-investor 2 

supplied funds and to ensure that Duke’s customers do not pay a return on non-3 

investor supplied funds.19  Since unclaimed funds are not supplied by investors, 4 

the unclaimed funds should be excluded from rate base. 5 

 6 

Q21. HOW DID YOU ARRIVE AT YOUR ADJUSTMENT FOR UNCLAIMED 7 

FUNDS? 8 

A21. Through discovery, Duke responded that it had an unclaimed fund balance at date 9 

certain (see Attachment JEG-1) of $207,252.  In that same discovery response, 10 

Duke stated that it did not track unclaimed funds by electric and gas operations.  11 

As such, I have calculated an allocation factor developed from balances shown in 12 

Duke’s account titled “Special Customer Deposits,” which was provided in 13 

response to the Staff’s Data Request-19-001 (see Attachment JEG-2).  I then 14 

applied this calculated allocation factor of 32.9946% to Duke’s total unclaimed 15 

funds balance of $207,252 to arrive at my exclusion of $68,382 to Duke’s natural 16 

gas rate base.  This adjustment to reduce Duke’s rate base is set forth on my 17 

Schedule JEG-B-6.1a, which was provided to OCC Witness Soliman and is 18 

reflected on Schedule OCC-B-6. 19 

20 

                                                 
19 See, Duke Witness Laub testimony at 8 (July 20, 2012) for an explanation that customer service deposits 
“provide the Company with a source of capital.” 
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VI. CONCLUSION 1 

 2 

Q22. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DUKE’S OPERATING 3 

INCOME AND RATE BASE? 4 

A22. I recommend that the Commission adjust test year operating expense to include an 5 

annualized level of $22,619,067 for real and personal property tax expense.  6 

Accepting this recommendation would result in a $635,448 reduction to Duke’s 7 

test year operating expense.  I also recommend the exclusion of $352,284 to non-8 

jurisdictional operating expense shown on Staff’s Schedule C-3.14 and an 9 

additional exclusion of $77,351, for a total exclusion of $429,635.  Finally, I 10 

propose that the unclaimed funds balance at date certain of $68,382 be used to 11 

reduce Duke’s rate base. 12 

 13 

Q23. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME? 14 

A23. Yes.  However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 15 

subsequently become available.  I also reserve the right to supplement my 16 

testimony in the event that Duke, the PUCO Staff or other parties submit new or 17 

corrected information, if additional information is provided through discovery 18 

and/or if the PUCO Staff provides testimony and/or changes any of its positions 19 

made in the Staff Report. 20 
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DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.

Case No. 12-1865-GA-AIR

Personal Property Tax Calculation 

Schedule JEG-C-3.8a

Adjusted

Plant Balance Assessment Taxable Taxable Value Plant Allocated Real Plant Allocated Distribution

12/31/2011 True Value Rate Value to Plant Value to Distribution Plant to Distribution Taxable Value

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

(1) Production $ 11,299,731 $ 3,165,655 25.00% $ 791,414 7.00% $ 11,408,389 $ 4,222,726 $ 7,185,663 $ 503,284

(2) Distribution 1,506,755,474 926,295,103 25.00% 231,573,776 15.37% 1,501,424,444 10,648,114 1,490,776,330 229,117,414         

(3) General 23,631,223 6,959,427 25.00% 1,739,857 7.36% 49,718,481 2,065,248 47,653,233 3,508,708              

(4) Common 30,816,044 (j) 7,248,592 (j) 25.00% 1,812,148 5.88% 60,301,295 20,934,133 39,367,162 2,315,183              

(5) Ohio Fuel Stock 1,977,191 1,977,191 25.00% 494,298 25.00% 1,981,454 1,981,454 495,364                  

(6) Plant Material & Supplies 4,039,114 4,039,114 25.00% 1,009,779 25.00% 3,446,208 3,446,208 861,552                  

(7) Gas Stored in Ohio - Current 17,729,493 17,729,493 25.00% 4,432,373

(8) Total $ 1,596,248,270 $ 967,414,575 $ 241,853,644 $ 1,628,280,271 $ 37,870,221 $ 1,590,410,050 $ 236,801,504         

(9) Tax Rate Per $1,000 (k) 94.586

(10) Personal Property Tax (5) x (6) $ 22,398,107            

(a) OCC-POD-16-157 Attachment, OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (a), OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (b)

(b) OCC-POD-16-157 Attachment, OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (a), OCC-INT-16-182 Attachment (b)

(c) Staff Data Request 32, Supplemental Attachment, 2012 Valuation Notice

(d) Column (b) x Column (c)

(e) Column (d) ÷ Column (a)

(f) Staff's Schedules B-2 & B-5.1

(g) Staff's Schedule B-2.1

(h) Column (f) - Column (g)

(i) Column (e) * Column (h)

(j) ODT Plant Balance as of 12/31/2011 = ($171,390,676 x 17.98%), ODT True Value = ($40,314,478x 17.98%)

(k) Applicant's Schedule WPC-3.8c 

CONFIDENTIAL

Brigner
CONFIDENTIAL



Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.

Case No. 12-1865-GA-AIR

Real Property Tax Calculation

Schedule JEG-C-3.8b

Production Distribution General Common Total

(1) Land & Land Rights (a) $ 424,642 $ 133,008 $ $ 2,121,647

(2) Rights of Way (a) 4,147 8,980,609 37,969

(3) Structures and Improvements (a) 3,793,937 1,534,497 2,065,248 124,713,920

(4) Total (1)+(2)+(3) 4,222,726 10,648,114 2,065,248 126,873,536

(5) Allocation to Electric Percentage (a) 100.000% 100.000% 100.000% 16.500%

(6) Plant Allocated to Electric (4) x (5) 4,222,726 10,648,114 2,065,248 20,934,133

(7) Allocation to Distribution Percentage (a) 100.000% 100.000% 100.000% 100.000%

(8) Plant Allocated to Distribution (6) x (7) 4,222,726 10,648,114 2,065,248 20,934,133

(9) Assessment Value Percentage (b) 10.340% 10.340% 10.340% 10.340%

(10) Assessed Value (8) x (9) 436,630 1,101,015 213,547 2,164,589

(11) Tax Rate Per $1,000 (c) 56.428 56.428 56.428 56.428

(12) Real Estate Taxes (10) x (11) $ 24,638 $ 62,128 $ 12,050 $ 122,143 $ 220,960

(a) PUCO Staff's Schedule B-2.1 and B-7

(b) OCC-INT-17-639 Attachment

(c) OCC -POD-01-013



DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.

Case No. 12-1685-GA-AIR

Property Tax Expense Calculation

Schedule JEG-C-3.8c 

(1) Annual Personal Property Taxes (a) $ 22,398,107

(2) Annual Real Estate Taxes (b) 220,960

`

(3) Total Annual Property Taxes (1) + (2) 22,619,067

(4) Less:  Test Year Property Tax Expense (c) 23,254,515

(5) OCC Annualization Adjustment to Property Tax (3) - (4) $ (635,448)

(a) OCC Schedule WPC-3.8b

(b) OCC Schedule WPC-3.8c

(c) Applicant's Schedule C-2.1



Duke Energy Ohio, Inc.

Case No. 12-1685-GA-AIR

Eliminate Non-Jurisdictional Exp.

Schedule JEG-C-3.14a 

Additional Total

Dollar Dollar Dollar 

Center Center Description Account Account Description Amount Amount Amount

(a) (b) (c)=(a)+(b)

(1) 880000 Gas Distribution-other Expense $ (50) $ (50)

(2) 913001 Advertising Expense (178,452) (178,452)

(3) 920000 A & G Salaries (12,870) (12,870)

(4) 921100 Employee Expenses 1,285 1,285

(5) 921200 Office Expenses (819) (819)

(6) 923000 Outside Services Employed (41,168) (41,168)

(7) 926600 Employee Benefits-Transferred (3,006) (3,006)

(8) 930150 Miscellaneous Advertising Exp. (13,566) (13,566)

(9) 930210 Industry Association Dues (103,638) (103,638)

(10) Expense to be Eliminated (352,284) (352,284)

(11) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 920000 A & G Salaries (17,397) (17,397)

(12) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 921100 Employee Expenses (3,866) (3,866)

(13) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 921200 Office Expenses (26,008) (26,008)

(14) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 921400 Computer Services Expenses (2) (2)

(15) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 923000 Outside Services Employed (1,706) (1,706)

(16) 9903 Governmental Affairs-Federal 926600 Employee Benefits-Transferred (4,251) (4,251)

(17) Expense to be Eliminated (53,230) (53,230)

(18) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 920000 A & G Salaries (16,000) (16,000)

(19) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 921100 Employee Expenses (2,463) (2,463)

(20) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 921200 Office Expenses (2,105) (2,105)

(21) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 923000 Outside Services Employed (339) (339)

(22) 9421 Corporate Community Relations 926600 Employee Benefits-Transferred (3,214) (3,214)

(23) Expense to be Eliminated (24,121) (24,121)

(24)                 Total Expense to be Eliminated (10)+(17)+(23) $ (429,635)

(a) Company's Schedule WPC-3.14a

(b) OCC-INT-01-027(a)Attachment

(c) Column(a) + Column(b)



DUKE ENERGY OHIO, INC.

Case No. 12-1685-GA-AIR

 Unclaimed Funds

Schedule JEG-B-6.1a

Total 

Line Account Account Company Allocation Jurisdictional

No. No. Title Adjustment Code Percent Adjustment

(1) 235 Unclaimed Funds $ (68,382) DALL 100.000% $ (68,382)

(a) Derived from OCC-INT-01-015 and Staff-DR-14-001 ($207,252*32.9946%)
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