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Company Proposal (65mos. $137.5M SSR) 

Company Market Rates 

Period 

J3nl3-Mayl4 

June 14 - May 15 

June 15 - May 16 

June 16 - May 17 

June 17 - May 18 

Total 

Attachment TST-3 

ESP Revenue exceeds 

MRO by: 

$ 194,788,240 

$ 118,796,223 

S 106,906,195 

$ 98,637,173 

$ 109,727,827 

$ 628,855,657 

Attachment TST-3a 

ESP Revenue exceeds 

MRO by: 

$ 92,577,155 

$ 46,121,223 

$ 34,231,195 

$ 25,962,173 

$ 37,052,827 

$ 235,944,572 

Company Proposal (65mos. $137.5IVI SSR) 

Staff Market Rates 

Period 

j Jan 13-May 14 

June 14 - May 15 

June 15 - May 16 

June 16 - May 17 

June 17 - May 18 

Total 

Attachment TST-4 

ESP Revenue exceeds 

MRO by: 

$ 194,788,240 

$ 117,017,483 

$ 99,600,657 

$ 94,952,641 

$ 106,922,076 

$ 613,281,097 

Attachment TST-4a 

ESP Revenue exceeds 

MRO by: 

$ 92,577,155 

$ 44,342,483 

$ 26,925,657 

$ 22,277,641 

$ 34,247,076 

$ 220,370,012 
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1 MRO scenario as assumed in Attachment TST-2(a) ratepayers would pay 

2 $79,418,355 more over a three period. 

3 

4 13. Q. What is your conclusion from the analysis presented in Attachment TST-3? 

5 A. Based on Attachment TST-3, and as summarized above, the ESP as 

6 proposed by the Company is not more favorable than the blended MRO 

7 utilizing the stated assumptions by the Company and the forecasted market 

8 rates as determined by the Company. If DP&L pursued the ESP option 

9 verses the MRO option, ratepayers would pay $ 628,855,657 more over a 

10 65 month period. If DP&L pursued the ESP option versus the MRO option 

11 and the RSC is included under the MRO scenario as assumed in 

12 Attachment TST-3(a) ratepayers would pay $235,944,572 more over a 65 

13 month period. 

14 

15 14. Q, What is your conclusion from the analysis presented in Attachment TST-4? 

16 A. Based on Attachment TST-4, and as summarized above, the ESP as 

17 proposed by the Company is not more favorable than the blended MRO 

18 utilizing the stated assumptions by the Company and the forecasted market 

19 rates as determined by Staff witness Windle. If DP&L pursued the ESP 

20 option verses the MRO option, ratepayers would pay $ 613,281,097 more 

21 over a 65 month period. If DP&L pursued the ESP option versus the MRO 

22 option and the RSC is included under the MRO scenario as assumed in 

11 



1 Attachment TST-4(a) ratepayers would pay $220,370,012 more over a 65 

2 month period. 

3 

4 15. Q. Do you have any recommendations? 

5 A. I have performed quantitative analyses on the comparison of the ESP and 

6 MRO and the analyses indicates that the ESP is not more favorable than an 

7 MRO on a quantitative basis in any of the four scenarios/analyses. To 

8 change the outcome in order to ensure that the ESP is more favorable in the 

9 aggregate than an MRO, the Commission can either reduce the SSR rate 

10 proposed by Staff, conclude that the Staff-projected market rates are too 

11 high, and/or consider other qualitative benefits of the ESP. 

12 Issue 2 - Phase Out of the Maximum Charge Provisions 

13 16. Q. The Applicant is proposing to phase out the maximum charge provision 

14 that is currently applicable to GS Secondary and OS Primary customers as 

15 addressed by DP&L Witness Parke. In addition, the Applicant is proposing 

16 to exclude the tnaximura charge provision completely from Riders TCRR-

17 N, CB, and SSR. Does Staff support this proposal? 

18 A. No, Staff does not support this proposal. Phasing out the maximum charge 

19 provision as proposed as well as excluding the provision from certain riders 

20 will result in substantial increases to low load factor customers that are 

21 subject to the maximum charge provision. As a result, the Staff 

12 


