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BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO
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Applicaticn of The Dayton :

Power and Light Company : Case No. 12-426-EL-SS0
for Approval of its :

Electric Security Plan.

In the Matter of the

Application of the Dayton :

Power and Light Company : Case No. 12-427-EL-ATA
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Company Proposal (65mos.

$137.5M SSR)

Company Market Rates

Attachment T5T-3 Attachment T57-3a
ESP Revenue exceeds ESP Revenue exceeds

Perlod MRO by: MRO by:
Jan 13-May 14 194,788,240 $ 92,577,155
June 14 - May 15 118,796,223 $ 46,121,223
iune 15 - May 16 106,906,195 s 34,231,195
June 16 - May 17 98,637,173 s 25,962,173
June 17 - May 18 109,727,827 s 37,052,827
Total 628,855,657 $ 235,944,572

Company Proposal {65mos.

$137.5M SSR)

Staff Market Rates

Attachment T57-4 Attachment TST-4a
ESP Revenue exceeds ESP I_%e\_renue exceeds [

Period MRO by: MRO by:
jan 13-May 14 194,788,240 S 92,577,155
June 14 - May 15 117,017,483 $ 44,342,483
June 15 - May 16 99,600,657 S 26,925,657
June 16 - May 17 94,952,641 s 22,277,641
June 17 - May 18 106,922,076 $ 34,247,076
Total 613,281,097 S 220,370,012




Attachment T5T-3

ESPv. MRO [cents per kWh)
X13Jan- 1014 jure D15 lae 2016 .1une 17 June
Category Widay 0P&L 2015 May DPL 206 May 0PEL 217 May oPgL 218 May DPAL
Progosed Market Proposed Market Proposed Market Progoced Market Propased Markes
£5P Rates™™ £5p Rates™ £©p Rates** £5p Rates™ s flates*™
Base Generation w/EICC* 4 4.3870| 4387 4
Transrission {TCRR-8)* 0.3 0.31306 23130 03
RPA* 0 059 (0550 0530
Fuef® 1 2 15020
Market Comparabie Tatsl Ge necation i Y™ e | s 60 | &1 7.650) 64000 1660 | 6575
AER-N {Yankee 1) 20072 00072 oo 2001 0.0072
SSR[$137.5M) o ooy ooxe | o | o 0 0.0000 oog | 0.000)
* 24 revised update Exhibit RiM-2
** Narket ratas from RIM-
ESP ESP :
Currentrate®  90% 45578 Current rate * 30
MacketRate* 10K 2304 MuketRate* 0%
Comparabie £SF Comparable ESP .
AZR-H [Yankee 1) Q00724 AER-N {¥ankee 1) QOGTHAER-N [Yankee 1]
558 nsoaefsse 233431558
Totaf £59 7.9156 Total £SP
MRO MRQ
Cumentrate®  $X Curentrade® 0% S156HCurent rte ¥ 0% 4,572 Current ate ¢ 50% 3.8310
MarketRate * 1% Q.36 EManket Rate *  20% 11602 Market Rate*  30% 2.5628 IMarketRate * 5% 3.2875
Comparside MAO 73884 Comparable MRO 7.2899 Comparzble MR 7.1500 §Comparable MRO _ 71185
E5P G revenur {Camparable ESP Rate * Kon-Shop kwhs) § 550035550 $366,208,623 § 38037018 $ 336,178,132 H] 38,071,831
SSR & AER-M revenue (SR AER-N Rate * Diswibution kwhs)  §  194.788,240 $138,500,300 $ 138,500,000 $ 136,500,000 $ 0 1msmme
RO Revenue [Comparable MRO Rate *NonShop kwhs)  § 550.096,560 $385,912.401 § 3RLINAN § 379,040,960 $ 376,844,004
Totat {£5P G + S5Rs Yankee1- MAO Rev} 3 194788240 $118.796.223 $ 106,906,155 $ 98637173 _m 109,727,827
12 honths 17 Moaths
Tolal Distribution MWHs = 135820,3%5 19,440,000 nder the £5P option verses the MRQ option, ratepayers
Total Non-Shop MiWHs = 5293868 7400000 would gay this much more gver the 65 month period: _ § 628,855,657




Attachment T57-4

Total {ESP G +85R+ Yankee] - MAO Rev)

_ $ mxma.ws_

ESP v. MRO (cents per kWh)
M3lan- * 2014 lune 15iune 016)une 2017 June
Category 2034 May St 2015 May Staff A16May Saff 297 May Stalf 018 Mzy Staff
Proposed Market Proposed Merker Proposed Market Proposed Market Propased Market
P Rates £5P Rates [ald Rates ESP Rates 5P Rates
Base Generation w/EICC! Qm 43870} AzA 43N 4370
Transmission {TCRR-B* 033 % 03130 03130
vy 069 o050t 0550 00550 0153
Fuel” 2 290 2530 25080 2
Market Camparhle Total Generation 16 | :iw [ | &l 60 | 55250 e | 52910 160 | 64600
AZR-N {Yarkee-1) 8007 0074 = 0.0072] 20072 007
SSR {$137.5M) pw | £.0000f eovgl | o0 0.9048 omig [ 2,000 osg | 00000
* 2cd revised update Exhibit IM-2 ‘
—E. Esp s isp
Curentrate*  50% pA%AS Cument rate ¢ 60% G72| Currentrate * SBlCumentrate ¥ OX GO Curent ate* D% 0.0000%
Madetfate® W% 366% |Market Rate *  30% 25537 IMarket Rake * 40775 Matket Bt * 200 510 Market Bt 200% 5469
Comparzbie ESP 5271 Camparable ESP g parable £5F Comparable E5P 52910 Comparable £5P _ 5.4650)
ALR-N {Yankee 1) Q07N {AER-N [Yankee 1) ZHLAER-N {Yankee 1) D.GOVHAER-N [Yankes 1) 0,007 AER-N {¥ankee 1) 0007
<SR 948 |SSR gISA 0.9%48155R o
Tota) ESP Tal 659 Hm Totsl ESP | 72533 Total £5° _ :Em
MRO MAD MAD MR
Curentrate®  90% Curment rate* 30% 6196 Cumertrate* TN 4.5972 |lCorrentrate* 0% 3.8310
MarketRate *  10% 04655 [Market Rate ¢ 20% 1170 {Market Rate ¢ 30% 2.5164 l|market Rate * 3.2345
Hnn..p.a,_m%o 7.357A|Camparable MRO 7,255 {Comparable MRO _ 7.1136 meaaa% MR _
ESP G revenue {Comparable ESP Rate * Nan-Shop kwhs} $ SN0 53624651, 144 $ ¥y 5 33037285 m 32260,33:
SSR & AER-N ravenue [SSRAER-N Rate *Distributionkwhs)  § 194733240 $138,560.000 $ 13350020 $ 138,500,000 138,500,000
MRO Revenue (Comparable MRDRte * Non Shoplwhs)  §  S51466.230 §384, 133,661 $ JRaLEM $ 376,584,605 wx ,038,254

_ mﬁagw_ _ S 94,952,641 _

_ § 106,922,076

Total Distrbution MWHs =
Totd Noo-Shop MWHs =

BA23IS
5,293,868

17 Months
15,440,600
7450000

Under the £5P option verses the MRO option, ratepayers
wauld pay this mach more overthe 88 month period:

_ $ 613,281,697




Attachment T5T-33

ESPv. MRO {cents per kWh}
213 )an - i June 215 June 2016 june 217 Jure
Categosy -ty DPL 2015 May OPRL 016 May DPEL 217 ey DP&L 2018 May DPaL
Propased Markat Proposed Market Pragosad " Market Prepased Market Proposad Markat
£5P Rates"™ s Rates** 3P Rates** ES# Ratas*’ ESp Raies**
Base Generation wfEICC® 4,387 4200 a3 4.3870 438
Transmission (TCRR-8)" 03130 63130 0. 031504 0.3130
PN 00505 o.05901 b 0,050 0.05%
Fgoi * wm 2,950 2 290300 29030
Market Comparable Yotal Generatian 7 [ 4,485 7 L seog| 16 | 51 s s407) red | 65750
AER-N{Yackee 1} 0.007Y] 0007 00 o.Lan) QT
SR (ESP} or RSC {MRO) ossel [ a5754 coosl | 555 ngtg | 05258] oo | a5258) o | 2.553]
* 4 revised update Exhibit RIM-2
> Market rates from RiM-1
£sp
Currentrate * 0% A0
MaketRate * 1% 65750}
Comparable ESP | _ 57}
AER-N {Fankee 1) O.0072|AERN fYankee 1) B0072
SR 94H p.gogl
Total ESP _ 1577
MRD
fumentrate * 0% 3.8310
MarketRate * 0% 3.2875
Comparabie MAC 7.1185
&sC 45758
Total MO 7.6858 fonl #A0 7.6443
ESP G revenue [Comparable ESP Rate * Non-Shap ki) S 550095563 $366, 208,623 $ 3037019 $ BN $ MeoLamn
S5R & AER-M revenue [S5R+ AER-N Rale ™ Distributionkwhs)  § 194,788,240 $138.500,000 § 138,500,000 S 138,500,600 5 138,500,600
MRO Revenue {Comparahie MRO Rate "Non-Shaphowfis; & 550,085,580 §385,912,401 $ JoMEN & 379,040,960 § 376,844,004
BARORSC (RSC * Distribtion kwhs) $ 1022198 § TLE%S.000 §  TLET5.000 3 72,675,000 $ TLET5,00
Torab{E5P G + £5P 538+ Yankee1-MRORev-MAD RSO {5 9257755 ¢ 30311% ] $ 25962173 $ 37,052,827
12Months 17 Menths
Total Distsi butlon MWHs = 13,822,395 15,440,000 Under the ESP option versesihe MRO aption, fatepayers
Total Koo Shop MWHs = 5,253 868 7,400,000 wauld pay this msach more over the 65 month period: $ 235,944,572




Attachment T5T-la

MRO RSC {RSC * Distribution kwhs}
[Total (ESP G + ESP S5R+ Yankee1 - MRO Rev - MRO RSC)

S 102,214,085
s o]

mm 1267500

5 72,675,000

ESP v. MRO (cents per kWh)
135 __ i fune 015 hune 16 June W17 June
Category 14 Way sttt 215 May §uaff 016 May Staft 297 May Staff 218 My Staff
Proposed Market Proposed Market Proposed Market Propased Market Praposed Market
ESP Rates ESP Rates ESF Rates 5334 Rates Es? Rates
Base Generation w/BCC* 53870 4, .3 4 438
Transmission {TCRR-8)* 0.3130¢ K] 13 <8
APM” 0.0590 [ 0. 0.05
Fuel® 29030
Market Comparabls Total Generation 74 w 466308 Hmﬂa m 563 ....mﬂ&
RN [Yanhee-1) 0o 0072 0.0072)
SSRESP) ot RSC {VAD) poay | £.5258] T . 0,998
* 2 revised update Exhigit RIM-2
£5P 5P
Curentrate 0958 [Curmantrate *  60%
Market Rate * 660 [Market Rata * 41
Camparasle ESP (Comparable £5P lm.ﬂ. Qaﬁamm ESP
AFR-M{Yankee 1) AER-M{Yankee 1) . (X
S5R 835K
Totat ESP Total £5P
RO MRO
Current rate * Currentrate *  B0%
Markat Rate * Maket Rate * 0%
Comparable MRO 7.3627| (Comparable MRO I 2582)|Comparatie MRD E_ Comparable MRG
HSC 0.5258) [RSC Fyl
Total MRD Tatpl MROD 7.6394 [[Total MR _ 7.5313
ESP G reveaue IComgarable ESP Rate * Non-Shap kwhs) 5 SIL6630 § 1758237 S IBELMS § M3
SSH & AER-N revenue {55R+ AER-N Rate * Distributicnkwhs)  § 194,788, 240 § 138,500,600 $ 138,500,000 5 138,506,000
MAQ Revenus {Comparable MAC Rate * Nos-Shop kwhs) $ L4600 § ITGALEN $ 376,584,605 $ 374,038,254

S 72,675,000

_ $ 34,247,075

12Mgoths 17 Manths
Totai Distribution MWss = jeberkt 19,443,000 Unger the ESP option verses the MRQ option, ratepayers
Total Non-ShopMWHs = 5,193,868 7,490,000 wauld pay this much more ovar the 65 month period: _ § 220,370,012
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14,

MRO scenario as assumed in Attachment TST-2(a) ratepayers would pay

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

What is your conclusion from the analysis presented in Attachment TST-3?
Based on Attachment TST-3, and as summarized above, the ESP as
proposed by the Company is not more favorable than the blended MRO
utilizing the stated assumptions by the Company and the forecasted market
rates as determined by the Company. If DP&L pursued the ESP option
verses the MRO option, ratepayers would pay $ 628,855,657 more over a
65 month period. If DP&L pursued the ESP option versus the MRO option
and the RSC is included under the MRO scenario as assumed in
Attachment TST-3(a) ratepayers would pay $235,944,572 more over a 65

month period. -

What is your conclusion from the analysis presented in Attachment TST-4?
Based on Attachment TST-4, and as summarized above, the ESP as
proposed by the Company is not more favorable than the blended MRO
utilizing the stated assumptions by the Company and the forecasted market
rates as determined by Staff witness Windle. If DP&L pursued the ESP
option verses the MRO option, ratepayers would pay $ 613,281,097 more
over a 65 month period. If DP&L pursued the ESP option versus the MRO

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

1
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16.

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

month period,

Do you have any recommendations?

[ have performed quantitative analyses on the comparison of the ESP and
MRO and the analyses indicates that the ESP is not more favorable than an
Mli() on a quantitative basis in any of the four scenarios/analyses. To
change the outcome in order (o ensurc that the ESP is more favorable in the
aggregate than an MRO, the Comunission can either reduce the SSR rate
proposed by Staff, conclude that the Staff-projected market rates are too

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

Issue 2 — Phase Out of the Maximum Charge Provisions

Q.

The Applicant is proposing to phasc out the maximum charge provision
that is currently applicable to GS Secondary and GS Primary customers as
addressed by DP&L Witness Parke. In addition, the Applicant is proposing
to exclude the maximum charge provision completely from Riders TCRR-
N, CB, and SSR. Does Staff support this proposal?

No, Staff does not support this proposal. Phasing out the maximum charge
provision as proposed as well as excluding the provision from certain riders
will result in substantial increases to low load facior customers that are

subject to the maximum charge provision. As a result, the Stafl

12



