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i Introduction 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ICEVIN C. HIGGINS 

Plensc state your name and business address. 

Kevin C I-liggins. 21 5 South Slate Street, Suite 200, Salt L,alte City, IJtah, 

841 1 1 ,  

By vvliom are you employed and in wliat capacity? 

I a m  a Piincipal in the f i rn i  of Energy Strategies, LL,C. Energy Strategies 

is a privatc consulting f i rm specializing in ecoiioniic atid policy analysis 

applicable to energy production, transportation, and consumption. 

Oil whose bel ia l fare you testifying in th is  proceeding? 

M y  testimony is being sponsored by The Itroger Co. (“Kroger”). IC)-oger i s  

one of the largest ietail groceis i n  the United States, and has forty facilities i n  the 

teiiitory served by the Itentucky Utilities Company (“KU”). These facilities 

pwcliasc ove i  I14 iniillioii kWli annually h-om I t U .  

Please describe your professional experience and qualifications. 

M y  academic background is in economics, and I have coiiipleted a l l  

coursework and field examinations toward the P1i.D. in Economics at the 

University of Utah. In addition, 1 have served on the adjunct faculties of both the 

University of U t d i  and Westminster College, where I taught undergraduate and 

gradtiate couises in economics. I ,joined Energy Strategies in 1995, where I assist 

private and public sector clients iti the areas o l  ciiergy-rclated economic and 

policy analysis, including evaluation 01 electric and gas uti l i ty rate matters 

I-IIGGINS / I  



IVior to joining Eneigy Strategies, I held policy positions iii state and local 

goveinmetit. Fiorn 1983 to 1990, I was economist, then assistant director, for tlie 

l i tah Energy Office, where I lielpcd develop aiid implenient state energy policy, 

Froin 199 1 to 1994, I was c h i d  of staff to the chairinan of tlie Salt Lake County 

Comiiiission, where I was responsible for developinent and implenientatioii of a 

broad spectiuiii 0 1  public policy at tlie local governinent level. 

Have you previously testified before this Commission? Q. 

A .  Ycs 15ai licr this year I tcstificd iii tlic Cornmission’s energy efficiency 

pioceeding, Administt.ative Case No. 2007-00477 In 2007 and 2008, I testified 

in the East I<entucky Power Cooperative general rate proceeding, Case No. 2006- 

00472, In 2006, I testified i n  tlie Dirltc Energy I<entucl(y general rate proceeding, 

Case No. 2006-00 172. 

H a v e  you testified before utility regulatory comniissions in other states? Q. 

A .  Yes  I Iiave teslified in inole tlian one hundred proceedings on tlie subjects 

o r  utility iates and regulatory policy before state uti l i ty regulatoi-s i n  Alaslta, 

Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, 

Oltlalioma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, Vii-giiiia, Washington, 

West Virginia. and Wyoming 

A iiiorc dctailed description of  my qualifications is contained in 

Attachment A, appended to my direct testimony. 
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Overview i ~ i ~ d  I ~ e c o n ~ n ~ c o d a t i o n s  

Q. 

A 

Wliat is the purpose of" your testimony i n  this proceeding? 

My testimony addresses the proposed rate spread for any change in I<U's 

revenue requirement 

Please sitmmarize your conclusions and recommendations. Q. 

( I )  I<lJ's proposed rate spread proposal falls within the bounds o r  

reasonablencss at the reventie requirement rcqtiested by tlie Company 

(2) 1 I tlie inwentie reqiiirciiient approved by the Commission i s  less than 

that requested by I<U, then the rate spread proposed by l<Ll for its ieqtiested 

revenue requii.emcnt should be tlie starting point for spreading the appioved 

revenue change, Specifically, the revenue a~ipoitionment produced by I<lJ's rate 

spread should be used as the basis for spreading any smaller rcvcnue change 

Rate Snread 

Q" 

A 

What general guidelines sliould be employed in spreading any change in 

rates? 

I n  determining rate spread, or revenue apportionment, it is important to 

align rates with cost causation, to tlie greatest extent practicable. Pi-operly aligning 

rates with the costs caused by each ct~stomer group is essential for ensuring 

fairness, as it minimizes cross subsidies among custoiiiers. I t  also sends proper 

price signals, which improves efficiency in  resoiirce utilization. 

At the same time, it can be appropriate to mitigate the impact of moving 

immediately to cost-based rates for customer groups tliat \vould experience 

I-IIGGINS 13 
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significant rate inci-eases fioin doing so. This principle of ratemaking is lcnowii as 

“gradualisin.” When employing this principle, it is important to adopt a long-term 

stratcgy of moving in tlie direction of cost causation, and to avoid approaches that 

rcstilt in  perinanent cross-subsidies from otlicr customers. 

What general approiicli to electric rate spread does I<U recommend? 0. 

As described by I<U witness William Steven Seelye, the Company is 

atlempting to bring class rates of return more in line, while taking into 

consideration the principle of gradu a I ’  ism. 

What is your assessment of KU’s proposed approach to rate spread? Q. 

A Although it would liavc bcen reasonable Toi- l<U to take a stronger step in 

the clircction o l  cost-oI1servicc Tor tlic classes with relative rates 0 1  return 

significantly divergent from I .OO,’ I liave concluded that tlie Company’s proposal 

falls within tlie bounds of reasonableness at the reveiiiie reqt~irement requested by 

tlie Company. Consequently, i f  the Company’s requested revenue requirement is 

adopted by the Commission, tlien I would support tlie rate spread proposed by 

I< lJ 

What do yo11 recommend if tlie revenue requirement approved by the 

Commission is less than tllat requested by PSE? 

Q. 

A.  If tlie revenue requirement approved by the Coniinission is less than that 

ieqiiested by I<IJ, then tlie rate spread pi-oposed by I<lJ for its requested revenue 

requirement should be the starting Iioiiit Tor spreading tlie approved I-evenue 

’ I?elative rnte 01 ietuin is c;ilculated by dividins the class iiite of return by the total system rate of return 
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Q. 
A 

change. Specifically, tlie revenue apportionment produced by KU's rate spi-ead 

should be used as tlie basis for spreading the siiialler revenue change. 

I'lense esplain your recommendation fiirther. 

When I refer to the "reventie apportionment produced by KU's rate 

spread" I am referring to each class's percentage share of total revenue 

reqiiirement (excluding niiscellaiieotis revenues) that results froin that spread. For 

example, tinder I<U's pioposed spread, Residential customers would pay 38.32 

percent o I  the total revenue i.eqtiireiiient, excluding miscellaneous revenues. If the 

Cominission agrees tliat KU' s  proposed rate spiead is reasonable, then by 

estcnsion. thc corresponding wen t i c  apportionment is reasonable as well 

My recommendation is to retain {lie percentage revenue apportiontnent 

tliat results f iom KU's rate spread and to apply this revenue apportionment to 

whatever final revenue requirement is approved by the Commission. This type of 

appi,oacli (determining a reasonable revenue apportionment first, then applying it 

to the resulting irevenue requirement) is standard i n  some jurisdictions sttcli as 

Milinesotti. and \vas rcccntly adopted in a proceeding in Washington. T h e  

advantage of this apptoacli is that it balances the application of gradualism with 

moving toward cost-of-service. I f  tliere is a determination that a given revenue 

appoitionment reasonably accoiiiplislies this balance, then this balance should be 

retained for a iange of different revenue reqiiiiements. My recoininendation 

accoiiiplislies this o1,jective 

Do yo11 1i;ivc an csnmple to illustrate liow your approncii would work? 
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Yes. An example is presented in Higgins Exhibit 1 ,  In this example, the 

revenire apportioninent associated with KU's  proposed spread is first determined, 

Nest. we assiiine that the Commission approves a 2 percent revenue decrease 

rather than the 1 ~ 8 1  percent increase requested by the Company. The resulting rate 

spread is then calctrlated by holding the ieveniie apportionment constant. The 

rcst i l ts are suiiiiiiarized i n  Table KCI-1-1, below. 

I /  
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I’lease summarize your reconimeutlation with respect to rate spread. 

Although i t  would be reasonable to set tales closer to cost-of-service for 

those rate schedules with ielative rates of return significantly divergent from L O ,  I 

conclude that I<U’s rate spread proposal still falls within tlie bounds of 

reasonableness at tlie revenue requirement requested by tlie Company. If tlie 

reventic rcquireinent appioved by the Commission is less than that requested by 

I<U, then the percentage reventie apiiortionment produced by KU’s rate spread 

should be tised as tlie basis for spreading the resulting revenue change. 

Does this coiiclutie your direct testimony? 

Yes, it does. 

IIIGGINS 17 
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ICEVIN C. HIGGINS 
Principal, Energy Strategies, L.L.C. 

215 South State St., Suite 200, Salt Lake City, UT 841 1 1  

Vitae 

I’RO1~k;SSIONAL EXPERIISNCE 

Princirial, Energy Strategies, L..L.C., Salt Lake City, Utah, .January 2000 to present. Responsible 
for energy-related economic and policy analysis, regulatory intervention, and strategic 
negotiation on behalf of industrial, commercial, and public sector interests. Previously Senior 
Associate, February 1995 to December 1999. 

Atliunct Insti~tictor in Economics, Wcstminster College, Salt Lake City, Utah, Septeinber 1981 to 
May 19882; Scptciiiber 1987 to May 1995 Taught i n  tlie econoiiiics and M,B.A. programs. 
Awardcd Adjunct Professor of tlie Yeai, Gore School of Business, 1990-91 

Cliicf 01 Staffto tlie Chairinan. Salt I..ake County Boai-d ofConiiiiissioners, Salt Lake City, Utah, 
laiiuary I991 to January 1995. Senior executive responsibility for all matters of county 
govcrnmcnt. including formulation and execution of public policy, delivery of approxiinately 
140 government services, budget adoption and fiscal management (over $300 million), strategic 
planning, coordination with elected officials, and communication with consultants and media. 

Assistant Dii-ector, Utah Energy Office, IJtali Department of Natural Resouices, Salt Lake City, 
IJtah. August 1985 to January 1991. Directed the agency’s resource development section, wliicli 
piovidcd energy policy analysis to the Governoi, implemented state energy developinent policy, 
coordinated state energy data collection and disseiiiination, and managed energy technology 
tlcriionslralioii programs. Posilion responsibilities included policy formulation and 
iiiijiIciiienLatioii. design and administration of enei gy technology demonstration pi-ograiiis, 
strategic iiianageincnt of tlie agcncy’s interventions before the Utah Public Service Commission, 
budget ipicparation, and stafl developiiient. Supervised a staff of economists, engineers, and 
policy analysts. arid served as lead econornisl or1 selected projects. 

Utilitv Economist, Ulali Energy Office, .January 1985 lo August 1985. Provided policy and 
economic analysis pertaining to energy conservation and resource development, with ai1 

emphasis on utility issties Testified before tlie state Public Service Commission as an expert 
witness iii cases related to tlie above. 

Actinr? Assistant Diicctor, IJtali Eneigy Office, lune I984 to Januaiy 1985. Same 
icslmisibilitics as Assistant Diiectoi idcntilicd abovc 
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Research Economist, Utah Energy Office, October 1983 to .lune 1984. Provided economic 
analysis pertaining to renewable energy resotirce developinent and utility issues. Experience 
includes picparttion of testimony, development of strategy, and appearance as an expert witness 
lbi the hiergv Ol l i cc  bclbrc the litali I’SC 

OPCI ations Research Assistant, Corporate Modcling and Operations Research Department, Utah 
I’o\ver and Light Company, Sail L.alte City. Utah, May 1983 to September 1983, Primary area of 
responsibility: designing and conducting energy load forecasts 

Iiistrtictor in Economics, IJiiiversity of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah, .January 1982 to April 1983. 
Taught interinediate microeconomics, principles of macroeconomics, and economics as a social 
scieiice 

I eacliei. Vernon-Vciona-SIieiriII Scliool District, Veiona, New Yolk, Septeinbei 1976 to lune 
1078 

1iI)UCATION 

Pli.11 Candidate, Economics, University of Utah (coursework and field exams completed, 198 1).  

Fields of  Specialization: Public Finance, Urban and Regional Economics, Economic 
Development, International Economics, History of Economic Doctrines. 

13aclicloi of Scicncc, Education. State linivei-sity ofNew Yolk at Plattsbui~gli, 1976 (cum laude). 

Danish International Studies Program! University or Copenhagen, 1975. 

SCI-IOI~ARSHII’S ANI) FELLOWSI-111% 

Univeisity I~cscaicli Fcllow, University of litah, Salt Lake City, Utali 1982 to 1983. 
lieseal-ch Fellow, Institute 0 1  Human Resoui-ces Management, liniversity o f  lJtah, 1980 to 1982. 
Teaching Fellow, Economics Deparlment, University of IJtah, 1978 to 1980. 
New Yo! I( State Regents Scholar, 1972 to 1976. 
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EX1’151lT TESTIMONY 

“In the Matter oftlie Application o f  Rocky Mountain Power for Authorily to lricrease its Retail 
Electric Utility Seivice Rates i i i  Utali and for Approval of its Pi-oposed Electi-ic Service 
Schedules and Electric Service Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 08- 
035-38. Direct testimony submitted October 7, 2008 (test period), 

“In tlie Matter of the Application of Oliio Edison Company, Tlie Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Comimiy and Tlie Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer 
Pursuant IO I1.C. 
Coinmission of Ohio, Case No. OX-935-EL.-SSO. Direct testimony submitted September 29, 
7008 Dcposod October 13. 2008 Cioss esainined October 21, 2008. 

” in  the Marlcr oltlic Applicalion of Wcslar Ilncrgy, lnc. and Kansas Gas and E.leclric Company 
hi AppimvaI to Make Cei&n Changes 111 .Their Cliaiges for Electric Service,” State 
Corporation Commission of Kansas, Docket No. OX-WSEE-I 04 I -RTS. Direct testimony 
submitted September 29, 2008 Cross Answer testimony submitted October 8, 2008. 

“In tlie Mattei of Appalachian Power Company’s Application for Increase in Electric Rates,” 
Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. PUE-2008-00046. Direct testimony 
submittcd Scptcnibci, 26, 2008. 

”In tlic Matter oftlie Application o l  Oliio E.dison Company, Tlie Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
C‘cinip~iiiy and ‘Tlic ‘lolcclo Etlisoii Com]miy for Ap]XOval o r a  Markct Rate Offer to Conduct a 
Competitivc I3itlding l’roccss Ibr Standard Sci vice OKw E,Iectric Generation Supply, Accoimting 
Modilications with Rcconciiiation Mcclianisin and TCII iffs foi Generation Servicc,” I’ublic 
Uti l i ty  Coinmission of Oliio, Case No 08-9.36-E.I..-SSO. Direct testimony submitted September 
9, 2008. Deposed September 16,2008. 

“In the Matter oftlie Application of Arizona Public Service Company for a Nearing to 
Determine tlie Fair Value oftlie Utility Property of tlie Company for Ratemaking Purposes, to 
Fis a Just and Reasonable Rate olReturn TIiei.eon, lo Approve Rate Scliedules Designed to 
Dcvclo]~ Such Return,“ Arizona Corporation Commission, Docltet No. E-01 345A-08-01 72. 
Direct testimony submitted August 29, 2008 (interim 1-ates). Cross examined September 16, 2008 
(intci ini  I-atcs). 

‘Verilicd Joint I’etitioii of‘ Duke E.neigy Indinna, lnc , Indianapolis Power & Light Company, 
Nortliern Indiana Public Servicc Company and Vcctren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. for 
Approval. i f  and to the Extent Required, of Certain Changes in Opcrations That Are L,iItely To 
Result rrom tlie Midwest Independent System Operator, Inc.’s Implementation of Revisions to 
I ts Open Access Transmission and E.nergy Marltets Tariff to Establish a Co-Optimized, 
Competitive Market for Energy and Ancillary Services Marltet; and for Timely Recovery of 
Costs Associatcd with .Joint Petitioners‘ Participation i n  Such Ancillary Services Marltet,” 

4928.143 in tlie Form of an Electric Security Plan,” Public Utility 
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Indiana lilility Regulatory Commission, Cause No 43426. Direct testimony submitted August 
6, 2008. 

“In Tlic Matter of tlic Application of The Detroit Edison Company for Authority to Increase Its Rates, 
Amend Its Rate Schedules and Rules Governing the Distribution and Supply of Electric Energy, and 
for Miscellaneous Accounting Authority,” Michigan Public Service Commission, Case No. U-15244. 
Direct testimony submitted July 15, 2008. Rebuttal testimony submitted August 8, 2008. 

“Portland Gciieral Electric General Rate Case Filing,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon, 
Dockct No. lJE.-197. Direct testimony submitted .July 9, 2008. Suirebuttal testimony submitted 
Sclitciiibei 15, 2008. 

.’In [lie Mattcr of I’acifiCoip. dba Pacilic Power, 2009 .Transition Adjustment Mechanism, 
Sclicciulc 200. Cost-13ascd Supply Service,“ Public Utility Commission of Oregon, Docket No. 
[JE-I99 Reply testimony submitted June 2.3, 2008 .Joint testimony i n  support of stipulation 
submitted September 4, 2008. 

“2008 Puget Sound Energy General Rate Case,” Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission. Lhcltet Nos. lJE.-072300 and UG-07230 I .  Response testimony submitted May 30, 
2008. Cross-Answer testimony subinitled July 3,2008, .Joint testimony in support of partial 
stipulatioiis submitted July 3,  2008 (gas rate spread/rate design), August 12, 2008 (electric rate 
spmdirtitc design). and August 28. 2008 (revenue requiiements). Cross esamined September 3, 
2008. 

“Vcriricd Pctition of Duke E.nergy Indiana, liic Requesting the Indiana lltility Regulatory 
Commission to Appi,ovc an Alternative Regulatory Plan Pursuant to tlie Ind. Code 8-1-2.5, Et 
Seq., for tlie Offering of Energy Efficiency Conservation, Demand Response, and Demand-Side 
Management I’rograms and Associaled Rate Treatment Including Incentives Pursuant to a 
Revised Standard Contract Rider No. 66 in Accordance with Iiid. Code 8-1-2.5-1Et Seq, and 8- 
I -2-4?(a): Authority to Defer Program Costs Associated with Its Energy Efficiency 
Portfolio 01 I’rogrtitns; Authority to Implement New and Enhanced Energy Efficiency Programs 
i n  Its Energy E.rficicncy Portfolio of Programs; and Appioval o f a  Modification of tlie Fuel 
Adjustment Clause 
1:nriiings and I~sspciisc Tests.“ Indiana [Jtility Regulatory Commission, Cause No 43374. Direct 
tcstiinony subinitted May 2 I ,  2008. 

“Cinergy Corp , Dukc Energy Ohio, Inc., Cinergy Power Investments, Inc., (knerating Facilities 
L.LCs,” Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket No. EC-08-78-000. Aflidavit filed 
May 14, 2008. 

”Application of Entergy Gulf States, Inc. for Authority to Change Rates and to Reconcile Fuel 
Costs. Public Ulilily Commission oTTexas, Docket No. ,34800 [SOAJ-1 Docket No. 473-08- 
03341. Uircct testimony submitted April 1 1 ,  2008. Testimony withdrawn pursuant to stipulation 
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"Cential llliiiois Light Company d/b/a AmcrenCILCO Proposed General Increase in Electric 
Delivery Service Rates, Central Illinois Public Service Company d/b/a AiiierenClPS Proposed 
General Increase in E.lectric Delivery Service Rates, Illinois Powei Company d/b/a/ AmerenIP 
1'1-oposcd Geiieral lnci,ease iii  Electric Delivery Service Rates, Central Illinois Light Company 
d/b/a AmerenCIILCO. PI-oposed Geneial Increase in Gas Delivery Service Rates, Ceiitral Illinois 
Public Service Compiiny d/b/a AmerenCIPS Proposed General Increase i n  Gas Deliveiy Service 
liatcs. Illinois I'owcr Company d/b/a/ AmerenlP PIoposcd General liicrease in Gas Delivery 
Scrvicc Ratcs." Illinois Comrnctce Coriimission, Docliel Nos. 07-0585. 07-058G, 07-0587, 07- 
0588, 07-0589, 07-0590. Direct testimony submitted Mwcli 14, 2008. Reburial testimony 
submitted Api-iI 8: 7008. 

"In the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of Colorado for Authority to 
linplcineiit an Enhanced Demand Side Management Cost Ad,justment Mechanism to Include 
Current Recovery and Incentives," Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 07A- 
4201; Aiiswcr testimony submitied March 10, 2008. Cross examined April 25, 2008. 

"An Investigation o l  tlie E.iiergy and Regulatory Issues iii  Section S O  of I<entucky's 2007 Energy 
Act," I<eiitucky I'ublic Service Commission, Administrative Case No. 2007-00477. Direct 
testimony submitted Febiuaiy 29, 2008 Supplemental direct testimony submitted April I ,  2008 
CIoss csaiiiined April i o ,  2008. 

I n  the Matter of the Applicalion of Jircson E,lectric Power Company for the Establishment 
ol'Just and Reasonable Rates and Cliaiges Designed to Realize a Reasonable Rate oTReturn on 
the Fair Value of Its Operations throughout the State of Ai'izona, Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Docltet No E-0 1933A-07-0402. Direct testimony submitted February 29, 2008 
(revenue rcquircment), March 14, 2008 (rate design), and June 12, 2008 (settlement agreement). 
Cioss csaiiiinecl July 14, 2008. 

"Cornriionwcaltli Edison Company Proposed General Increase in Electric Rates," Illinois 
Commcrcc Commission. Docltet No.  07-0566. Direct testimony submitted February 1 I, 2008. 
I<ebuttal Icstimony submitted /\pi i l  8. 2008 

"In the Matter of tlie Application of Qucstar Gas Company to File a General Rate Case," Utah 
Public Service Commission, Docltet No. 07-057-13. Diiect testimony submitted January 28, 
2008 (test period), March 31, 2008 (rate of return), April 21, 2008 (revenue requirement), and 
Augiisl 18, 2008 (cost of service, rate spread, rale design). Rebuttal testimony submitted 
September 22, 2008 (cost of service, rate spread, rate design). Surrebuttal testimony submitted 
May 12. 2008 (rate of  return) and October 7, 2008 (cost of service, rate spread, rate design). 
Cross examined 1-ebruary 8, 2008 (test period), May 21, 2008 (rate ofreturn), and October IS, 
2008 (cost of service. rate spread, rate design). 
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”111 the Matlcr ol thc Application of Rocky Mountain Power for Authority to Increase its Retail 
Electric Utility Service Rates i n  Utah and for Approval of its Proposed Electric Service 
Schcdtilcs and Electric Service Regiilations, Consisting of a General Rate Increase of 
Ai~lxoxiniatcly $161 2 Million Per Year. and for Approval of a New Large Load Surcharge,” 
Utah Public Scrvicc Coinmission, Docket No. 07-035-93 Direct testiiiiony submitted January 
25. 2008 (tcst pel-iod), Apiil 7, 2008 (revenue I-cqtiirement), and July 21, 2008 (cost ofservice, 
rate design) Rebuttal testimony submitted September 3, 2008 (cost of service, rate design). 
Surrebuttal testimony subinitled May 23, 2008 (i-evenue requirement) and September 24, 2008 
(cost of service, rate design) Cross examined February 7, 2008 (test period). 

“ I n  the Matter of the Application ofOhio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company and T h e  ‘Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Increase Rates for Distribution 
Seivicc. Modi@ Ccrlaiii Accounting Practices and for Tariff Approvals,” Public Utilities 
Commissioii of Oliio, Case Nos 07-55 I -EL.-AIR, 07-552-EL-ATA, 07-553-EL-AAM, and 07- 
554-I I l  -1lNC‘. Direct testimony subiiiittcd ~January IO. 2008. 

“ l r i  tlic Maltcr 0 1  llic Ap]~licalion of Rocky Mountain I’oiver for Authority to Increase I ts  Retail 
I:.lcctric litility Service Rates in Wyoming, Consisting o fa  General Rate Increase of 
Approxiniately $36. I Million per Year, and ror Approval of a New Renewable Resource 
Mechanism and Marginal Cost Pricing Tarifc” Wyoming Ptrblic Service Commission, Docliet 
No. 20000-277-ER-07. Direct testimony submitted .January 7, 2008. Cross examined March 6, 
2008. 

“ I n  the Matter of the Application of Idaho Power Company for Authority to Increase Its Rates 
and Charges foi Electric Sei-vice to Electric Customers in the State of Idaho,’’ Idaho Public 
IJtilities Coinmission. Case No. 1PC-E.-07-8. Direct testiinony submitted December 10, 2007. 
Cioss examined January 23, 2008. 

“ I n  ‘l’lic Matter 0 1  the Application or Coiisumcrs Energy Company for Authority to Increase Its Rates 
for the Gcneration and Lktribution OTElectricity and Otlicr Relief,” Michigan Public Service 
Commission, Case No. ti-1 5245. Direct testimony submitted November 6, 2007. Rebuttal testimony 
submitted November 20) 2007 

“In the Matler of Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., Application for Authority to Establish Inci-eased 
Rates for 1;let:tric Service,” Montana Public Service Commission, Docltet No. D2007.7.79 
LXrcct tcstimon)’ submitted October 24, 2007. 

“111 tlic Matter oftlie Application of Public Service Company ofNew Mexico Ibr Revision of its 
Rciail I!Icctric Ratcs I’u~suatit to Advice Noticc No. 334,“ New Mexico Public Regulation 
Cominission. Casc No 07-0077-U I Direct lestimony stibrniltcd October 22, 2007. Rebiittal 
tcstiiiioiiy stibmitteil November 19. 2007 CIoss examined December I?, 2007. 
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“In The Matter of Georgia Power Company‘s 2007 Rate Case,” Georgia Public Service 
Cornmission, l7ocket No. 25060-11. Direct testimony submitted October 22, 2007. Cross 
examined November 7. 2007. 

”111 the Matler of tlie Application ofRocky Mountain Power for an Accounting Order to Defer 
the Costs Rclatcd to the MidAmerican Energy I-loldings Company Transaction,” Utah Public 
Service Commission, Docket No. 07-015-04; “In the Matter ofthe Application of Rocky 
Mountain Power, a Division of PacifiCorp, for a Deferred Accounting Order To Defer the Costs 
of Loaris Made to Grid West, tlie Regional Transinission Organization,” Docket No. 06-035-1 63; 
“In tlie Matter olthe Application of Rocky Mountain Power for an Accounting Order for Costs 
related to the Flooding orthe Potverdale Hydro Facility,” Docket No 07-035-14. Direct 
testimony submitted September 10, 2007 Surrebuttal testimony submitted October 22, 2007 
Cioss examined October 30, 2007 

“In tlic Matter olGcneia1 Adjustment of Electric Rates olE.ast I<entucky Power Cooperative, Inc.,” 
I < C J J ~ I I C ~ ~  Public Service Commission, Case No. 2006-00472. Direct testiinony submitled .July 6, 
2007. Supplemental d i m t  testimony submitted March 14, 2008. 

“In tlie Matter of tlie Application of Senipra Energy Solutions for a Certificate of Convenience 
and Necessity for Competitive Retail Electric Service,” Arizona Corporation Commission, 
Docket No. E-01964A-06-0168. Direct testimony submitted July 1, 2007. Rebuttal testimony 
subinitted .lanuary 17. 2008 

.‘Application of Public Servicc Company olOklaliorna for a Determination that Additional 
I: Icctric Gcncriiting Capacity Will Be Used and Useftil,” Oltlalioma Corporation Commission, 
Cause N o  PlJD 2005005 16: “Application of Public Sei vice Company of Oklahoma for a 
Dcterniinatioii that Additional Baseload Electric Generating Capacity Will Be Used and llselirl,” 
Catisc No. PlJD 200600030; “111 the Matter of the Application of Oltlalioma Gas and Electric 
Company Ibr an Ordei Granting Pre-Approval to Construct Red Rock Generating Facility and 
Authorizing a Recovery Rider,” Cause No. PUD200700012. Responsive testimony submitted 
May 21, 2007. Cross examined .July 26, 2007. 

“Application of Nevada Powel Company for Authority to Increase Its Annual Revenue 
Rcquireinent Ibr Gciieral Rates Charged to All Classes of Electric Customers and for Relief 
Properly Related Thereto,” Public lJtilities Commission of Nevada, Docket No. 06-1 1022. 
Dircct testiiiiony submitted March 14, 2007 (Phase 111 - revenue requirements) and March 19, 
1007 (I’liiisc IV - i’ate design). Cross exainiiicd April I O ,  2007 (Phase 111 - reventie 
rcqtiiieincnts) and April 16. 1007 (Phase IV - rate design) 

” I n  tlie Matter of  the Application of Entei-gy A~Itansas, Inc. for Approval ol Changes i i i  Rates for 
Retail E.lcctr.ic Sei vice,” Arkansas Public Service Commission, Docket No. 06-1 01 4 1 .  Direct 
testimony submitted February 5, 2007 Surrebuttal testimony submitted March 26, 2007. 
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“Monongalicla I’o\ver Company and The Potomac E.disoii Company, both d/b/a Allegheny 
Power - Rule 4 2 1  Application to Increase Electric Rates and Charges,” Public Service 
Commission of West Virginia, Case No. 06-0960-E-42T; “Monongahela Power Company and 
The Potoinac Edison Company, both d/b/a Allegheny Power - Information Required for Cliange 
of Depreciation Rates Pursuant to Rule 20,” Case No. 06-1426-E-D. Direct and rebuttal 
testimony submitted .January 22, 2007~  

’.I11 tlic Mattcr of tlic 1-ariffs of Aqtiila, Inc., d/b/a Aqtiila Networlts-MPS and Aqtrila Networlts- 
l..&P Incieesing Electric Rates for tlie Services Provided to Customers in the Aquila Netwoilts- 
MI’S and Aquila Nctworlts-l~.&P Missouri Service Areas,” Missouri Public Sei-vice 
Commission. Case No ER-2007-0004 Diicct tcstimony submitted ~laiitiary 18, 2007 (revenue 
reqtiircmunts) and .lanuai,y 7 5 ~  7007 (reventic apportionment) Supplemental direct testimony 
submitted Febi uai-y 27. 2007 

”In tlie Manel of the Filing by 1-ucson Electric Power Company to Amend Decision No. 62103, 
Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-0 1933A-05-0650. Direct testimony submitted 
.January 8, 2007. Surrebuttal testimony filed February 8,2007. Cross examined March 8, 2007. 

“In tlie Matte1 of Union E,lectiic Company d/b/a AmerenUE for Authority to File Tariffs 
Increasing Ratcs foi I!.lcctric Service Provided to Customers in tlie Company’s Missouri Service 
Aiea.” Missouri Public Sei vice Commission, Case No. ER-2007-0002. Direct testimony 
submitted Dcccinbcr 15, 2006 (i.evcnue requii-enicnts) and December 29, 2006 ( f i re l  adjustment 
clauseicost-or-serviceii ate design). Rebuttal testimony submitted Februai y 5 ,  2007 (cost-of- 
seivicc) Surrebuttal testimony submitted February 27, 2007. Cross examined March 21, 2007. 

“ I n  tlic Matter of Applicatioii of The Union Light, Heat and Power Company d/b/a Duke Energy 
I<entuclty, Inc. for an Adjustment of Electric Rates,” Kentucky Public Service Commission, 

Case No. 2006-00 172. Dii-ect testimony submitted September 13, 2006. 

“In tlie Mallei o1‘Appalacliian Power Company’s Application for Increase in Electric Rates,” 
Virginia State Corporation Commission, Case No. PU1~-2006-00065. Direct testimony 
submitted September I. 2006 Cross examined December 7: 2006. 

“‘In 11ic Mattci 01 tlic Application of Ai-irona I’tiblic Service Company l o r  a I-learing to 
Dctcriiiinc llic I.nir Vnlue 01 tlie Utility I’iopcity for liateinaking Purposes. to Fix a Just and 
l<casonclblc Ilatc 01 Return Thereon, .lo Appiove Rate Schedules Designed to Develop Such 
Iiettirn. and to Amend Decision No. 67744, Arizona Corporation Commission,” Docket No. E- 
O l345A-05-08 16. Direct testimony submitted August 18, 2006 (revenue requirements) and 
September I, 2006 (cost-of-service/rate design). Surrebuttal testimony subiiiitted September 27, 
2006 Cross examined November 7,2006 

“Re: Tlic ~larirl  Sheets Filed by Public Service Company of Colorado with Advice Letter 
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No 1454 - Electric,” Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 06s-2.34EG Answer 
testimony submitted August 18, 2006. 

“Portland General E.lectric General Rate Case Filing,” Public Utility Coinmission of Oregon, 
Docket No. I J L I  80. Direct testimony submitted August 9, 2006. Joint testimony regarding 
stipulation submitted August 22, 2006. 

.,‘lo06 Ptigct Sound liiicigy General Rate Case.” Washington Lltilities and Transportation 
Commission. Docltct Nos 111:-060266 and liG-060267. Response testimony submitled July 19. 
2006 .loiiil tcslirnony rcgarding stiptilnlioii strbinilted August 2 3 >  2006 

“In the Matte!, of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power & Light Company, Request for a Geiieral Rate 
Increase in the Company’s Oregon Annual Revenues,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon, 
Docket No UE-179. Direct testimony submitted July 12, 2006. .Joint testimony regarding 
stipulation submitted August 21, 2006. 

.“Petition 0 1  Metropolitan Edison Company for Approval of a Rate Transition Plan,” 
Pennsylvania Public IJtilities Conmission, Docket Nos. P-000622 I3 and R-0006 1.366; “Petition 
o l  Pennsylvania Electric Company for Appioval o f a  Rate Transition Plan,” Docket Nos. P- 
00622 I4 and R-00061367: Merger Savings Remand Proceeding, Docket Nos. A-l 105OOFO095 
and A-I 104001-0040 Direct testimony submitted July IO,  2006. Rebuttal testimony submitted 
August 8. 2006. Suricbuttal testimony siibinitted August 18, 2006, Cross examined August 30, 
2006. 

“In the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp for approval of its Proposed Electric Rate 
Schedules & E.lectiic Service Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 06- 
035-2 1 .  Direct testimony submitted June 9, 2006 (Test Period). Surrebuttal testimony submitted 
July 14. 2006 

“loint Application o f  Qucstai Gas Company, the Division of Public Utilities, and IJtah Clean 
I;ncigy for the Approvnl of the Conservation hab l ing  ‘fariIf Adjusliiient Option and Accounting 
Ordcrs.” Uta11 Public Service Commission. Docket No. 05-057-TOI . Direct testimony submitted 
May 15, 2006. Rcbuttal icstirnony submiltcd August 8, 2007. Cross examined September 19, 
2007 

“Central Illinois Light Company d/b/a AmerenCILCO, Central Illinois Public Service Company 
d/b/a AmerenCIPS, Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenlP, Proposed General Increase i n  
Rates for Delivery Service (Tariffs Filed December 27,2005),” Illinois Commerce Commission, 
Docket Nos 06-0070, 06-007 I ,  06-0072. Direct testimony submitted March 26, 2006. Rebutlal 
tcstimony subinitled dune 27, 2006. 
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“In tlic Matter of Appalachian Power Coinpany and Wheeling Power Company, both dba 
Aincrican Electric I’owei-,“ Public Service Commission of West Virginia, Case No. 05-1 278-E- 
IT-PW-42T. Direct and rebuttal testimony submitted March 8, 2006. 

“In tlic Matter ofNorthern States Power Conipany d/b/a Xcel Energy for Authority to Increase 
Rates foi, Electric Scrvice i n  Minnesota,” Minnesota Public IJtilities Commission, Docltet No. 
G-002/GR-05- I428 Dit-cct testiniony submitted March 2, 2006. Rebutlal testimony submitted 
Maich 30. 2006 Cross examined April 25, 2006. 

“In tlie Matter of the Application o l  Arizona Public Service Company for an Emergency Interini 
Rate Increase and for an Interim Ainendment to Decision No. 67744,” Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Docltet No. E-01 145A-06-0009 Direct testimony submitted February 28, 2006. 
Cross examined March 23, 2006. 

“In tlic Mattcr of the Applications of Westar E.nergy, Inc. and Kansas Gas and Electric Company 
for Appro\~iI to Make Certain Changes i n  Thcii Cliargcs foi. Electric Service,” State Corporation 
Conmission of I<nnsas. Case No 05-WSEE-98 I-R-TS. Direct testimony submitted September 9, 
2005 Cross examiiicd Octobcr 28. 2005. 

“In the Matter of tlie Application of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power 
Company for Authority to Recover Costs Associated with the Construction and Ultimate 
Operation of an Integrated Combined Cycle Electric Generating Facility,” Public Utilities 
Commission orOLio,” Case No. 05-376-EL-UNC. Direct testimony submitted July 15, 2005 
Cross examined August 12, 2005. 

“In the Matter of tlie Filing 01 General Rate Case Information by Tucson Electric Power 
Comliaiiy Pursuant to Decision No 62103,” Arizona Corpoiation Commission, Docltet No E- 
01 9i3A-04-0408 Direct testimony sirbinitled lune 24, 2005 

“111 tlie Matter 01 Application ofThc Dctioit Edison Company to Unbundle and Realign Its Rate 
Schedules foi Jurisdictional Retail Sales of Electricity,“ Michigan Public Service Commission, 
Case No U-14399 Diiect testimony submitted lune 9, 2005 Rebuttal testimony submitted July 
I ,  2005 

‘“In the Matlei, of tlie Application of Consumers Energy Company for Atitliority to Increase Its 
Rates for the Genelation and Distribution of E.lectricity and Other Relief,” Michigan Public 
Scivicc Comiiiission. Case No. 11-1434’7 Direct testimony submitted June 3, 2005. Rebutlal 
tcstiniony stibmittcd lune 17. 2005 

“lii tlic Mattei of Pacific Power & I iglit. Reqiicst ror a General Rate lnciease in the Company‘s 
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Oiegon Anntial Revenues,” Public lJtility Commission of Oregon, Docket No. UE 170. Direct 
tesliiiion)’ subinillcd May 9. 2005 Sirirebuttal testimony submitled June 27, 2005. .Joint 
kstiiiiony regarding ipartial stipulations submitted June 2005, .July 2005, and August 2005 

“in tlie Mattel, of tlie Application of 1-rico E.lectric Cooperative, Inc. for a Rate increase,” 
Arizona Coi~poration Commission, Docket No. E-0 1461 A-04-0607. Direct testimony submitted 
April 13, 2005. Sui-rebuttal testimony submitted May 16, 2005. Cross examined May 26, 2005. 

“In the Maltei- of the Application of PacifiCorp for Approval of its Proposed Electric Service 
Schedulcs and Electric Service Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 04- 
035-42. Direct testiinony submitted January 7, 2005 

“In the Mattel. of the Application by Golden Valley E.lectric Association, l r ic  , for Authority to 
Implement Siniplified Ratc Filing Procedurcs and Ad,jusl Rates,” Regulatory Commission of 
Alaslta. Docket No lJ-4-3.3 Direct testimony submitted November 5, 2004. Cioss examined 
Febriiaiy 8. 2005. 

“Advice Letter No 141 1 - Public Service Company ofColorado Electric Phase I1 Genei-a1 Rate 
Case,” Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 04s-164E. Direct testimony 
submitled October 12, 2004. Cross-answer testimony submitted December 13, 2004. Testimony 
witlidrmvn Janiiaiy 18, 2005. following Applicant’s withdrawal oftestimony pertaining to TOU 
rates. 

.‘In tlic‘ Matter or Gcorgia Power Company‘s 2004 Rate Case,” Georgia Public Service 
Commission. Docket No 18300-11. Direct tcstiiiiony submitted October 8, 2004, Cross examined 
Octobcr 27. 2004 

”2004 i’uget Sound E.nergy General Rate Case,“ Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission, Docltet Nos. lJE-040641 and 1JG-040640. Response testimony submitted 
September 23, 2004. Cross-answer testimony submitted November i, 2004. .Joint testimony 
regarding stipiilation submitted December 6, 2004. 

“ i n  llic Mrtttcr. of tile Application of PacifiCorp for. an Investigation of Inter~jrir~isdictional Issues,” 
Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 02-035-04, Direct testimony submitted .July 15, 
2004 Cross examined July 19. 2004. 

‘.I11 tlic Mattcr alar Adjiistincnt of tlie Gas and E1ccti.k Rates, Terms and Conditions or  
I<cntuoky litilitics Company,“ Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No 2003-00434 
Diicct testimony submitted March 2.3, 2004. lestiinony withdrawn pursuant to stipulation 
entered May 2004 
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“‘In tlic Mattcr of an Adjustinent of tlie Gas and E.lectric Rates, Terins and Conditions of 
I,ouisville Gas and Electric Company,” Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No. 200.3- 
00433 Diiect testimony submitted March 23, 2004. Testimony witlidrawn pursuant to 
stiptilation entered May 2004 

“In the Matter ofthe Application ofldalio Power Company for Authority to Increase Its Interim 
and Base Rates and Charges for Electric Service,” Idaho Public Utilities Commission, Case No 
IPC-503- I .3 .  Direct testimony submitted February 20, 2004. Rebuttal testimony submitted 
March 19. 2004. Cross examined April I I  2004. 

“In the Matter of tlie Applications of the Ohio Edison Company, the Cleveland Electric 
Illuminating Coinpany and the loledo Fdison Company Tor Authority lo Continue and Modify 
Certain IRcgulatory Accounting I’i~acticcs and Procedures, Tor Tariff Approvals and to E.stablish 
Ratcs ant1 Otlici Charges. liicltiding Regulatory .Ti.ansition Charges Following the Market 
Ikvclopinent Period,” Public Utilities Coinmission of Ohio, Case No. 03-2141-E.L-ATA. Direct 
tcshiony submitted I~cbrtiary 6, 2004 Cross examined February 16, 2004. 

“In  tlie Matter or tlie Application of Arizona Public Service Company for a Hearing to 
Determine the Fair Value of tlie Utility Property ofthe Company for Ratemaking Purposes, To 
Fix a .lust and Reasonable Rate oTRetiirn Thereon, To Approve Rate Schedules Designed Lo 
Develop Such Return. and For Approval of Puicliased Power Contract,” Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Docket No E-01 345A-03-0437. Direct testimony submitted February 3,2004. 
Rebutlal lestiinoiiy submitted March 30, 2004 Direct testimony regarding stipulation submitted 
Scpiciiibci- 27. 1004 Responsive / Clarifying testimony i-egarding stipulation submitted October 
25. 2004 Cioss csamined Novcinbcr 6-1 0, 2004 and November 29-December 3,  2004. 

“ I n  the Matter of Application of [lie Detroit Edison Company to Increase Rates, Amend Its Rate 
Sclicdulcs Governing tlie Distribution and Supply of Electric Energy, etc.,” Michigan Public 
Service Commission, Case No. U-13608. Direct testimony submitted December 12, 2003 
(interim request) and March 5 ,  2004 (gene!-al rate case). 

“ I n  the Matter of PacifiCorp‘s Filing of Revised Tariff Schedules,” Public Ulilily Commission of 
Oregon. l>ockct No 111:-147 Joint testimony regarding stipulation submitted August 21,200.3. 

,’Petition 01 PSI E.ncrgy, Inc. for Authority to Increase Its Rates and Cliai-ges for Electric Service, 
CIC .” 1nclian;t IJriliiy Rcgulalory Commission. Cause No. 42359. Direct testimony submitted 
August 19. 2003 Cioss csamined November 5. 2003, 

“111 tlic Mattei- of the Application of Consumers Energy Company for a Financing Order 
Approving the Securitization or Certain of its Qualified Cost,” Michigan Public Service 
Commission, Case No. U-13’715. Direct testimony submitted April 8, 2003. Cross esainined 
April 23,2003. 
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“ I n  the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of 
Adjustinent Mechanisms,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No E-0 1345A-02-040.3. 
Direct testimony submitted February 13, 2003. Surrebuttal testimony submitted March 20, 200.3. 
Cross esainined April 8, 2003. 

“Re: llic Investigation and Suspension of Tal-iff Sheets Filed by Public Service Company of 
Colorado. Advice Letter No. 1373 - Electric, Advice L.etter No. 593 -Gas, Advice Letter No. 80 
-- Stcam.’. Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. 02s-3 I 5  EG. Direct testimony 
submitted November. 22. 2002 Cross-answer testimony submitted .January 24, 2003. 

”111 tlic Matter of the Application of-flie Detroit Edison Company to Implement the 
Commission‘s Stiandcd Cost Recovery Procedure and for Approval of Net Stranded Cost 
Recovery Charges,” Michigan Public Service Commission, Case No. U-13350. Direct testimony 
submitted November 12, 2002. 

”Application of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company: Adjustments in tlie Company’s 
Flcctric Rate Schedules and Tariffs,“ Public Service Commission of South Carolina, Docket 
No. 2002-223-E Direct testimony submitted November 8, 2002. Surrebuttal testimony submitted 
Noveiiibcr I I;. 7002 Cioss csainiiied November Z I. 2002 

“In the Matter of the Application olQuestar Gas Company for a General Increase in Rates and 
Charges,“ Utah Public Sei vice Commission, Docket No. 02-057-02 Dii-ect testimony subinitted 
August 30, 2002. Rebuttal testimony submitted Octobei, 4, 2002. 

“The ]<roger Co v .  Dynegy Power Marketing, Inc.,” Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
E.L.02-I 19-000. Confidential affidavit filed August 13, 2002. 

“In tlie matter of tlie application of Consumers Energy Company for deterinination of net 
stranded costs and foi appi-oval olnet  stranded cost iecovery charges,” Michigan Public Service 
Commission. Casc No. U- I .3.380. Direct testimony submitted August 9, 2002. Rebirtlal testimony 
submitted August i o ,  2002. Cross examined Septembei- I O ,  2002. 

“In llic Matter oltlic Application of Public Service Coinpaiiy ofColorado for an Order to Revise 
I ts Incentive Cost Adjustment,” Colorado Public Utilities Commission, Docltet O2A-I 58E. 
Direct testimony submitted April 18, 2002 

“In the Matter o l  the Generic Proceedings Concerning Electric Restructuring Issues,’’ Arizona 
Corporation Conmission, Docket No. E-00000A-02-005 I, “ I n  the Matter of Arizona Public 
Sewice Company’s Request for Variance of Certain Requirements of A.A.C. R14-2-1606,” 
Docltct No li-0 I345A-0 1-0822, “In the Matter of the Generic Proceeding Concerning the 
Ai izona Independent Scheduling Administfalor,” Docket No. E-00000A-01-06.30, “In the Matter 
of .I tics011 Flccti,ic Power Company’s Application for a Variance of Certain Electi-ic Competition 
Rulos Coiiipliaiice Datcs.“ Docket No E-01 933A-02-0069, “In the Matter ofthe Application 0 1  
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Tucson Electric Power Company for Approval of its Stranded Cost Recovery,” Docket No. E- 
O l933A-98-047 l .  Direct testimony submitted March 29, 2002 (APS variance request); May 29, 
2002 (AI’S Track A proceeding/iiiarltet power issues); and .Tuly 28,200.3 (Arizona ISA). Rebuttal 
testimony subinitled August 29, 2003 (Arizona ISA). Cross examined .June 21, 2002 (APS Track 
A pi.occceding/iiiarltet power issues) and September 12, 2003 (Arizona 1%). 

“111 the Mattcr 0 1  Savsnnali Electi.ic & Power Company’s 2001 Rate Case,“ Georgia Public 
Service Commission, Docltct No. 1461 8-11. Direct testimony submitted March 15, 2002. Cross 
examined March 28, 2002. 

.‘Nevada Power Company’s 200 I Deferred Energy Case,” Public Utilities Commission of 
Nevada, PUCN 01-1 1029 Direct testimony submitted February 7, 2002. Cross examined 
1:eblLlaly 2 I .  2002. 

“200 I I’uget Sound E.nergy Interim Rate Case,’’ Wasliington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission, Docltct  nos^ lIE.-Ol 1570 and UE-01 I571 ~ Diiect testimony submitted .Tanwiry 30, 
2002 (:loss cxamincd 1;ebrtiary 20, 2002 

“In tlic Mattcr of Georgia Power Company‘s 200 I Rate Case,” Georgia Public Service 
Comniission, Docket No, 14000-11. Direct testimony subinitled October 12, 2001“ Cross 
examined October 24, 200 I 

”In tlie Matier of the Application of PacifiCorp for Approval of Its Proposed Electric Rate 
Schedules and Electric Seivice Regulations,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 01- 
i5 -01  
200 I 

”In the Mattcr of Portland General Electric Company’s Proposal to Rest! tictuie and Reprice Its 
Scrviccs in Accordancc with tlie Provisions of SI3 I 149,” Public Utility Commission of Oregon, 
Docket No 111;-1 I 5  Ilircct tcstimony submitted Fcbiuary 20, 2001. Rebuttal testimony 
submitted May 4, 2001, Joint testimony regarding stipulation submitted July 27, 2001 

“ l i i  tlie Matter of the Application of APS E.nergy Services, Inc. for Declaratory Order or Waiver 
of tlie Electric Competition Rules,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docltet N0.E-01933.4- 
00-0486. D i w t  testimony submitted July 24, 2000. 

.‘In tlic Matter oltlie Application of Questai- Gas Company for an Increase in Rates and 
Cliai-ges,“ Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 99-057-20. Direct testimony submitted 
April 19. 2000. Rebuttal testimony submitted May 24, 2000 Surrebuttal testimony submitted 
M a y  3 I .  2000. Cioss csamincd Jiinc 6 & 8, 2000 

” I n  tlie Matter of tlic Application of Columbus Southern I’owei. Company for Approval of  
Electric .Transition Plan and Application for Receipt of  Transition Revenues,” Public Utility 

Di iect  testimony subinitted June 15, 2001. Rebuttal testimony submitted August 3 I ,  
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Commission or Ohio, Case No. 99-1 729-EL-ETP; ”In the Matter of tlie Application of Ohio 
I’O~VCI Company for Approval of Electric Transition Plan and Application for Receipt of 
limnsition Rcvcnucs.“ I’ttblic litility Commission o f  Ohio. Case No. 99-1 730-EL,-ETP. Direct 
tcstiinony prepaied. but not subiiiitted poi-suant to settlement agreement effected May 2, 2000. 

“In the Matter ofthe Application of FirstEnergy Corp. on Behalf of Ohio Edison Company, Tlie 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, and the Toledo Edison Company for Approval of 
Their Transition Plans and for Autliorization to Collect Transition Revenues,” Public Utility 
Commission of Ohio, Case No. 99-1 212-EL.-ETP, Direct testimony prepared, but not submitted 
pursuant to settlement agreement effected April 1 1, 2000. 

“2000 Pricing Process,” Salt River Project Board of Directors, oral comments provided March 
6. 2000 and Api-il I O ,  ZOO0 

’.I ticson II,lectric I’o\vcr Coiiiixiny vs Cypi  its Sicrrita Corporation,’‘ Arizona Coiporation 
Commission. Docket No F.-OOOOO 1-99-0243 Direct testimony submitted October 25, I999 
Cross examined November 4, 1999. 

“Application of I-litdale City arid Intermountain Municipal Gas Association for an Order 
Granting Access for Transportation o l  Intel-state Natural Gas over tlie Pipelines of Questar Gas 
Company for I-lildale, Utah,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 98-057-01, Rebuttal 
testimony siibmitted August .30, 1999 

“ I n  tlie Matter of the Application by Aiizona Electric Powei Cooperative, Inc. for Approval o l  
I ts 1”FiIing iis t o  Rcgitlatoiy Assets and Transition Revenues,“ Arizona Corporation Commission, 
Docket No. I-01 773A-98-0470 D i m t  testimony submitted July 30, 1999 Ci.oss examined 
I:cbrllary 78, 2000. 

“In the Matter of tlie Application of Tucson Electric Power Company for Approval of its Plan 
for Stranded Cost Recovery,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01 9.3.3A-98- 
0471; “In tlie Matter of the Filing ofTucson Electric Power Company of Unbundled Tariffs 
Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-1601 et seq.,” Docket No. E.-O1933A-97-0772; “In the Matter of tlie 
Compctition in the Pi-ovision or Electric Service Throughout tlie State of Arizona,” Docket No. 
Rl~-00000C-94-0165. Direct testimony submitted June 30, 1999. Rebuttal testimony submitted 
August 6. 1999 CI-oss examined August 11-13, 1999. 

”In thc Mattcr of tlie Application of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of its Plan 
Ioi- Sttandcd Cost Recovery.“ Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01 345A-98- 
0473: . ‘ I n  tlie Mattcr 0 1  the IFiling of Arizona I’itblic Service Company o l  Unbundled Tariffs 
I’ursuant to A A.C R14-2-1601 et seq.,“ Docket No. E-O1345A-97-0773; “In tlie Matter oftlie 
Competition in the Pi.ovision of Electric Service Thmughoul the State of Arizona,” Docket No 
RE.-00000C-94-0165 Direct testimony submitted .June 4, 1999. Rebuttal testimony submitted 
, J u l y  12, 1999 Cross examined July 14, 1999, 
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.‘I11 the Mattcr ofthe Application of Tucson E.lectric Power Company fot Approval of its Plan Tot, 
Stranded Cost Recovery,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. E-01 933A-98-0471 ; 
“In the Matter 01 the Filing olTucsoti Electric Power Company of Unbundled Tariffs Puwtant to 
A A C .  R14-2-1601 et seq :‘‘ Docket No E.-O193.3A-97-0772; “In the Matter of the Application 
of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of its Plan Tor Stranded Cost Recovery,” 
Docltet No. E-01 345A-98-0473; “In the Matte1 of the Filing of‘ Arizona Public Sei.vice Company 
orunbundled Twiffs Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-1601 et seq.,” Docket No. E-O1345A-97-0773; 
“In tlie Matter of the Competition in the Provision of Electric Service Throughout the State of 
Arizona,” Docltet No. RE-00000C-94-0 165. Direct testimony submitted November 30, 1998. 

ai .’ ings on Pricing,” Salt River Project Board of‘ Directors, written and oral comments 
piovided November 9, 1998. 

.’l-lcarings on Cusiomei Choice.“ Salt River Project Boaid of Dit-ectors, written and oral 
comments provided Jiiiie 22, 1998; Jiine 29, 1998; July 9* 1998; August 7, 1998; and August 14, 
I998 

“In the Matter of the Competition in the Provision of Electric Service Throughout the Stale of 
Arizona,” Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. 11-0000-94-1 65. Direct and rebuttal 
testimony filed January 21, 1998. Second rebuttal testimony filed February 4, 1998. Cross 
examined February 25, 1998. 

“111 the Matter oCCoiisolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc ’s Plans for ( I )  Electric 
RateiRestriicturing Pursuant to Opinion No 96-12; and ( 2 )  the Formation of a I-loldiiig Company 
I’ursuant to PSI.. Scctions 70, I OS, and 1 IO. and Certain Related Transactions,” New Yorlc 
I’tiblic Scrvice Commission. Case 964-0897. l>itccl tcstimony filed April 9, 1997, Cross 
csaniincd May 5, 1997 

”In the Matter ofthe Petition of Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates for Enforcement of Contract 
Provisions,” Utah Public Service Commission, Docket No. 96-2018-01; “In the Matter ofthe 
Application of Rocky Mountain Power for an Order Approving ai1 Amendment to Its Power 
I’urchase Agreement with Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates,” Docltet Nos. 05-035-46, and 07- 
0.:5-99. Direct tcstimony submitted July 8, 1996. Oral testimony provided March 18, 2008. 

“ I n  the Matter of the Application of PacifiCorp, dba Pacific Power & Light Company, for 
Appiov:iI of Rcviscd .lariff Schcdules and an Alternative Form of Regtilalion Plan,” Wyoming 
Public Scrvicc Commission. Docket No 2000-E.R-95-99 Direct testimony submitted April 8, 
I996 

”In tlie Matter of the Application ofMountain Fuel Supply Company for an lnciease in Rates 
and Charges,” Utah Public Service Commission, Case No 95-057-02 Direct testimony 
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submitted .June 19, 1995 Rebuttal testimony submitted July 25, 1995. Suri-ebuttal testimony 
submitted August 7, 1995 

"In the Matter of the Investigation of the Reasonableness ofthe Rates and Tariffs of Mountain 
Fuel Supply Company," Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 89-057-15. Direct 
testimony submitted July 1990. Surrebuttal testimony submitted August 1990. 

.'in tlie Matte!. of the Review of the Rates or Utah Power and Light Company pursuant to The 
Order i n  Casc No. 87-035-27," IJtali Public Sei-vice Commission, Case No. 89-035-10. Rebuttal 
testimony submitted November I j 1989. Cioss examined December I ,  I989 (rate schedule 
changes foi- statc ficilities) 

"111 the Mattcr o l thc  Application of Utaii Power & L.iglit Company arid PC/UP&I, Merging 
Corp. (to be rcnained PacifiCorp) for an Order Authorizing tlie Merger of Utah Power & Light 
Company and Paci1iCoi.p into PC/IJP&L Merging Corp and Authorizing the Issuance of 
Sectwities, Adoption of Tariffs, and Transfer of Certificates of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Authorities i i i  Connection Therewith," Utah Public Service Coniiiiission, Case 
No. 87-035-27: Dii-ect testimony submitted April 1 1 ,  1988. Cross examined May 12, 1988 
(economic impact of lJP&L. merger with PacifiCorp). 

"in thc Miittci of tlic Application of Mountain Fue l  Supply Company for Approval of 
Inicrruptiblc Industrial .l'ranspoi-tation Rates," Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 86- 
057-07 Direct testiinoiiy submitted January 15, 1988 Cross esainined March 30, 1988. 

"In tile Mallei ofllie Applicalion of Lllali Power and Light Company for a11 Order Approving a 
Power Purchase Agreement," Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 87-0.35-1 8. Oral 
testimony delivered .July 8, 1987. 

"Cogeneration: Small Power Production," Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Docket 
No RM87-I 2-000 Statement on belialfof State of Utah delivered March 27, 1987, in San 
Francisco. 

'+In tlic Mattcr of the Investigation of Rates for Backup, Maintenance, Supplementary, and 
Standby Power foi. Utah Power and L.ig1it Company," Utah Public Service Commission, Case 
Nu., 86-035-1 i. Dit-cct testiinony submitted January 5 ,  1987. Case settled by stipulation 
approvcd August 1987. 

"In the Matter of tlie Application of Stmnyside Cogeneration Associates f o ~  Approval of the 
Cogeneration Power Purchase Agreement," Utah Public Service Commission, Case No. 86- 
2018-01, Rebuttal testiinony submitted July 16, 1986. Cross examined .July 17, 1986. 

"111 tlic Matter of tlic Investigation of Demand-Side Alternatives to Capacity Expansion for 
Electric IJtilitics." Utah Public Seivice Commission, Case No 84-999-20. Direct testimony 
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sitbinitled .Jane 17, 1985. Rebuttal testimony submitted .Jtily 29, 1985 Cross examined Augiist 
19. 1985. 

" In  tlic Mattel, 01 the Impleinenlation of Rules Governing Cogeneration and Small Power 
Production iii IJtah." 1.Jtab Public Service Commission, Case No. 80-999-06, pp. 1293-13 18. 
Direct testimony submitted January 13, I984 (avoided costs), May 9, 1986 (security for levelized 
contracts) and Novcmber 17, I986 (avoided costs). Cross-examined February 29, 1984 
(avoided costs). April I I .  1985 (standard forin contracts), May 22-25, 1986 (security for 
lcvclized contracts) and December 16-1 7, 1986 (avoided costs). 

OTHER RELATED ACTIVITY 

Pai.ticipant, Wyoming L,oad Growth Collaborative, March 2008 to present 

l'aiticipant, Oregon Diiect Access Task Force (IJM I O S l ) ,  May 2003 to November 2003. 

I'articipant. Michigan Strandcd Cost Collaborative, March 2003 to March 2004. 

Member, Arizona Electric Competition Advisory Croup, December 2002 to present. 

l3oai.d 0 1  Dit-ectors, ex-officio, Deseit STAR RTO, September 1999 to Februaiy 2002 

Member, Advisoiy Committee, Desert STAR RTO, September 1999 to February 2002 Acting 
Chaii inan, October 2000 to February 2002. 

13oard 0 1  Ilii,cctois. Ai izoiia Independent Scheduling Administrator Association, October 1998 
to piesent 

Acting Chairinan. Opciating Conimittee, Arizona Independent Scheduling Administrator 
Association, October I998 to .June 1999. 

Member, Desert Star I S 0  Investigation Working Groups: Opei-ations, Pricing, and Governance, 
April I997 to December 1999. Legal & Negotiating Committee, April 1999 to December 1999. 

Participant, Independent System Operator and Spot Market Working Group, Arizona 
Corporation Commission, April 1997 to September 1997. 

Participant, Unbundled Services and Standard Offer Woi king Group, Arizona Corporation 
Commission. April I997 to Octobel I997 

IPai-ticipant, Ctistoiner Selection Working GI-oup. Arizona Corporation Commission, March I997 
to Scptcmbci, I997 
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Mcmber, Stranded Cost Working Group, Arizona Corpoi,ation Commission, March 1997 to 
September f997. 

Mcmbci. 5lectric Systcm Reliability & Safety Worlting Group, Arizona Corporation 
Coinmission, November I996 to September 1998. 

Chairinan, Salt Palace Renovation and Expansion Commitlee, Salt Lake County/State of 
Utali/Salt Lake City, multi-governmelit entity responsible for implementation of planning, 
design, finance, and construction of an $85 millioii renovation of the Salt Palace Convention 
Center. Salt Laltc City, Utah, May 1991 to December 1994. 

State o f  IJtaI i  Rcpresentative. Committee on Regional Electric Power Cooperation, a joint eff0i.t 
ol.ihc Wcstcrli Intel-state Energy Board and the Western Conference of Public Service 
Cotnmissioncrs. lantiai-y 1987 to December 1990. 

Mcinbei. IJtah Goveinoi's Economic Coordinating Committee, .January 1987 to December 1990. 

Chairinan. Slandard Conlract l'aslt Force, established by Utah Public Service Commission to 
address co~itractiial problems irelaling to qualifying facility sales under PURPA, March 1986 to 
December 1090. 

Cliaiiman, L,oad Management and Energy Conservation Task Force, Utah Public Service 
Commission. August 1985 to December 1990. 

Altcrnate Delegate Toi litah, Western Interstate Energy Board, Denver, Colorado, August 1985 
to Deccinber I990 

Ai,ticlcs Editor. Economic Forum, September 1980 to Augtist 1981 
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VERIFICATION 

STATE OF UTAH ) 
1 

COUNTY OF SAL.T L.AKE. 

Kevin C. Higgins, being first duly sworn, deposes and states that: 

1. 

2. 

He is a Principal with Energy Strategies, L.L.C., in Salt Lake City, LJtali; 

He is the witness who sponsors the accompanying testimony entitled “Direct 

Testimony of Kevin C. Higgins;” 

3 .  

4. 

Said testimony was prepared by him and under his direction and supervision; 

If  inquiries wei’e made as to the facts and schedules in said testimony he would 

respond as thei,ein set forth; and 

5 .  Tlie aforesaid testimony and schedules are true and correct to the best of his 

knowledge, infoiinatioii and belief. 

Subsciibed and sworn to or affirmed before me this 27“’ day of October, 2008, by Kevin 
C I-iiggins 

My Commission Expires:&)VI \ 


