
COMMONWEALTH O F  K E N T U C K Y  

B E F O R E  T H E  P U B L I C  S E R V I C E  C O M M I S S I O N  

I n  t h e  M a t t e r  of: 

A P P L I C A T I O N  O F  K E N T U C K Y  U T I L I T I E S  1 
C O M P A N Y  T O  A M O R T I Z E ,  B Y  MEANS O F  1 
T E M P O R A R Y  D E C R E A S E  I N  R A T E S ,  N E T  ) C A S E  NO. 93-113 
F U E L  C O S T  S A V I N G S  R E C O V E R E D  I N  
C O A L  C O N T R A C T  L I T I G A T I O N  

) 
1 

D I R E C T  T E S T I M O N Y  

AND E X H I B I T  

O F  

LANE ICOLLEN 

O N  B E H A L F  O F  

K E N T U C K Y  I N D U S T R I A L  U T I L I T Y  C U S T O M E R S  

KENNEDY AND A S S O C I A T E S  
ATLANTA,  G E O R G I A  

S E P T E M B E R  1993 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of:  

APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY IJTILITIES 1 
COMPANY T O  AMORTIZE, BY MEANS OF 1 
TEMPORARY DECREASE IN RATES, NET ) CASE NO. 93-113 
FUEL COST SAVINGS RECOVERED IN ) 
COAL CONTRACT LITIGATION ) 
BEFORE T H E  

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Lane  Kollen. My business address  is Kennedy  a n d  Associates, Sui te  475, 

35 Glenlake  Parkway,  At lan ta ,  Georgia 30328. 

What is your occupation and by .vvhorn are you employed? 

I a m  a ut i l i ty  ra te  and  planning consul tant  holding the  position of Vice President  

a n d  Pr inc ipa l  with the f i r m  of Kennedy  and  Associates. 

Please describe your education and professional experience. 

I received my Bachelor of Business Adminis t ra t ion  in Accounting f r o m  the  

Universi ty of Toledo. I also received a Master of Business Administrat ion f r o m  the  

Univers i ty  of Toledo. I a m  a  Cer t i f ied  Management  Accountant  ("CMA") a n d  a  

Cer t i f ied  Public  Accountant  ("CPA"). 
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Since 1986, I  have  held various positions wi th  Kennedy  a n d  Associates. I  specialize 

i n  revenue  requirements  analyses, taxes, the evaluat ion of r a t e  a n d  f inanc ia l  

impacts  of t radi t ional  and  non-tradi t ional  ratcmaking,  a n d  o the r  u t i l i ty  strategic, 

operat ional ,  f inancial ,  and  accounting issues. 

F rom 1983 to 1986, I held various positions wi th  the  consul t ing g roup  a t  Energy 

Management  Associates. I  specialized in ut i l i ty  f inance ,  u t i l i ty  account ing  issues, 

a n d  computer  f inanc ia l  modeling. I  also directed consul t ing a n d  so f tware  projects 

ut i l iz ing PROSCREEN I1 and  ACUMEN proprietary so f tware  products  to  suppor t  

ut i l i ty  ra te  case filings, budgets, in te rna l  management  and  ex terna l  report ing,  a n d  

strategic a n d  f inanc ia l  analyses. 

F rom 1976 to 1983, I  held various positions with T h e  Toledo Edison Company  in t he  

Account ing  and  Corporate  P lanning  Divisions. From 1980 to  198.3, I  was 

responsible f o r  the Company's r inanc ia l  modeling and  f inanc ia l  eva lua t ion  of the  

Company's s t rategic plans. In addi t ion ,  I  was responsible f o r  the  prepara t ion  of the  

capi ta l  budget ,  various forecast  f i l ings with regulatory agencies, a n d  assistance in 

ra te  a n d  other  s t rategy formulat ion.  I util ized the s trategic p lanning  model 

PROSCREEN 11, the product ion costing model, PROMOD 111, a n d  o the r  so f tware  

products  to  evaluate capaci ty swaps,sales,sale/ieasebacks, cancel lat ions,  wri te-offs ,  

un i t  power sales, and  long term system sales, anlong other  s t ra teg ic  options. F rom 

1976 to  1980, I held various other  positions in the Budget a n d  Account ing  Reports ,  

Property Accounting,  T a x  Accounting, and  Internal  Aud i t  sections of the  

Accounting Division. 

Kennedy and Associates 



Lane Kollen 
Page 3 

I have  appeared  a s  a n  exper t  witness on accounting,  f inance ,  a n d  p lanning  issues 

before  regulatory commissions a n d  courts  in numerous s tates  on more  t han  f i f t y  

occasions. In addi t ion ,  I have  developed a n d  presented papers  a t  var ious  indus t ry  

conferences on  ut i l i ty  rate ,  accounting,  a n d  tax issues. My qual i f ica t ions  and  

regulatory appearances  a r e  f u r t h e r  detai led in my Exhib i t  -- (LK-1). 

Please describe the firm of Kennedy and Associates. 

Kennedy  a n d  Associates provides consulting services in the electr ic ,  gas, a n d  

telecommunicat ions ut i l i t ies  industries.  O u r  clients include s ta te  agencies a n d  

indus t r ia l  e lectr ici ty a n d  gas consumers. T h e  f i rm  provides expert ise  in  system 

planning,  load forecast ing,  f inanc ia l  analysis,  revenue requirements ,  cost of service, 

a n d  ra te  design. 

Summary 

0 1 1  whose behalf are you testifying in the proceeding? 

I a m  tes t i fy ing  on behalf of the  Kentucky Industr ial  Ut i l i ty  Customers ("KIUC"). 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

T h e  purpose of my test imony is to address  the level of the South East  Coal 

Company l i t igat ion r e fund  proposed by Kentucky Uti l i t ies  ("ICIJ") in  this  

proceeding a n d  to i den t i fy  and  recommend appropr ia te  adjustments to  t ha t  

proposed re fund.  
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Please summarize your testimony. 

I recommend tha t  the  Commission d i rec t  K U  to r e f u n d  $35.786 mil l ion to  i ts  

ratepayers  as  the  result of K.IJ1s successful resolution of the  South East  Coal 

Company cont rac t  l i t igat ion.  Th i s  compares to the  $32.775 million amoun t  proposed 

by KU. T h e  d i f f e r ence  is d u e  to the  proposed K U  o f f se t  of $3.01 1 million f o r  

at torneys '  fees  a n d  o the r  costs associated wi th  the  l i t igat ion,  wh ich  serves to 

direct ly and  improper ly  reduce  the  re fund.  

T h e  Cornmission should reject I<U's proposed l i t igat ion cost of fse t  to the  r e fund  f o r  

several reasons. Firs t ,  KI J  has a regulatory obligation to  not i ncu r  impruden t  a n d  

excessive fue l  or o ther  costs. K U  is not ent i t led to a r eward  f o r  t ak ing  prudent  

act ion to  renegotiate ,  a n d  subsequently lit igate, a cont rac t  t ha t  rcf lected excessive 

a n d  unreasonable coal costs. Fu r the r ,  K U  was prodded in to  this  l i t igat ion by its 

regulators  a n d  customers. 

Second, specif ic  recovery of the  l i t igat ion costs incur red  a n d  expensed by KIJ  in 

prior  years would const i tute  improper  retroact ive ra temaking ,  absent  ex t raord inary  

circumstances or  spec i f ic  Commission au thor iza t ion  to d e f e r  those expenses f o r  

f u t u r e  base rate  considerat ion.  Not  only would i t  const i tute  improper  retroact ive 

ra temaking  but  i t  would be the equivalent  of a s ingle issue base r a t e  case 

piggybacked in to  a fue l  r e fund  proceeding. T h e  recovery of base r a t e  expenses a r e  

properly de termined  in general  base rate  proceedings, not  in  f u e l  proceedings. 

Fu r the r ,  base ra temaking  costs, unl ike fue l  costs, a r e  not  t racked  f o r  comparison 

to  actual  a n d  there  is general ly no  a f t e r  the  f ac t  t r ue  up. 
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T h e  $32.775 million r e fund  proposed by KIJ  also reflects a $2.194 million of fse t  t o  

exclude the intersystem sales arguably allocable to the  Ken tucky  regulated retai l  

jurisdiction. Th i s  of fse t  can  be considered by the Commission a s  a n  income i tem 

belonging to KIJ  f o r  al l  the same reasons tha t  l i t igat ion costs should not  be 

recoverable retroact ively f rom ratepayers  or  in a fue l  proceeding. Alternat ively,  

the of fse t  can be considered as a n  allocation issue. 

As a n  allocation issue, intersystem sales a re  considered f u l l y  regulated i n  the base 

ratemaking process. T h e  f ac t  that  intersystem sales a r e  excluded f rom the fue l  

clause does not c rea te  a basis to allocate a portion of the r e fund  to a nonexistent  

and  nonregulated jurisdiction. 

If the Commission considers the  intersystem sales of fse t  to be a n  allocation issue, 

then the Commission should direct  ICU to refund $37.980 million to its ratepayers. 

K U  is Not Enti t led to a Rewa.rd for  O b l i ~ a t o r v  Performance  

Please describe the  "reward" sought by I<IJ i n  this  proceeding. 

I<U has requested two rewards f rom the Commission fo r  its successful l i t igat ion of 

the South East coal contract .  First,  it requests recovery of its l i t igat ion costs 

including attorneys'  fees since 1984 (Exhibi t  F a t tached to Application). Second, 

it requests that  it be allowed to retain the Kentucky retai l  jurisdictional port ion of 

the ef fec t  on its intersystem sales for  the same time period. These two rewards  

total $5.205 million, consisting of $3.01 1 million fo r  l i t igat ion costs a n d  $2.194 

million fo r  intersystem sales. 
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Is i t  appropriate for  the Commission to reward KU in this manner for  its efforts? 

No. KtJ sllould not be rewarded by recovery of its l i t igat ion costs. First,  KU was 

simply fu l f i l l ing  its regulatory obligation. Second, its act ions were motivated by 

self-interest in order  to mitigate the risk of a regulatory disal lowance of the 

excessive cont rac t  costs and  were not inherently motivated by the  interests of the  

ratepayers. KIJ d id  not sue South East unt i l  June  1984 a n d  then only a f t e r  the  

Ken tucky  Commission a n d  the  F E R C  in 1983 commenced investigations in to  the  

high level of costs under  the South East contract  and  also only a f t e r  cer ta in  of i ts  

wholesale customers f i led a complaint in May 1984 with the  F E R C  over the  costs 

under  the  contract .  

Th i rd ,  incremental  rewards beyond cost recovery should only be avai lable if there  

is ac tua l  and  material  risk of nonrenulatorv loss to the  Company.  K U  has not 

demonstrated tha t  such a risk existed. 

What is KIJ's regulatory obligation to its ratepayers? 

KU has a n  obligation, imposed and  enforced by the regulatory process, to not incur  

imprudent  and  excessive costs. This  obligation imposes both inherent  rewards a n d  

penalties. I n  the case of the fuel  clause, it provides fo r  thc reward  through largely 

automat ic  and  timely cost recovery of prudently incurred  costs. T h e  regulatory 

obligation also provides for  the penalty through disallowance in the event  of 

imprudent  or excessive costs. 
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Did the contract between KIJ and South East Coal Company result in excessive coal 

costs? 

Yes. The re  is agreement  on this  issue among KIJ, its ratepayers ,  a n d  the  courts.  

Fol lowing fai led a t tempts  to "review" the  cont rac t  pr ice wi th  South East  Coal,  KU 

sued South East seeking a price reduct ion  of $19 per  ton on the  basis t ha t  t he  

cont rac t  prices were excessive. T h e  set t lement  agreement ,  approved  by  the  court ,  

a s  well as  ear l ier  cour t  orders ,  recognized tha t  t he  cont rac t  prices were  excessive. 

What was the risk of loss to KIJ? 

Because of KU's regulatory obl igat ion,  t he  pr imary  risk of loss to  K U  was not  t h e  

South East contract  l i t igation, bu t  r a the r  the  risk of regulatory recovery 

disal lowance if it d id  not take all  necessary a n d  prudent  measures to  obta in  price 

reductions. Although it reduced payment  to South East in Apri l  1985 by $10 per 

ton ( later  increascd to $ 1  1.30 per  ton), K U  continued to recover f r o m  i t s  ra tepayers  

the fu l l  excessivc South East invoice amounts  fo r  fou r  more years unt i l  March 1989. 

Cont rary  to the assertion of KIJ tha t  i t  had assumed s igni f icant  l i t igat ion risk, i t  

was clearly the ratepayers  tha t  K U  held a t  risk and  the  ratepayers  w h o  cont inued  

to  pay the  excessive costs. ICIJ should not be rewarded  f o r  the risk assumed a n d  

costs incur1 ed by its ratepayers. 

Please describe the regulatory environ~nent prior to the initiation of the South East 

litigation by 1C1.1. 
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K U  was  apparently prodded into the litigation by the  combinat ion of Ken tucky  

a n d  F E R C  investigations and  the  f i l ing  of a complaint before the  F E R C  by cer ta in  

of  its wholesale customers. T h e  regulatory investigations occurred d u r i n g  1983 and  

ear ly  1984. T h e  complaint was f i led by KU's customers in May 1984. KTJ f ina l ly  

sued South East in June  1984. 

T h e  fol lowing excerpt is f rom KTJ's 1986 annua l  report to shareholders: 

"In J anua ry  1983, t he  P S C  commenced combined hearings t o  
review t h e  two-year period ended October  31, 1982 a n d  t h e  
s ix-month period ended October  31, 1982 and  to  re-index t h e  
retai l  fuel clause base. In  connection with t h a t  proceeding, 
t h e  PSC has  under investigation the  Company's fue l  
procurement practices and  costs relat ing to coal supply 
a r rangements  with two coal suppliers. In August 1983, t h e  
P S C  entered an  inter im order  holding the  investigation in 
abeyance pending f u r t h e r  review. T h e  PSC has  en tered  
inter im orders  in subsequent fuel  clause hearings s ta t ing  t h a t  
f i na l  orders  will not be issued until  t h e  investigation is 
concluded. T h e  PSC has  indicated t h a t  it will not cor~c lude  
i t s  ir~vestigatiori until  l i t igat ion between t h e  Company and  one  
of t h e  two coal suppliers is resolved. 

I n  May 1984, cer tain of t h e  Company's wholesale municipal 
customers filed a  complaint  with t h e  Federal Energy 
Regulatory Co~nrnission (FERC) alleging imprudence by t h e  
Company in its coal procurement practices and  policies. T h e  
complainants  a r e  seeking refunds of t h a t  portion, if any,  of 
fuel  costs passed t l ~ r o u g h  the  Company's wl~olesa le  fuel  
ad jus tment  clause which is found not to have been just, 
reasonable and  prudently incurred. T h e  Company has  f i led 
a  response with t he  FERC specifically denying all  a l legat ions 
of t h e  complaint.  Hear ings  before t he  FERC a r e  pending. 
T h e  compla i r~a r~ t s  have alleged t h a t  tile Company incurred 
approximately $96 million througli mid-1984 in imprudent  
fuel  costs under t he  two coal supply agreements  which a r e  
also t he  subject of t he  P S C  investigation. Of t h a t  sum, t h e  
portion of alleged imprudent  fuel  costs associated with t h e  
Company's wholesale customers, including the  complainants ,  
is approximately $18 million. T h e  FERC s ta f f  has  submit ted 
testimony tvhich supports  cer ta in  of the  complainant 's 
allegations. T h e  s t a f f  testimony alleges tha t ,  with respect t o  
one of t h e  coal supply agreements ,  t h e  Company incurred 
imprudent  fuel costs of a t  least  $28 million and  a s  much a s  
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$65 million through mid-1984." (Moody's Public  Uti l i ty  
Manual ,  1986, page 956.) 

What bearing does this historical perspective have on your recommendation? 

My reconkmendation is t ha t  K U  not  be provided a reward  f o r  t ak ing  p ruden t  act ion 

in  accordance  wi th  its regulatory obligation. Viewed f r o m  the  his tor ical  context ,  

i t  is c lear  tha t  K U  d id  not  pursue  the  South East  l i t igat ion solely in t he  interests  

of i ts  ratepayers .  Instead, it acted to mit igate  its regulatory risk, which  was t he  

poten t ia l  penal ty of a disal lowance fo r  fa i lure  to take  prudent  act ion t o  reduce 

excessive and  unreasonable costs. A ut i l i ty  tha t  simply fu l f i l l s  i ts regulatory 

obl igat ion in response to regulatory and  customer act ions does not  deserve a n  

incrementa l  reward .  

K U  is Not Entitled to I m n r o ~ e r  Retroactive Recovery of Costs -- 

Please describe the retroactive recovery sought by KU.  

K1J seeks specif ic  recovery of the  costs i t  incurred in the  South East  Coal  cont rac t  

l i t igat ion.  These costs were incur red  fo r  outside services inc luding  at torneys '  fees  

over  a n ine  year period f r o m  1984 through 1992. T h e  total l i t igat ion costs were 

$3.797 million, a n  average  of $0.422 million per year.  

Is retroactive recovery of  costs an accepted regulatory practice? 

No. It  is not accepted regulatory pract ice fo r  costs normally subject  to recovery 

only through the  base ra temaking  process. In fac t ,  in KIJ's most recent  fue l  
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proceeding before this  Commission, even KIJ argued  against  w h a t  i t  charac te r ized  

a s  improper  retroact ive ra temaking  through the  fue l  ad jus tment  clause process. 

Is  there some distinction between costs subject to the base ratemaking process and 

the fuel adjustment clause process? 

Yes. The re  is a clear  dis t inct ion.  Base ra temaking  costs (such as  l i t igat ion costs) 

a r e  properly considered wi th in  the  context  of a test year  a n d  a r e  ut i l ized a s  the  

basis f o r  establishing prospective base rates. T h e  set t ing of prospect ive base rates  

is a quasi-legislative func t ion  which  the  Ken tucky  legislature has con fe r r ed  upon 

the  Commission by statute .  IJnless there  has been f r a u d  or  misrepresentat ion,  base 

rates  set by the Commission must be prospective a n d  cannot  retroact ively consider  

past revenues or expenses. Base rates  a r e  not t rued  u p  to ac tua l  costs a n d  if t he  

prospective base rates  established by the  Commission t u r n  ou t  to be too h igh  or  too 

low, the  ut i l i ty  reaps the  benef i t  or su f f e r s  the loss. 

By contrast ,  the fuel  clause process provides f o r  a d i rec t  recovery of ac tua l  

prudent ly  incur red  fue l  costs. T h e  fue l  clause is by i ts  very na tu re  a backwards  

looking, or  retrospective process. Absent f r a u d  or  misrepresentat ion,  the  

Commission's fue l  ad jus tment  clause regulation requires  t ha t  fue l  costs be t rued  u p  

every  two years. If f r a u d  o r  misrepresentat ion exists, the  Commission is not  l imited 

to  the  de f ined  two year  period. T o  the  extent  there  a r c  impruden t  and /o r  excessive 

fue l  costs, therc  a r e  subsequent  ad jus tments  to ac tua l ,  p rudent ,  a n d  reasonable costs. 

Please describe KU's argument against what it characterized as  improper 

retroactive ratemaking in its most recent fuel proceeding. 
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K U  owned rai l road cars  to ca r ry  coal to the Ghen t  3 plant  a n d  recovered the  

depreciat ion on those cars  through the Kentucky retai l  fue l  clause. I t  discontinued 

the  use of the cars  a f t e r  they were essentially fu l ly  depreciated.  I t  then leased the  

cars  to th i rd  part ies  on two separate occasions, a t tempt ing  to re ta in  the  lease ren ta l  

income f o r  its shareholders  by report ing i t  below the  line. Subsequently,  K1J was 

able  to sell the cars  a t  a substant ial  gain, which it also reported below the line. K U  

argued tha t  nei ther  of these items should be passed through to ratepayers  through 

the  fue l  clause, despite the  f ac t  tha t  it actual ly recovered the investment  cost 

through the fuel  clause. It  argued that  to d o  so would const i tute  improper 

retroact ive ratemaking fo r  a unique  circumstance. 

What is the relevance of that issue to this proceeding? 

Qui te  f rankly ,  i t  i l lustrates the inconsistency and  expediency of KU's position in 

this  proceeding. First,  ICU argued in the fuel  clause proceeding tha t  income o r  

gains achieved by it a r e  of f - l imi ts  d u e  to the general prohibi t ion against  retroact ive 

ratemaking.  Yet, KIJ  argues in this proceeding tha t  costs i t  has selectively 

ident i f ied  and that  it incurred over the last nine years  a r e  somehow properly 

recoverable f rom ratepayers. According to KU,  only prior  period gains and  income 

a re  subject to the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking,  while  prior period 

costs a r e  not. T h a t  is patently inconsistent.  

Second, KIJ  argued in the fuel  clause proceeding tha t  the rental  income a n d  the 

gains should not be returned through the fue l  clause since i t  was a base ra temaking 

cost, despite the fac t  that  it originally recovered the capital  cost through the  fue l  
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clause. In  this proceeding, K.IJ argues for  the Commission to selectively consider 

a base ratemaking cost as a fuel  related cost. Tha t  is patently inconsistent. 

Third ,  K U  argued in the fuel  clause proceeding that  the lease rental income and  the 

gain represented a unique circumstance and that  i t  should be allowed to retain that  

income. In this proceeding, K U  ignored that  argument, despite the fac t  that  the 

refund resulting f rom this litigation also represents a unique circumstance. Again, 

that  is patently inconsistent. 

Finally, this comparison illustrates the expediency of KIJ's positions in both 

proceedings by demonstrating both the lack of consistency and the lack of 

underlying principle. The only consistency in KU's position is in the end result 

sought. KIJ's position is that  it should benefit from both the retention of income 

and gains achieved in prior periods and the recovery of costs from prior periods. 

What  level of l i t igat ion costs did the  Cornmission a l l o ~ v  KU in Case  No. 8624, t h e  

Company's last  base r a t e  proceeding, and  wha t  is t he  relevar~ce of t h a t  level of costs 

to  th i s  proceeding? 

KIJ objected to providing this information in response to discovery. (KIUC First 

Set, Q2a, b, c, d )  stating: 

"Objection. T h e  i n f o r m a t i o ~ ~  requested is nei ther  relevant nor  
mater ia l  to any  issue in this  proceeding and  i ts  disclosure 
could not  lead to  admissible evidence in th i s  proceeding. . ." 

Kennedy and Associates 



Lane KoZlen 
Page I3 

I agree w i th  KIJ's assertion tha t  the  informat ion  sought  is not re levant  to  a n y  issue 

i n  this  proceeding. T h a t  is because the  real issue is whether  K U  will  be  al lowed to 

retroact ively recover base ratemaking costs f r o m  the  last n ine  years  as  a  single issue 

base r a t e  case in this  fue l  r e fund  proceeding. T h e  level of recovery al lowed in 

KU's last base ra te  case is indeed irrelevant  a n d  thus  ICU should be precluded f r o m  

o f f e r ing  evidence of t ha t  na ture  in this  proceeding. T h a t  will  keep the  focus  on  the  

real issue. 

Previously you stated that base ratemaking costs should not be recovered 

retroactively absent extraordinary circumstances. PIease describe what would 

constitute extraordinary circumstances. 

Other  t han  s i tuat ions where the Commission has established rates  on the  basis of 

f r a u d u l e n t  or intent ional ly misleading informat ion ,  a n y  deviat ion f r o m  this  

established ra temaking  principle generally requires  a  demonst ra t ion  of ex t reme 

f inanc ia l  need or a  demonstrat ion of severe f inanc ia l  harm. T h e  demonst ra t ion  of 

e i ther  of  these ex t raord inary  c i r cun~s t ances  requires  a n  evaluat ion of the  f inanc ia l  

health of the  ut i l i ty .  

Do either of these extraordinary circumstances exist  wi th  respect to K17? 

No. T h e  Company has asserted nei ther  ex t reme f inanc ia l  need nor  severe f inanc ia l  

harm. In fac t ,  qu i te  the cont rary  c i r cun~s t ances  cur ren t ly  exist a n d  have  

his tor ical ly existed f o r  the pcriod 1984 - 1992. The re  was a n d  is no  ex t raord inary  

circumstance of severe f inancial  need. Part icular ly since 1987, KIJ has enjoyed 

robust re turns ,a rguably  higher than would have been or a r e  required unde r  cu r r en t  
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1 interest  ra tes  a n d  capital  costs. I have  computed the earned re turns  on  average  

2 common equi ty  (based upon the simple average of beginning and  year  end  common 

3 equity)  fo r  Kentucky Utilities Company du r ing  the period 1984 - 1992. 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 
EARNED RETURNS ON COMMON EQUITY 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q .  Did the average annual amount of South East litigation costs cause severe financial 

16 harm historically to KIJ during the 1984 - 1992 period? 

17 

18 A. No. T h e  average annual  amount  of $0.422 million in litigation costs was immaterial  

19 to KU's f inancia l  results dur ing  the period. T h e  maximum annua l  e f f ec t  of the  

20 average  amount  was less than three tenths of one percent on ICIJ7s earn ings  a n d  less 

2 1 than  one  tenth of one percent on KU7s  operat ing expenses. 

23 In addi t ion ,  K U  has not filed for  a  general base ra te  increasc s ince the Case No. 

2 4 8624 order  was issued in March 1983. This  would be a strong indicat ion tha t  K1.T 

25 itself d id  not consider the litigation costs to have resulted in extremc f inancia l  need 

2 6 o r  to have  caused severe f inancial  harm. 
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Would the  denial of KU's request for selective retroactive recovery of its litigation 

costs cause severe financial harm currently to KU? 

No. T h e  l i t igat ion costs have  a l ready  been expensed by KU.  T h e  f u l l  a n d  proper  

a m o u n t  of t he  r e f u n d  is segregated in a special bank  account  awa i t i ng  regulatory 

disposition. Thus ,  t he re  can  be no  cu r r en t  h a r m  to e i ther  expense or  cash f low, let 

a lone  severe f inanc ia l  harm, i f  KU's request f o r  a l i t igat ion cost o f f se t  is denied. 

Different Pers~ec t ive s  on Intersvstem S a h  - 

Please describe the two different perspectives on intersystem sales. 

On the  sur face ,  there  is s ign i f icant  s imilar i ty  between the  l i t igat ion costs incur red  

a n d  the  intersystem sales achieved by K U  subsequent  to its last base r a t e  increase 

pr imar i ly  because both a r e  base ra temaking  items. From tha t  perspective, i t  would 

be appropr ia te  f o r  t he  Comn~iss ion  to disallow the  lit igation cost o f f se t  bu t  to  allow 

K U  to  retain the income f r o m  intersystem sales achieved du r ing  the  same prior  

period. T h a t  is my recommendation.  

However,  the Commission may consider the  intersystem sales of fse t  to be a n  

al locat ion issue, in which case the intersystem sales portion of the  total  r e fund  

should be allocated between the  only two regulated jur isdict ions i n  which KIJ  

operates ,  the FERC wholesale a n d  the  Kentucky retail .  

Kennedy and Associates 
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Intersvstem Sales  a r e  Regulated f o r  Allocation Puruoses 

Please describe t h e  t r ea tmen t  of intersystem sales by K U  in t h e  al locat ion of t h e  

refund.  

K U  has allocated the  r e fund  amoun t  between Kentucky retai l ,  F E R C  wholesale, 

a n d  intersystem sales. I t  proposes to  retain the  allocation to  intersystem sales a s  one  

of its rewards.  

If t h e  Commission co i~s iders  t h e  proposed intersystem sales  of fse t  to  be an  

al locat ion issue, should t he re  be an  allocation to a th i rd  nonregulated "intersystem 

sales" jurisdiction? 

No. T h e  r e fund  should be allocated between the only two regula tory  jur isdict ions 

t ha t  exist for  ICU. T h e r e  is no nonregulated "intersystem sales" jur isdict ion.  K U  

has utilized the f ac t  t ha t  i n t e r sys t en~  sales a r e  excluded f r o m  the  K e n t u c k y  retai l  

fue l  clause process to assert a th i rd  nonexistent jurisdiction. However,  this  ignores 

the  f ac t  that  intersystem sales a r e  included in the  base ra temaking  process a n d  a r e  

there  allocated between the two regulatory jurisdictions. 

Have  you quantif ied t h e  e f fec t  of al locat ing the  intersystem sales  e f f e c t  to  t h e  

Kentucky retai l  and  FERC wholesale jurisdictions? 

Yes. T h e  e f f ec t  would bc to increase the Kentucky retai l  a l locat ion by $2.194 

million to $37.980 million in total. I havc  utilized K U  Exh ib i t  No. - RMH 

Schedule 2 page 1 of 2 to al locate  the  sum of $2.570 million in intersystem "Fuel 
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1 Savings" (column 2) a n d  $0.037 million in "Additional Interest" (column 5) between 

2 the  Kentucky retail  and  FERC wholesale jurisdictions on a pro  r a t a  basis. I then 

3 added  tha t  $2.194 million incremental  allocation to the  $35.273 million Ken tucky  

4 retai l  "Fuel Savings" before  the KU-proposed reduction f o r  l i t igat ion costs (column 

5 2) and  to the  $0.513 million Kentucky retail  "Addit ional  Interest" (column 5). 

6 

7 Q. Does  th i s  comple te  your test imony? 

8 

9 A. Yes. 

Kennedy and Associates 
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State of Georgia 
County of Fulton 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a notary public in and for the State and County 
aforesaid. 

My commission expires: 

[Wary ?ublic, Cobb Ccunty, Georgia. 
My Commission Expires January 26, 1997. 

- 

Date: September 2,  1993 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

EDUCATION 

University of Toledo, BBA 
Accounting 

University of Toledo, MBA 

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS 

Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 

Certified Management Accountant (CMA) 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS - 

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants 

Institute of Certified Management Accountants 

Institute of Management Accountants 

Seventeen years utility industry experience in the financial, rate, and planning areas. 
Specialization in  revenue requirements analyses, taxes, evaluation of rate and financial  impacts 
of tradit ional  and nontraditional ratemaking, utility mergers/acquisition diversification. 
Expertise in  proprietary and nonproprietary software systems used by utilities fo r  budgeting, 
ra te  case support and strategic and financial  planning. 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

EXPERIENCE 

1986 to 
Present: Kennedy and A_ssociates: Vice President and Principal. Responsible f o r  utility 

revenue requirements analysis, cash f low projections and solvency, f inancial  and 
cash effects of traditional and nontraditional ratemaking, and  research, 
speaking and writing on the effects  of tax law changes. Testimony before 
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana,  Louisiana, Kentucky, Minnesota, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, and West Virginia Public Service 
Commissions and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

1983 to 
1986: Energy Management Associates: Lead Consultant. 

Consulting in the areas of strategic and financial  planning, traditional and 
nontraditional ratemaking, rate case support and  testimony, diversification and 
generation expansion planning. Directed consulting and software development 
projects utilizing PROSCREEN I1 and  ACUMEN proprietary software products. 
Utilized ACUMEN detailed corporate simulation system, PROSCREEN I1 
strategic planning system and other custom developed software to support utility 
ra te  case filings including test year revenue requirements, rate base, operating 
income and pro-forma adjustments. Also utilized these software products fo r  
revenue simulation, budget preparation and cost-of-service analyses. 

1976 to 
1983: The Toledo Edison Comuanv: Planning Supervisor. 

Responsible fo r  f inancial  planning activities including generation expansion 
planning, capital and expense budgeting, evaluation of tax law changes, ra te  case 
strategy and support and computerized financial  modeling using proprietary and 
nonproprietary software products. Directed the modeling and evaluation of 
planning alternatives including: 

Rate  phase-ins. 
Construction project cancellations and write-offs. 
Construction project delays. 

e Capacity swaps. 
Financing alternatives. 
Competitive pricing fo r  off-system sales. 
Sale/leasebacks. 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLL,EN, VICE PRESIDENT 

CLIENTS SERVED 

Industrial Companies and-Grouus 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Airco Industrial  Gases 
Alcan Aluminum 
Armco Advanced Materials Co. 
Armco Steel 
Bethlehem Steel 
Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers 
ELCON 
Enron Gas Pipeline Company 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
General Electric Company 
GPIJ Industrial Intervenors 
Indiana Industrial Group 
Industrial Consumers for 

Fair  Util i ty Rates - Indiana 
Industrial Energy Consumers - Ohio 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Consumers 

Leheigh Valley Power Committee 
Maryland Industrial Group 
Multiple Intervenors (New York) 
National Southwire 
North Carolina Industrial 

Energy Consumers 
Occidental Chemical Corporation 
Ohio Industrial Energy Consumers 
Ohio Manufacturers Association 
Philadelphia Area Industrial Energy 

Users Group 
PSI Industrial Group 
Smith Cogeneration 
Taconite Intervenors (Minnesota) 
West Penn Power Industrial Intervenors 
West Virginia Energy IJsers Group 
Westvaco Corporation 

R e ~ u l a t o r y _ ~ C o m m i s s i o ~ ~ s  and 
Government Agencies 

Georgia Public Service Commission Staff 
Kentucky Attorney General's Office, Division of Consumer Protection 
Louisiana Public Service Commission Staff 
New York State Energy Office 
Office of Public Utility Counsel (Texas) 
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RESUME OF LANE KOI,LEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

Allegheny Power System 
Atlantic City Electric Company 
Carolina Power & Light Company 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company 
Delmarva Power & Light Company 
Duquesne Light Company 
General Public Utilities 
Georgia Power Company 
Middle South Services 
Nevada Power Company 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 

Utilities 

Otter Tail Power Company 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
Public Service Electric & Gas 
Public Service of Oklahoma 
Rochester Gas and Electric 
Savannah Electric & Power Company 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southern California Edison 
Talquin Electric Cooperative 
Tampa Electric 
Texas Utilities 
Toledo Edison Company 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of April 1993 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

10/86 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Cash Revenue Requi rements 
I n t e r i m  U t i l i t i e s  F inanc ia l  Solvency. 

11/86 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  
I n t e r i m  
Rebut ta l  

Gulf  States Cash Revenue Requirements 
U t i l i t i e s  F inanc ia l  Solvency. 

12/86 9613 KY At torney General B ig  Rivers  
Div.  o f  Consumer E l e c t r i c  
P r o t e c t i o n  Corp 

Revenue Requirements 
Accounting Adjustments 
F inanc ia l  Workout Plan. 

1/87 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Cash Revenue Requirements 
I n t e r i m  19th  J u d i c i a l  U t i l i t i e s  F inanc ia l  Solvency. 

D i s t r i c t  Ct. 

3/87 General WV W. Va. Monongahela Tax Reform Act o f  1986. 
Order 236 Energy Users Power 

Group 

4/87 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States 
Prudence L l t i l i t i e s  

4/87 M-100 NC Nor th  Caro l ina Duke 
Sub 113 I n d u s t r i a l  Power 

Energy Consumers 

5/87 86-524-E- WV West V i r g i n i a  
Energy Users1 
Group 

Monongahela 
Power 

Prudence o f  R iver  Bend 1 
Economic Analyses, 
Cance l l a t i on  Studies. 

Tax Reform Act o f  1986. 

Revenue Requirements. 
Tax Reform Act 
o f  1986. 

5/87 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf States Revenue Requirements, 
Case U t i l i t i e s  R iver  Bend 1 Phase-in Plan, 
I n  Chief F inanc ia l  Solvency. 

7/87 U- 17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Revenue Requirements 
Case U t i l i t i e s  R iver  Bend 1 Phase-in Plan, 
I n  Chief F inanc ia l  Solvency. 
Surrebut 

7/87 U-17282 LA 
Prudence 
Surrebut 

7/87 86-524 WV 
E-SC 
Rebuttal  

LPSC S t a f f  

West V i r g i n i a  
Energy Users' 
Group 

At torney General 
Div.  o f  Consumer 
P ro tec t i on  

Taconite 
In tervenors  

Gulf States Prudence o f  R iver  Bend 1, 
U t i l i t i e s  Economic Analyses, 

Cance l l a t i on  Studies. 

Monongahela Revenue Requirements, 
Power Tax Reform Act o f  1986. 

B ig  Rivers  
E l e c t r i c  
Corporat ion 

Minnesota 
Power 
& L igh t  

F inanc ia l  Workout Plan. 

Revenue Requirements, 
O&M Expense, 
Tax Reform Act o f  1986. 
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of 

Lane Kollen 
As of April 1993 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

10/87 870220-EI FL Occidental  F lo r i da  Power Revenue Requirements, 
Chemical Corp. Corp. O&M Expense, 

Tax Reform Act o f  1986. 

11/87 87-'07-01 CT Conn. I n d u s t r i a l  Conn. L i g h t  Tax Reform Act o f  1986. 
Energy Consumers and Power 

1/88 U-17282 L,A LPSC S t a f f  
19th J u d i c i a l  
D i s t r i c t  C t .  

G u l f  States 
U t i l i t i e s  

Revenue Requirements, 
R iver  Bend 1 Phase-in Plan, 
Rate o f  Return. 

2/88 9934 KY Kentucky I n d u s t r i a l  
U t i t i t y  Customers 

L o u i s v i l l e  Gas 
& Elec. 

Economics o f  Tr imble County 
Completion. 

2/88 10064 KY Kentucky I n d u s t r i a l  
U t i l i t y  Customers 

Lou isv i  L l e  Gas 
& Elec. 

Revenue Requirements, 
O&M Expense, Cap i ta l  S t ruc ture ,  
Excess Defer red Income Taxes. 

5/88 10217 KY Alcan Aluminum 
Nat iona l  Southwire 

B ig  Rivers  F inanc ia l  Workout Plan. 

5/88 M-87017 PA GPU I n d u s t r i a l  
-1C001 In tervenors  

Me t ropo l i t an  
Edison 

N o n u t i l i t y  Generator Deferred 
Cost Recovery. 

5/88 M-87017 PA GPU I n d u s t r i a l  
- 2 0 5  In tervenors  

Pennsylvania 
E l e c t r i c  

N o n u t i l i t y  Generator Deferred 
Cost Recovery. 

6/88 LJ-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  
19th J u d i c i a l  
D i s t r i c t  C t .  

Gul f  States 
U t i l i t i e s  

Prudence o f  R iver  Bend 1 
Economic Analyses, 
Cance l l a t i on  Studies, 
F inanc ia l  Modeling. 

7/88 M-87017- PA GPU I n d u s t r i a l  
-1C001 In tervenors  
Rebuttal  

Met ropo l i tan 
Edison 

N o n u t i l i t y  Generator Deferred 
Cost Recovery, SFAS No. 92 

7/88 M-87017- PA GPU I n d u s t r i a l  
-2C005 In tervenors  
Rebuttal  

Pennsylvania 
E l e c t r i c  

N o n u t i i i t y  Generator Deferred 
Cost Recovery, SFAS No. 92 

9/88 88-05-25 CT Connecticut 
I n d u s t r i a l  Energy 
Consumers 

Connecticut 
L i g h t  & Power 

Excess Defer red Taxes, 
O&M Expenses. 

9/88 10064 KY Kentucky I n d u s t r i a l  
Rehearing U t i l i t y  Customers 

L o u i s v i l l e  
Gas & Elec. 

Premature Retirements, 
I n t e r e s t  Expense. 

10/88 88-170- OH Ohio I n d u s t r i a l  
EL-AIR Energy Consumers 

Cleveland 
E l e c t r i c  

Revenue Requirements, 
Phase-In, Excess Defer red 
Taxes, O&M Expenses, F inanc ia l  
Considerations, Working Cap i ta l .  

KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES 



Exhibit (LK-1) 
Page 7 of '10 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of April 1993 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

10/88 88-171- OH Ohio I n d u s t r i a l  Toledo 
EL-AIR Energy Consumers Edison 

Revenue Requirements, 
Phase-In, Excess Defer red 
Taxes, O&M Expenses, F inanc ia l  
Considerat ions, Working Capi ta l .  

10/88 8800 FL F lo r i da  I n d u s t r i a l  F l o r i d a  
355-EI Power Users Group Power & 

L i g h t  

Tax Reform Act o f  1986, 
Tax Expenses, O&M Expenses, 
Pension Expense (SFAS No. 87). 

10/88 3780-U G A Georgia S t a f f  A t l a n t a  Pension Expense 
Gas L i g h t  (SFAS No. 87). 

11/88 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Rate Base Exc lus ion P lan  
Remand U t i l i t i e s  (SFAS No. 71) 

12/88 LJ- 17970 LA LPSC S t a f f  AT&T Corn. Pension Expense 
o f  South Central  (SFAS No. 87). 
Sta tes  

12/88 U-17949 LA 
Rebut ta l  

LPSC S t a f f  South Central  Compensated Absences 
Bel l (SFAS No. 431, 

Pension Expense (SFAS No. 87), 
Part  32, Inccnne Tax Normalization. 

Gulf  States Revenue Requirements, 
U t i l i t i e s  Phase-in o f  R iver  Bend 1, 

Recovery o f  Cancel led P lant .  

2/89 U-17282 LA 
Phase 11 

LPSC S t a f f  

Ta lqu in  E l e c t r i c  
Cooperative 

Ta lqu in /Ci ty  Economic Analyses, 
o f  Tallahassee Incremental Cost o f  Service, 

Average Customer Rates. 

AT&T Corn. Pension Expense (SFAS No. 87), 
o f  South Central  Compensated Absences (SFAS No. 431, 
Sta tes  Par t  32. 

LPSC S t a f f  

Houston L i g h t i n g  Cance l l a t i on  Cost Recovery, 
& Power Company Tax Expense, Revenue 

Requirements. 

Occidental  
Chemical Corp. 

Georgia Power Promotional Pract ices,  
Company Adver t is ing,  Economic 

Development. 

GPSC S t a f f  

LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Revenue Requirements 
U t i l i t i e s  De ta i l ed  Inves t i ga t i on .  

9/89 LJ-17282 LA 
Phase I 1  
D e t a i l e d  

Texas-New Deferred Accounting Treatment, 
Mexico Power Sale/Leaseback. 

Enron Gas 
P i p e l i n e  

Texas-New Revenue Requirements, 
Mexico Power Imputed Cap i ta l  S t ruc ture ,  

Cash Working Capi ta l .  

Enron Gas 
P i p e l i n e  
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

10/89 R-891364 PA Phi lade lph ia  Area Phi lade lph ia  Revenue Requirements. 
I n d u s t r i a l  Energy E l e c t r i c  
Users Group 

11/89 R-891364 PA Phi lade lph ia  Area Ph i l ade lph ia  (1) Revenue Requirements, 
12/89 Sur rebu t ta l  I n d u s t r i a l  Energy E l e c t r i c  (2)  Sale/Leaseback. 

( 2  F i l i n g s )  Users Group 

1/90 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Revenue Requirements 
Phase I 1  U t i l i t i e s  De ta i l ed  Inves t i ga t i on .  
Deta i  l e d  
Rebut ta l  

1/90 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Phase-In o f  R iver  Bend 1, 
Phase 111 U t i l i t i e s  Deregulated Asset Plan. 

3/90 890319-EI FL F lo r i da  I n d u s t r i a l  F l o r i d a  Power O&M Expenses, Tax Reform 
Power Users Group & L i g h t  Co. Act o f  1986. 

4/90 890319-EI FL F lo r i da  I n d u s t r i a l  F l o r i d a  Power O&M Expenses, Tax Reform 
Rebut ta l  Power Users Group & L i g h t  Co. Act o f  1986. 

4/90 U-17282 LA 19th LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Fuel Clause, Gain on Sale 
J u d i c i a l  U t i l i t i e s  Co. o f  U t i l i t y  Assets. 
D i s t r i c t  C t .  

9/90 90-158 KY Kentucky I n d u s t r i a l  L o u i s v i l l e  Revenue Requirements, Post-Test 
U t i l i t y  Customers Gas & E l e c t r i c  Year Addit ions, Forecasted Test 

Year. 

12/90 U-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Revenue Requirements Issues. 
Phase I V  I J t i l i t i e s  

3/91 29327, NY M u l t i p l e  Niagara Mohawk Incen t i ve  Regulat ion. 
e t .  a l .  Intervenors Power Corp. 

5/91 9945 TX O f f i c e  o f  Pub l i c  E l  Paso F inanc ia l  Modeling, 
U t i l i t y  Counsel E l e c t r i c  Co. Economic Analyses, 
o f  Texas Prudence o f  Pa lo  Verde 3. 

9/91 P-910511 PA Allegheny Ludlum Corp., West Penn Power Co. Recovery o f  CAAA Costs, 
P-910512 Armco Advanced Matls. Co., Least Cost Financing. 

The West Penn Power 
I n d u s t r i a l  Users Group 

9/91 91-231 WV West V i r g i n i a  Energy Monongahela Recovery o f  CAAA Costs, 
-E-NC Users Group Power Co. Least Cost Financing. 

11/91 0-17282 LA LPSC S t a f f  Gulf  States Asset Impairment, 
U t i l i t i e s  Deregulated Asset Plan, 

Revenue Requirements Issues. 
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Lane Kollen 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

12/91 91-410- OH A i r  Products and C inc inna t i  Gas Revenue Requirements Issues, 
EL-AIR Chemicals, Inc., and E l e c t r i c  Co. Phase-In Plan. 

Armco S tee l  Co., 
General E l e c t r i c  Co., 
I n d u s t r i a l  Energy 
Consumers 

O f f i c e  o f  Pub l i c  Texas-New Mexico F inanc ia l  I n t e g r i t y ,  Company 
U t i l i t y  Counsel Power Company S t r a t e g i c  P lann ing and Dec l ined 
o f  Texas Business A f f i l i a t i o n s .  

11/92 92-1715- OH 
AU-COI 

Occidental  Chemical F l o r i d a  Power Corp. Revenue Reqi~irements, OBM Expense, 
Pension Expense, OPEB Expense, 
F o s s i l  Dismant l ing,  Nuclear 
Decomiss ion ing.  

GPU I n d u s t r i a l  Me t ropo l i t an  Edison Incent ive  Regulation, Performance 
In tervenors  Company Rewards, Purchased Power Risk, 

OPEB Expense 

Kentucky I n d u s t r i a l  Generic Proceeding OPEB Expense. 
U t i l i t y  Consumers 

F l o r i d a  I n d u s t r i a l  Tampa E l e c t r i c  Co. OPE0 Expense. 
Power Users Group 

Indiana I n d u s t r i a l  Generic Proceeding OPEB Expense. 
Group 

F l o r i d a  I n d u s t r i a l  Generic Proceeding OPE0 Expense. 
Power Users Group 

I n d u s t r i a l  Consumers Indiana Michigan OPE0 Expense. 
f o r  F a i r  U t i l i t y  Rates Power Co. 

Louis iana Pub l i c  Gulf  States Merger. 
Serv ice  Corn. U t i l i t i e s / E n t e r g y  

Corp. 

Westvaco Corp. Potomac Edison Co. OPE0 Expense. 
Easta lco  Aluminum Co. 

Ohio Manufacturers Generic Proceeding OPE0 Expense. 
Assoc ia t ion  

Armco Advanced West Penn Power Co. I ncen t i ve  Regulat ion,  
Ma te r i a l s  Co., Performance Rewards, 
The WPP I n d u s t r i a l  Purchased Power Risk,  
In tervenors  OPE0 Expense. 

Louis iana Pub l i c  South Cent ra l  B e l l  A f f i l i a t e  Transact ions,  
Serv ice  Com. S t a f f  Cost A l l oca t i ons ,  Merger. 

Ph i l ade lph ia  Area Ph i l ade lph ia  OPE0 Expense. 
I n d u s t r i a l  Energy E l e c t r i c  Co. 
Users Group 
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1/93 8487 MD Maryland I n d u s t r i a l  Ba l t imore  Gas & OPEB Expense, 
Group E l e c t r i c  Co. De fe r red  Fuel, 
Bethlehem Stee l  Corp. CWIP i n  Rate Base. 

1/93 39498 IN  PSI I n d u s t r i a l  Group PSI Energy, Inc.  Refunds due t o  
o v e r c o l l e c t i o n  o f  taxes on 
Marble H i l l  Cance l la t ion .  

3/93 92-11-11 CT Connect icut  I n d u s t r i a l  Connecticut L i g h t  OPEB Expense. 
Energy Consumers & Power Co. 

3/93 11- 19904 LA Louis iana Pub l i c  Gulf  States Merger. 
(Su r rebu t ta l )  Serv ice  Corn. S t a f f  U t i l i t i e s / E n t e r g y  

Corp. 

3/93 93-01 OH Ohio I n d u s t r i a l  Ohio Power Co. A f f i l i a t e  Transact ions.  
EL-EFC Energy Consumers 

3/93 EC92- FERC Louis iana Pub l i c  Gulf  S ta tes  Merger. 
21000 Serv ice  Comn. S t a f f  U t i l i t i e s / E n t e r g y  
ER92-806-000 Corp. 

4/93 92-1464- OH A i r  Products C inc inna t i  Gas Revenue Requirements issues, 
EL-AIR Armco S tee l  Phase- in Plan. 

I n d u s t r i a l  Energy Consumers 

4/93 EC92- FERC Louis iana Pub l i c  Gulf  States Merger. 
21000 Serv ice  Corn. S t a f f  U t i L i t i e s / E n t e r g y  
ER92-806-000 Corp. 
(Rebut ta l )  
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