BEFORE THE

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY UTILITIES )
COMPANY FOR AN ADJUSTMENT OF ) CASE NO. 2014-00371
ITS ELECTRIC RATES )

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND )

ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR AN ) CASE NO. 2014-00372
ADJUSTMENT OF ITS ELECTRIC AND )
GAS RATES )

DIRECT TESTIMONY
AND EXHIBITS
OF

LANE KOLLEN

ON BEHALF OF THE
KENTUCKY INDUSTRIAL UTILITY CUSTOMERS, INC.
J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
ROSWELL, GEORGIA

March 2015



BEFORE THE

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY UTILITIES )
COMPANY FOR AN ADJUSTMENT OF ) CASE NO. 2014-00371
ITSELECTRIC RATES )

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND )

ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR AN ) CASE NO. 2014-00372

ADJUSTMENT OF ITS ELECTRIC AND )

GAS RATES )

TABLE OF CONTENTS

QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 2
SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN CUSTOMER RATES.........ccoiiiiieie 6
COSTS PROJECTED IN FORECAST TEST YEAR DESERVE CAREFUL
SCRUTINY bbbt b e nne s 9
OPERATING INCOME ISSUES ........cooiiieee s 14

Reduce Payroll and Related Expenses To Reflect Efficient Staffing Levels.......... 14
Remove Nonrecurring Operating Expenses for Retiring Generating Units

from the Base Revenue REQUIFEMENT ..o 20
Eliminate Incentive Compensation Tied to Financial Performance ...................... 25
Pension Expense to Reflect Amortization of Net Actuarial Loss Over A

LONGEE PEITOU..........ooiiii s 27
Reduce Uncollectible Expense to Reflect Recent EXperience.........coocoveneinrinnenne. 34
Increase Customer Late Payment Revenues to Reflect Recent Experience........... 36
Remove Property Tax Expense on Construction Work In Progress and Direct
the Companies to Capitalize the EXPENSE ........ccoovvviveecieieeeeeeeee e 37
Extend The Amortization Period for Deferred Costs That Will Be Fully
Amortized Shortly After The TSt YA ... 39
Eliminate Terminal Net Salvage from the Cane Run 7 Depreciation Rates.......... 41

CAPITALIZATION ISSUES ...t s 47



VI.

VII.

VIII.

Reduce The Revenue Requirement to Reflect A “Slippage Factor” Applied to
CoNStruCtioN EXPENAITUIES .........coooiiiieceec et 47

Reduce The Companies’ Capitalization and Income Tax Expense to Reflect
the Extension of Bonus Depreciation Enacted After the Companies Made

TREIE FIIINGS ...t 49
Reduce LG&E’s Capitalization to Remove The Paddy’s Run Demolition

0SS R 52
COST OF SHORT TERM DEBT .....oiii st 53
Reduce the Cost of Short Term Debt to Reflect A More Reasonable

Assumption About Future INterest RAtES ..o 53
COST OF LONG TERM DEBT ISSUED AFTER DECEMBER 2014............... 54
RETURN ON EQUITY oottt 95

OFF-SYSTEM SALES MARGIN RIDER......cccccoiiiiii 56



BEFORE THE

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY UTILITIES )
COMPANY FOR AN ADJUSTMENT OF ) CASE NO. 2014-00371
ITS ELECTRIC RATES )

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND )

ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR AN ) CASE NO. 2014-00372
ADJUSTMENT OF ITS ELECTRIC AND )
GAS RATES )

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN

. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY

Q. Please state your name and business address.
My name is Lane Kollen. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
("Kennedy and Associates”), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell,

Georgia 30075.

Please state your occupation and employer.
| am a utility rate and planning consultant holding the position of Vice President

and Principal with the firm of Kennedy and Associates.
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Please describe your education and professional experience.
| earned a Bachelor of Business Administration in Accounting degree and a
Master of Business Administration degree from the University of Toledo. 1 also
earned a Master of Arts degree in theology from Luther Rice University. | am a
Certified Public Accountant (“CPA”), with a practice license, a Certified
Management Accountant (“CMA”), and a Chartered Global Management
Accountant (“CGMA?”). | am a member of numerous professional organizations,
including the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, the Institute of
Management Accounting, and the Society of Depreciation Professionals.

I have been an active participant in the utility industry for more than thirty
years, initially as an employee of The Toledo Edison Company from 1976 to 1983
and thereafter as a consultant in the industry since 1983. | have testified as an
expert witness on planning, ratemaking, accounting, finance, and tax issues in
proceedings before regulatory commissions and courts at the federal and state
levels on nearly two hundred occasions, including numerous proceedings before
the Kentucky Public Service Commission involving Kentucky Utilities Company
(“KU”), Louisville Gas and Electric Company (“LG&E”), Kentucky Power
Company, East Kentucky Power Company and Big Rivers Electric Corporation.
My qualifications and regulatory appearances are further detailed in my

Exhibit___(LK-1).
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On whose behalf are you testifying?

| am testifying on behalf of the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
(“KIUC”), a group of large customers taking electric service at retail from KU
and LG&E (also referred to individually as “Company” or collectively as
“Companies”). The members of KIUC participating in this proceeding are:
Carbide Industries LLC, Cemex, Clopay Plastics Products Co., Inc., Corning
Incorporated, Dow Corning Corporation, E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., Ford
Motor Co., AAK, USA K2 LLC, Lexmark International, Inc., MeadWestvaco,
NewPage Corp., North American Stainless, Solae, Schneider Electric USA, and

Toyota Motor Engineering and Manufacturing North America, Inc.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to 1) address the magnitude of the Companies’
rate increases within the context of the steady and significant increases in
customer rates over the last ten years; 2) address the need for additional scrutiny
of the Companies’ claimed revenue deficiencies due to their use of forecast test
years for the first time; 3) summarize the KIUC revenue requirement
recommendations; 4) address specific issues that affect each Company’s revenue
requirement; and 5) quantify the effect on the revenue requirements of the cost of
long term debt and return on equity recommendation of KIUC witness Mr.

Richard Baudino.
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Please summarize your testimony.

The Companies’ rates charged to customers have increased significantly over the
last ten years. The Commission should carefully scrutinize the Companies’
requests in these proceedings in order to minimize the increases. The Companies
have filed their cases for the first time using a forecast test year. The forecast test
year relies on models, assumptions, and estimates of the future. The Commission
should carefully scrutinize these models, assumptions, and estimates to ensure
that the costs are just and reasonable, and reflect efficient management,
particularly compared to the actual costs incurred in prior periods.

I recommend that the Commission increase KU’s base rates by no more
than $48.081 million, a reduction of $105.363 million compared to its requested
increase of $153.444 million. | recommend that the Commission decrease
LG&E’s electric base rates by at least $39.447 million, a reduction of $69.733
million compared to its requested increase of $30.286 million.

The following table lists each KIUC adjustment and the effect on the
claimed revenue deficiency for each Company. The amounts for KU are shown
on a Kentucky retail jurisdictional basis and the amounts for LG&E are for
electric only. 1 address in greater detail the reasons for each of the adjustments
reflected in the table, except for the cost of long-term debt and the return on

common equity, which are addressed by Mr. Baudino.
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Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas & Electric Company
Summary of Revenue Requirement Adjustments-Jurisdictional Electric Operations
Recommended by KIUC
Case Nos. 2014-00371 and 2014-00372
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2016
($ Millions)
KU LG&E
Amount Amount

Increase Requested by Company 153.444 30.286
KIUC Adjustments:
Operating Income Issues

Reduce Payroll and Related Benefits Expenses (9.295) (6.620)

Remowve Nonrecurring O&M for the Retiring Green River 3 and 4 Units (10.101)

Remowe Incentive Compensation Tied to Financial Performance (5.863) (4.961)

Reduce Pension Expense (10.682) (12.627)

Reduce Uncollectible Expense to 5-Year Average (1.174) (0.237)

Increase Late Payment Revenues (2.533) (2.007)

Remowe Property Tax Expense Associated with CWIP (2.067) (2.343)

Extend Amortization Period on Deferred Costs (1.183) (0.809)

Reduce Cane Run 7 Depreciation Expense Related to Net Salvage (0.514) (0.164)

Revise Section 199 Income Tax Exp. Deduction for Bonus Depr. Extension 0.541 2.052

Reflect Other Operating Income Effects of Utilizing CWIP Slippage Factor (0.247) (0.170)
Cost of Capital Issues

Reduce Capitalization for CWIP Slippage (0.653) (0.568)

Reduce Capitalization to Reflect 50% Bonus Depreciation Extension (3.024) (4.812)

Reduce Capitalization Associated With Paddy’'s Run Demolition Costs (1.235)

Reduce Cost of Short Term Debt (0.645) (0.561)

Reduce Cost of Long Term Debt (1.250) (1.076)

Reflect Return on Equity of 8.6% (56.674) (33.596)
Total KIUC Adjustments to Company Request (105.363) (69.733)
KIUC Recommended Change in Base Rates 48.081 (39.447)

The amounts on the preceding table do not reflect the updates filed by the
Companies on February 27, 2014, less than one week prior to the date for filing
intervenor testimony. There was insufficient time and data to address the changes
reflected in the updates. | reserve the right to update my recommendations to
reflect the updated information.

In addition, the increase in rates described above for KU may be greater
depending on whether the Commission directs KU to defer the nonrecurring
operating expenses for Green River 3 and 4 for consideration in KU’s next base

rate case or adopts a new retirement rider to recover these expenses.
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The revenue requirement effects of the expense adjustments shown on the
preceding table are slightly greater than the amounts cited in my testimony
because they reflect a gross-up due to uncollectible accounts expense and the
Commission assessment.

In the following sections of my testimony, | describe the significant
increases in customer rates in the last ten years and the significant increases in
KU’s operation and maintenance expenses since 2013. | next address numerous
adjustments that are necessary to ensure that the rates set in this proceeding are
just and reasonable. | follow the sequence of the issues shown on the preceding
table. Finally, I quantify the effects of Mr. Baudino’s recommendations regarding

the cost of long-term debt and the return on equity.

Il. SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN CUSTOMER RATES

Please describe the significant increases in customer rates over the last ten
years.

The Companies’ rates have increased steadily and significantly over the last ten
years. KU’s rates have increased an average of 74% over all customer classes.
LG&E’s rates have increased an average of 61% over all customer classes. The
following charts graphically portray these increases for each Company and each

customer class from 2004 through 2013.
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Why are the historic increases in customer rates relevant in this proceeding?
First, they provide context for the increases that the Companies’ seek in this
proceeding. These rate increases impact real customers in residential households,
schools and other government agencies, and small and large businesses. These
customers need electric service and generally do not have economically realistic
alternatives.

Second, these increases affect household budgets/expenses, government
budgets/expenses, and business budgets/expenses, as well as business
competitiveness and viability. Each of these customers must manage their income
and expenses efficiently. The Commission should insist that the Companies are
managed and operated efficiently to minimize their costs and that the costs
allowed recovery reflect the least reasonable cost.

Third, the Companies’ requested increases reflect projected costs in a
forecast test year for the first time. Projected costs necessarily rely on models of
the future based on assumptions and estimates, not the actual costs relied on in a
historic test year. The use of a forecast test year is necessarily more subjective
than the use of a historic test year. Thus, the Commission should carefully
scrutinize the Companies’ estimates and assumptions to ensure that they are not

inefficient, unreasonable, excessive, or erroneous.
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1. COSTS PROJECTED IN FORECAST TEST YEAR DESERVE CAREFUL
SCRUTINY

Q. How do the projected operation and maintenance expenses in the test year

compare to the Companies’ recent actual expenses?

A. KU’s O&M expenses are substantially greater and demonstrate an exceptional

rate of growth compared to actual historic levels. The following chart shows this

H 1
graphically:
Kentucky Utilities Company
Kentucky Jurisdiction - Electric
Comparison of Non-Fuel O&M
$ Millions
$450
$425 $419
$400
$375 $368
g $359
= $350
s 5335 $329
F7,% 5325 >313
$300
$275
$250 - ‘
2011 Actual 2012 Actual 2013 Actual 2014 Actual Base Year Test Year
p Costs Before R | of Exy Related to DSM and ECR Mechanisms

The data underlying this chart by FERC O&M and A&G expense accounts is provided in my
Exhibit___ (LK-2).
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In contrast to KU, LG&E’s O&M expenses have been relatively stable and

show little growth compared to prior years. The following chart shows this

graphically:?
Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Kentucky Jurisdiction - Electric
Comparison of Non-Fuel O&M
$ Millions
$325
$306
$298 $
" $300 <392 208
c
§ $288 $285
z
P 8275
$250 . : : : :
2011 Actual 2012 Actual 2013 Actual 2014 Actual Base Year Test Year
p Costs Before | of Related to DSM and ECR Mechanisms
Q. Do these comparisons of the test year to the actual O&M expenses in prior

years demonstrate that KU’s O&M expense is unreasonable or that LG&E’s

O&M expense is reasonable?

A. No. However, it does highlight the fact that projections in forecast test years

deserve special scrutiny because they are based on projections and estimates, tend
to reflect expenses that may not actually be incurred if they were restrained by the

discipline of actual cost management, and can be used to increase the “ask” with

2 The data underlying this chart by FERC O&M and A&G expense accounts is provided in my
Exhibit___ (LK-3).
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virtually no downside risk by utility management. After all, if the Commission
does not authorize revenues based on the “ask,” then the Companies may not
actually incur the expenses they projected. If the Commission does authorize
revenues based on the “ask,” then the Companies still may not actually incur the

expenses or incur them at the same level they projected.

How do these increases in expense compare to the Companies’ load growth?

The Companies’ load growth has been flat and is projected to remain so. In his
testimony, Mr. Staffieri cites the lack of load growth as a major factor in the need
for the requested increases. Mr. Staffieri states that “the Companies continue to
anticipate low growth in native system demand. In the past, the Companies have
been able to rely on both off system sales and native load growth to defray the
impact of rising costs between rate cases. Because this is no longer possible, the
Companies must now adjust rates to earn a reasonable return”® The following

graphs portray the Company’s actual and projected test year load growth.

® Direct Testimony of Victor A. Staffieri at 11.
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Kentucky Utilities Company
Kentucky Retail Sales
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What is the significance of the Companies’ flat load growth?
It demonstrates that load growth is not the driver of the increases in O&M
expense. Rather, other factors are driving these O&M expense increases,

including management decisions.
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It means that the increases in staffing levels and payroll and related
expenses that | address in the next section of my testimony, were not and cannot
be caused by actual or projected load growth. It also means that the Companies
should be encouraged to operate more efficiently given their status as mature
utilities with almost no load growth. In addition, it means that the Companies
arguably should be limited to the same number of employees to achieve the same
level of utility operations in the test year as in 2010, before the PPL acquisition,
adjusted only for known and measurable changes in activities, such as KU’s
retirement of Green River 3 and 4 and LG&E’s retirement of the coal-fired Cane
Run generating units and the commercial operation of Cane Run 7.

Again, the Commission should ensure that the expenses in the test year are
just and reasonable, prudent and necessary in order to minimize the impact on

customers.

What are some of the reasons for the increases in expenses that the
Commission should carefully scrutinize?

The Companies have been engaged in a hiring frenzy since the end of the test year
in their last base rate cases (March 31, 2012), as highlighted in Mr. Thompson’s
and other witnesses’ testimony, even though the Companies have experienced
almost no load growth. This increase in staffing results in significant
inefficiencies and unnecessary payroll and related expenses. Adding duplicative
employees is not a necessity; it is a luxury, the cost of which should not be

imposed on customers.
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The Companies have and are engaged in shutting down approximately 800
MW of coal-fired generation, which is labor-intensive. The shutdowns should
result in significant expense reductions in the test year compared to prior years
even with the commercial operation of Cane Run 7. Cane Run 7 is a natural gas-
fired combined cycle facility, which is much less labor-intensive than coal-fired
generation. Although the Companies have reflected some savings from the
shutdown of the coal-fired generation, the reductions in KU’s expenses from
retiring Green River 3 and 4 have been offset by increases due to one-time
expenses to shut down the units in the test year.

The Companies have significantly increased their pension expense to
reflect recent changes to the mortality tables used to project their future pension
payments and reductions in the discount rate used to calculate their pension
benefit obligations.

The Companies have increased their uncollectible accounts expense and
reduced their late payment revenues compared to recent actual expenses and

revenues.

IV. OPERATING INCOME ISSUES

Reduce Payroll and Related Expenses To Reflect Efficient Staffing Levels

Q.

A

Please describe the growth in staffing levels since 2010 and continuing
through the test year.
The Companies have significantly increased employee staffing levels since 2010

and PPL’s acquisition of the utility operations of E.ON U.S. and propose even
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greater staffing levels for the test year. The Companies not only incur the payroll
and related costs for their own employees, but also incur payroll and related costs
allocated from LG&E and KU Services Company (“LKS”).

In January 2011, KU had 1,667 employees, including those allocated to
KU from LKS. LG&E had 1,558 employees, including those allocated to LG&E
from LKS.*

In their filings, in June 2016, KU projects that it will have 1,868
employees, including those allocated from LKS, which is an increase of 12.1%
despite the reductions from retiring the Green River 3 and 4 generating units.
LG&E projects that it will have 1,786 employees, including those allocated from
LKS, which is an increase of 14.6% despite the reductions from retiring Tyrone
and the coal-fired Cane Run generating units. As | noted previously, the
Companies are significantly increasing employee levels despite the fact that their
loads are barely growing.

The Companies quantified a net increase of 293 positions after March 31,
2012, the end of the test year in their last base rate cases, and June 30, 2016, the
end of the test year in the pending cases.’

The following chart portrays the increase in staffing levels from 2008

through the test year (all historic years are at year end).®

*KU’s and LG&E’s responses to Staff 1-32. | have attached a copy of KU’s response as my

Exhibit _ (LK-4) and LG&E’s response as my Exhibit _ (LK-5).

® KU and LG&E Responses to KIUC 1-10. | have attached a copy of the KU response to

KIUC 1-10 as my Exhibit__ (LK-6).

® KU’s and LG&E’s responses to KIUC 1-9. | have attached a copy of KU’s response to KIUC 1-

9 as my Exhibit__ (LK-7).
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Company Workforce Headcount
LG&E, KU, and LKS
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year

What are the reasons cited by the Companies for the increases after March
31, 2012?
The primary reason cited by the Companies is “core skill building/knowledge

retention and transfer.” The Companies cited this as the reason for 200 of the 293

added positions. The other reasons cited include “capital projects,” “regulatory

compliance,” “corporate reorganization,” “plant retirement,” and “customer

service.”’

Does the addition of additional employees for “core skill building/knowledge

retention and transfer” increase efficiency and productivity?
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No. The contrary is true. First, the additional employees are duplicative, almost
by definition. The Companies do not deny this. The employee increases for “core
skill building/knowledge retention and transfer” do not displace existing staffing;
they are in addition to the existing staffing. In other words, although the
workload is unchanged, it now will take more employees to accomplish the same
activities. This is the definition of negative productivity. Adding duplicative
employees is not a necessity; it is a luxury, the cost of which should not be
imposed on customers.

Second, these employees are being hired before there is an actual need for
them to replace employees who will retire or otherwise leave the Companies. The
Companies have failed to demonstrate that there is a need to hire these redundant
employees so many years in advance of the retirement of older employees. The
Companies have performed no workforce staffing study, other than a generalized
study that highlights the need to plan for future retirements.

Third, the new employees are being hired outside of and in addition to the
normal employee replenishment process. The normal process is to hire younger
and less experienced employees to perform lower level jobs and then to promote
them when they are more experienced and there are job openings. This is the
normal process of knowledge building and skill retention as older and more
experienced employees train and develop younger and less experienced
employees. Instead, the Companies have overlaid another round of hiring in
addition to the normal process. This is inefficient and results in excessive payroll

and related expenses. It offsets and overwhelms any benefits the Companies
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actually achieved from additional investment to achieve efficiencies and to reduce
staffing.

Fourth, the Companies have provided no evidence that hiring these
additional employees is justified on the basis of cost savings or efficiency

improvements.

Is there any compelling need to accelerate hiring in the manner undertaken
by the Companies and projected to extend into the test year?

No. The Companies have steadily increased their hiring since 2010 and in 2014
accelerated it even more. The Companies plan to stabilize their staffing in 2016

and future years, notably after the peak in staffing is reflected in the test year.

Is there another staffing issue that the Commission should address?

Yes. KU proposes that 11 of the employees from the retiring Green River 3 and 4
generating units be added to staffing in the Metering department, ostensibly to
replace contractor expense incurred for reading meters. While commendable, this

unnecessarily adds additional expenses to the Companies’ revenue requirement.

What is your recommendation?

| recommend that the Commission disallow the payroll and related expenses for
the positions added for “core skill building/knowledge retention and transfer” and
disallow the payroll and related expenses for the 11 employees transferred from

the Green River units offset by an increase in contractor expense. Such employee
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additions result in unnecessary and inefficient staffing. The Companies’ business
customers cannot afford the luxury of redundant employees. The Companies’
customers have had to become more efficient and learn to do more with less. The

Commission should hold KU and LG&E to no lower standard.

What are the effects of your recommendation?
The effects are a reduction in KU’s O&M expense of $9.247 million and a

reduction in LG&E’s O&M expense of $6.586 million.?

Is there another concern that you have identified with the Companies’
projected staffing levels in the test year?

Yes. The Companies based their staffing levels on budgets and projections for the
test year. However, their experience is that actual staffing always is less than
their budgeted staffing. Over the three historical years (2011 — 2013), this

slippage has averaged 2.01% for KU and 2.95% for LG&E.’

Do you have an alternative recommendation if the Commission does not
adopt your recommendation to disallow the payroll and related expenses for

the added positions for *“core skill building/knowledge retention and

® The calculations and sources of data used for the calculations are provided for KU on my

Exhibit _ (LK-8) and for LG&E on my Exhibit__ (LK-9).

®KU’s and LG&E’s responses to Staff 1-32. The responses provided actual and budgeted staffing

levels by month for 2011 through October 2014. | have attached a copy of KU’s response as my
Exhibit__ (LK-4) and LG&E’s response as my Exhibit___ (LK-5).
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transfer” and for employees transferred from the Green River units to
Metering?

Yes. | recommend that the Commission disallow the payroll and related expenses
for the positions that the Companies’ actual experience indicates will not be filled
due to “slippage.” If the positions are not filled, then the Companies will not

incur the expenses.

What are the effects of your alternative recommendation?
The effects are a reduction in the KU payroll and related expenses of $3.348

million and a reduction in the LG&E expenses of $3.688 million.*°

Remove Nonrecurring Operating Expenses for Retiring Generating Units from the

Base Revenue Requirement

Q.

Please describe the Companies’ plans to retire certain of their coal-fired
generating units.

KU plans to retire Green River 3 and 4 in April 2016, although the retirement date
may be extended to April 2017 under the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards if
grid reliability concerns are present. The last operating unit at Tyrone was retired
in 2013. LG&E plans to retire the coal-fired units at Cane Run in May 2015

when Cane Run 7 achieves commercial operation.™

19 The calculations and sources of data used for the calculations are provided for KU on my

Exhibit _ (LK-10) and for LG&E on my Exhibit_ (LK-11).

" Thompson Direct at 22.
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KU provided its actual and projected operating expenses (operation and
maintenance expenses, administrative and general expenses and other taxes
expense) for Green River 3, 4 and common in its response to KIUC 1-7.
Starting in January 2015, KU projected operating expenses for the units on a
combined basis, except for severance expenses, which it projected for each unit.
KU provided its actual and projected labor expenses for Green River 3 and 4 and
common in its response to KIUC 1-8.2

LG&E provided its actual and projected operating expenses for Cane Run
4, 5, 6 and common in its response to KIUC 1-7.* Starting in May 2015, LG&E
projected operating expenses for the units on a combined basis. LG&E provided
its actual and projected labor expenses for Cane Run 4, 5, 6 and common in its

response to KIUC 1-8.%°

Are the operating expenses for the retiring KU units in the test year
recurring?

No. Except for nominal amounts for ongoing safety and site monitoring, the
operating expenses no longer will be incurred after the facilities are shut down

and the site is secured. KU projects that it will incur expenses through December

12| have attached a copy of the KU’s response to KIUC 1-7 as my Exhibit___(LK-12).
B3| have attached a copy of KU’s response to KIUC 1-8 as my Exhibit__ (LK-13).
I have attached a copy of LG&E’s response to KIUC 1-7 as my Exhibit___( LK-14).

5| have attached a copy of LG&E’s response to KIUC 1-8 as my Exhibit__ (LK-15).
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2016 to shutdown and secure the facilities, after which these expenses will drop to
approximately $0.050 million per month for ongoing safety and site monitoring

and maintenance.

In contrast to the retiring KU units, are the operating expenses for the
retiring LG&E units in the test year recurring?
It appears that they are. LG&E incurred expenses to shut down the facilities and

secure the site prior to the test year.

Are there specific one-time expenses related to the retirement of the retiring
KU units included in the test year?

Yes. The expenses included in the test year include one-time expenses related to
shutting down the facilities and securing the site and employee severance

expenses.

Please describe how the Companies reflected the operating expenses and
capitalization of the retiring generating units in the test year revenue
requirement.

The Companies included these operating expenses and all capital-related costs,
including depreciation expense and the return on capitalization, in the test year

revenue requirements
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Is it appropriate to include the retiring KU units’ operating expenses in the
base revenue requirement?

No. These are nonrecurring expenses and should be removed from the KU base
revenue requirement. If the expenses are included in the base revenue
requirement, then KU will continue to recover the expenses long after they no
longer are incurred or are incurred at a much lower level. KU’s rates will not be

reasonable and it will obtain excessive recovery.

If the retiring KU units’ operating expenses are removed from the base
revenue requirement, are there recovery alternatives available that are
compensatory, but do not provide excessive recovery?

Yes. There are at least two alternatives available. The first alternative is to
authorize KU to defer and amortize the operating expenses in excess of the
approximately $0.050 million recurring expense. The deferral would be based on
the actual operating expenses incurred, less the $0.050 million recurring expense,
and would be subject to review and recovery through amortization expense in the
Companies’ next base rate cases. The amortization should be over a reasonably
short time period, such as three to five years.

The second alternative is to authorize KU to implement a new retirement
cost rider similar to the Big Sandy Retirement Rider authorized by the
Commission for Kentucky Power Company in Case No. 2012-00578. KU would
recover its actual operating expenses as incurred, except for one-time expenses,

such as severance expenses, which should be deferred and amortized over three to
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five years, and except for the approximately $0.050 million recurring expense.
By January 2017, the expenses recovered through the retirement cost rider would
diminish to the amount of the amortization expense and after three to five years

would diminish to $0 and be terminated.

Q. Should the Commission continue to allow recovery of the depreciation and
return on both Companies’ retiring units through the base revenue
requirement?

A. Yes. The Commission should adopt the Companies’ proposal to recover the
remaining net book value of the retiring plants over the lives of their other coal-
fired generating assets through depreciation expense included in the base revenue
requirement.’® This proposal is reasonable because it provides a lengthy recovery
period and minimizes the impact on the revenue requirement. It also avoids any
arguments or decisions in this proceeding as to the final disposition of the retired
units, the potential costs of dismantling and site remediation if they are not retired
in place, and the time period over and the manner in which such costs will be

recovered.

' The Companies will follow the FERC Uniform System of Accounts for retirements of plant
costs, and debit the accumulated depreciation and credit the plant in service accounts by the amount of the
gross plant that is retired. The remaining net book value of the retired units will be reflected in the net
book value of the operating units in the next depreciation study and recovered over the remaining service
lives of the operating units through slightly greater depreciation rates.
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Please summarize your recommendations regarding the retiring coal-fired
generating units.

I recommend that the Commission remove the nonrecurring operating expenses
for Green River 3 and 4 from KU’s revenue requirement and either defer these
expenses for consideration in KU’s next base rate case or adopt a new retirement

rider to recover these costs.

Eliminate Incentive Compensation Tied to Financial Performance

Q.

Please describe the incentive compensation tied to financial performance
included in the Companies’ O&M expense and revenue requirements.

KU included $6.474 million (total Company) and LG&E included $5.967 million
(total Company) in incentive compensation expense tied to PPL earnings per
share (“EPS”) and LKE net income, two of the four metrics pursuant to the PPL
Team Incentive Award (“TIA™).}” These amounts were incurred to “motivate and
direct employees toward the achievement of [PPL’s] strategic goals.” In a 2012
Employee Bulletin, Mr. Blake, a witness for the Companies in these two

proceedings, stated: “EPS reflects an important part of PPL’s mission, which

includes providing shareholders with best-in-sector returns.”*®

7 Response to KIUC 2-14 for KU and LG&E in each case, respectively. Sum of the amounts

expensed in the test year based on the Financial — PPL EPS and Financial — LKE Net Income metrics. A
copy of each response is attached as Exhibit__ (LK-16) and Exhibit  (LK-17), respectively. The
Companies provided a copy of the TIA in response to AG 1-74 in each case, respectively. A copy of KU’s
response to AG 1-74 is attached as my Exhibit__ (LK-18).

'8 Response to AG 1-74, page 9 of 11 in each case, respectively.
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Should the incentive compensation tied to financial performance be included
in the Companies’ revenue requirement?

No. First, the Commission precedent is to remove these expenses from the
revenue requirement. In its order in Kentucky-American Water Company Case
No. 2010-00036, the Commission disallowed incentive compensation expense

tied to “financial goals that primarily benefited shareholders.”

This expense
falls clearly within that category and should be a shareholder cost, not a customer
cost.

Second, this form of incentive compensation is directed toward achieving
shareholder goals, not customer goals. In its order in Atmos Energy Corporation
Case No. 2013-00148, the Commission stated “Incentive criteria based on a
measure of EPS, with no measure of improvement in areas such as safety, service
quality, call-center response, or other customer-focused criteria, are clearly
shareholder-oriented. As noted in the hearing on this matter, the Commission has
long held that ratepayers receive little, if any, benefit from these types of
incentive plants. . . It has been the Commission’s practice to disallow recovery of
the cost of employee incentive plans that are tied to EPS or other earnings
measures.”? Thus, the cost should be borne by shareholders, not customers.

Third, this form of profit-maximizing incentive compensation incentivizes

the Companies to seek greater rate increases from customers to improve PPL EPS

and LKE net income. The greater the rate increases and revenues, the greater the

19 Order in Kentucky American Water Company Case No. 2010-00036 at 14.
2 Order in Atmos Energy Corporation Case No. 2013-00148 at 9.
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PPL EPS and LKE net income and the greater the incentive compensation
expense. There is an inherent conflict between lower rates to customers and
greater financial performance for shareholders and incentive compensation for
executives and other employees. This expense should be a shareholder cost.
Fourth, including incentive compensation expenses in the revenue
requirement itself increases the PPL EPS and LKE net income and ensures that
the incentive compensation expense will be incurred; essentially, it is a self-
fulfilling expense, all else equal. If the Companies are ensured recovery of the
expense from customers, then there is no performance that is at risk or that must
be achieved in order to recover that expense. This expense should be a

shareholder cost.

Pension Expense to Reflect Amortization of Net Actuarial Loss Over A Longer

Period

Please describe the Companies’ request for pension expense.

The Companies seek significant increases in pension expense in the test year
compared to calendar year 2014 and compared to the base year. KU seeks an
increase of $15.316 million (total Company) compared to calendar year 2014 and
of $12.467 million compared to the base year.> LG&E seeks an increase of
$16.659 million (total Company) compared to calendar year 2014 and of $13.366

million compared to the base year.”? These projected increases were based on

19).

2L KU’s Response to KIUC 1-20. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit (LK-

2 LG&E’s Response to KIUC 1-20. | have attached a copy of this response as my
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preliminary estimates developed by Towers Perrin, an actuarial firm retained by

the Companies.?

What are the reasons for these significant increases?

The only witness who addressed these increases was Mr. Blake. The only reason
cited by Mr. Blake was the presumed use by the Companies’ actuaries of recently
developed new mortality tables, which reflect “mortality improvements,” or
longer participant lives. Mr. Blake is not an actuary. Instead, he relied on
preliminary estimates from Towers Perrin for the pension expenses included in
the test year. These estimates were based on the new mortality tables as well as
incorporating the effects of various other changes in assumptions. The result of
the new mortality tables and other changes in assumptions is a huge increase in
the Companies’ future pension benefit obligations (“PBO”) and the resulting net
actuarial loss, a significant portion of which must be amortized and reflected in
pension expense over some amortization period. The Companies amortized the
net actuarial loss to expense using an extremely short year amortization period of

less than 9 years.

Exhibit___ (LK-20).

8 Excerpts from the Towers Perrin report were provided in KU and LG&E’s responses to KIUC

1-15and 1-16. | have attached a copy of KU’s response as my Exhibit___ (LK-21).
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Although it was not cited by Mr. Blake, another reason for the increase in pension
expense is an increase in the PBO and the resulting net actuarial loss due to a
reduction in the discount rate used to calculate the PBO. This reason is cited in
the Towers Perrin report wherein it provided the preliminary estimates of pension
expense relied on by the Companies in their filings. The discount rate is used to
calculate the net present value of future pension payments to plan participants.
The lower the discount rate, the greater the PBO, the greater the net actuarial loss,

and the greater the pension expense, all else equal.

How is the increase in the net actuarial loss reflected in the pension expense?
In addition to several other components, the pension expense calculation includes
an amortization of a significant portion of the net actuarial loss in the 2015 and
2016 calendar years used to develop the pension expense for the test year. If the
net actuarial loss increases, as it did from the use of the new mortality tables and
the reduction in the discount rate, then the amortization included in the pension
expense increases, all else equal. Similarly, if the amortization period is
shortened, then the amortization included in the pension expense increases, all
else equal. In future years, as the net actuarial loss is reduced, the amortization

included in the pension expense will decline, all else equal.

Is the essence of pension expense a statistical allocation of the future pension

payments to plan participants over their lives?
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Yes. Pension expense is nothing more than a statistical allocation of estimated
future benefit payments. It requires estimates of the future pension payments, but
is trued-up each year to reflect actual experience in the prior year and further
adjusted to reflect changes in estimates of future payments to plan participants.

Consequently, the pension plan expense is properly viewed as a “self-
truing” expense that is updated each year over the remaining lives of the plan
participants. The estimates will change each year based on actual experience, the
assumptions used and the allocation methods that are applied. Nevertheless, the
sum of the pension expense necessarily will equal the sum of the pension benefit
payments until the last plan participant or qualified dependent dies.

The Companies’ defined benefit pension plans are now closed to new
employees. The future pension payments to plan participants over their lives will
not be known with certainty until the last plan participant dies and the plan is
terminated. Until the termination of the plan, the pension expense each year
requires an estimate of the future pension payments and an allocation of that
expense over the remaining years of the plan.

This important point is confirmed in the Towers Perrin actuarial report
provided in response to KIUC 1-16. Towers Perrin correctly notes that the
variability in expense from estimate to estimate is due to changes in assumptions,
but ultimately does not affect the pension expense incurred over time.

As an example of how assumptions can be used or changed to affect the
pension expense calculated by the actuary for any year, the Companies

successfully reduced their pension expense last year when they raised the discount
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rate by 90 basis points. Now they plan to reduce the discount rate by 50 basis
points for the projected test year. If interest rates increase in future years, then the
Companies will increase the discount rate again, which will reduce pension
expense in those future years to levels below what their actuary projects today.

As another example of how the Companies used assumptions to increase
pension expense in the projected test year in the pending cases, the Companies
directed Towers Perrin to assume that there would be no earnings on the pension
fund assets after March 31, 2014 until December 31, 2014. December 31, 2014
was the date used to value the pension assets and the PBO and the net actuarial
loss used to calculate the pension expense for 2015. This assumption reduced the
pension fund assets and increased the pension expense due to an increase in in the
net actuarial loss for 2015 and all subsequent years that were projected. In effect,
the Companies increased their pension expense in the test year through a

apparently unsupported assumption.

Have the Companies projected their pension expense after the end of the test
year?

Yes. Towers Perrin projected the Companies’ pension expense for each year
2015 through 2019.2* After the increase in 2015, the projected expenses decline
in each subsequent year 2016 through 2019. This occurs primarily because the
amortization included in the pension expense declines as the funding deficiency

and the net actuarial loss are reduced each year.

% KU’s and LG&E’s response to KIUC 1-16. | have attached a copy of KU’s response as part of

my Exhibit__ (LK-21).
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What is the significance of the declines in pension expense after the test year?
If the Commission adopts the Companies’ proposed pension expense, then the
base revenue requirement will include pension expense at its peak and will not
reflect the declines in each subsequent year. This will result in the Companies’
recovering more than the pension expense they actually incur until their next base

rate cases. This is inequitable and can and should be avoided.

Is the Commission obligated to use the Companies’ proposed pension
expenses for ratemaking purposes?

No. The Commission is required to set the pension expense at a level that it
determines is reasonable for ratemaking purposes. This may not be the same as
the Companies’ estimates for accounting and financial reporting purposes. As I
noted previously, pension expense is an estimate that is self-truing over time. The
pension expense estimates are extremely sensitive to the models and assumptions
that are used to calculate the expenses. All of these assumptions are approved by
the Companies.

Thus, if the Commission determines that different estimates are reasonable
for ratemaking purposes based on different assumptions, such as a longer
amortization period or higher discount rate, then those estimates can and will be
trued up in subsequent rate cases.

To the extent that the Companies’ pension expense allowed for ratemaking
is different than it reports for accounting and financial reporting, it is considered a

timing difference under Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”)
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and the Companies can defer the difference (either as an asset or a liability).
These deferrals will converge to $0 when the final pension expense is determined
and the plan is terminated. The use of deferral accounting ensures that the
Companies’ earnings will not be affected if the Commission adopts a longer

amortization period.

What is your recommendation?

I recommend that the Commission set pension expense to reflect a 30 year
amortization of the net acturarial losses rather than the less than 9 year
amortization periods used by the Companies. The longer amortization more
closely matches the period over which pension payments will be made (up to 60
or more years) than the unduly short amortization period reflected in the
Companies’ amortization. The longer amortization period will reduce the
volatility caused by changes in the mortality tables, the discount rate, and market
returns on pension assets, not only in the pending cases, but also in future cases.
The longer amortization period also will levelize the pension expense over the life
of the pension plan compared to the Companies’ proposal, which front-loads the
amortization and thus, the pension expense. Finally, the longer amortization
period will minimize the excess recoveries from customers as the Companies’

pension expense declines in future years.
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What are the effects of your recommendation?
The effects are a reduction in KU’s pension expense of $10.627 million and a

reduction in LG&E’s electric expense of $12.562 million.”®

Reduce Uncollectible Expense to Reflect Recent Experience

Q.

How does the uncollectible accounts expense included by the Companies in
the test year compare to their actual experience over the most recent five
years?
KU included $6.441 million in uncollectible expense in the test year compared to
a five year average for 2010 through 2014 of $5.273 million. The five year
average was driven sharply upward by abnormally high residential accruals in
2010 and 2014.%® KU claims that the test year uncollectible expense is 0.40% of
total revenues, which it claims is “not unreasonable when compared to the five
year average.”?’

LG&E included $4.028 million in uncollectible accounts expense in the
test year compared to a five year average for 2010 through 2014 of $3.730

million. The five year average was driven sharply upward by abnormally high

residential accruals in 2010 and 20142 LG&E claims that the test year

% The calculations for KU and LG&E are attached as Exhibit___(LK-22) and Exhibit___(LK-23),

respectively.

% KU’s response to AG 1-3. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit___ (LK-24).
2TKU’s response to AG 2-3. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit___ (LK-25).

% |LG&E’s response to AG 1-3. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit___ (LK-26).
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uncollectible expense is 0.28% of total revenues, which it claims is “not

unreasonable when compared to the five year average.”*

Is the uncollectible accounts expenses included by each Company in its
revenue requirement excessive?
Yes. The Commission must determine what a reasonable level of expense is for
the forecast test year. The best way to do that is to compare it to each Company’s
recent experience. A five year average provides the best evidence of each
Company’s actual experience, including the effects of any anomalies. As | noted
previously, it is not appropriate to compare the test year level to the most recent
calendar year alone because the residential expense accruals were abnormally
high in 2014.

As to the Companies’ claim that the projected test year expense “is not
unreasonable compared to the five year average,” the numbers do not support that
claim. The Companies’ projections are substantially in excess of the five year

averages and they are not reasonable.

What is your recommendation?
I recommend that the Commission use the five year average for each Company.

The Companies have offered no justification to increase the projected test year

2 |_G&E’s response to AG 2-3. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit__ (LK-27).
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expense to the proposed levels. The uncollectibles account expense is volatile

and it should reflect each Company’s average actual experience.

What are the effects of your recommendation?
The effect is a reduction in KU’s uncollectible accounts expense of $1.168

million and a reduction in LG&E’s electric expense of $0.236 million.

Increase Customer Late Payment Revenues to Reflect Recent Experience

Q.

Please describe the late payment revenues reflected by the Companies in the
test year and how those “other revenues” compare to the Companies’ recent
actual five year experience.

KU reflected $3.786 million in the test year compared to a five year average for
2010 through 2014 of $6.306 million.*® LG&E reflected $2.475 million (electric)
in the test year compared to a five year average for 2010 through 2014 of $4.471

million.%

Should the Commission use the five year average for late payment revenues
in the same manner as you recommend for uncollectible accounts expense?

Yes, and for the same reasons.

% KU’s response to AG 1-3. A copy of this response is attached as my Exhibit___ (LK-24).

%1 LG&E’s response to AG 1-3. A copy of this response is attached as my Exhibit___ (LK-26).
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Q. What are the effects of your recommendation?
A. The effect is an increase in KU’s late payment revenues of $2.520 million and an
increase in LG&E’s revenues of $1.996 million.

Remove Property Tax Expense on Construction Work In Progress and Direct the
Companies to Capitalize the Expense
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Did the Companies capitalize any property tax expense in the test year to
construction work in progress (“CWIP”)?

No. The Companies reflected all property tax expense as an operating expense in
the revenue requirement. The Companies’ calculations of property tax expense in

included construction work in progress (“CWIP”) as well as plant in service.*

Please describe the Companies’ property tax expense capitalization policy.

The Companies capitalize property tax expense only on the “original construction
costs of coal-fired generating units.”** There is no construction of new coal-fired
generating units in the test year, so the Companies did not capitalize any of the
projected property tax expense. However, there is significant other construction,
some of which is reflected in base rates and some of which is reflected in the

environmental surcharge.

¥ KU’s and LG&E’s response to KIUC 1-36. | have attached a copy of the summary tabs from

each Company’s response to KIUC 1-36 as my Exhibit _ (LK-28).

¥ KU’s and LG&E’s response to KIUC 2-10. | have attached a copy of the KU response as my

Exhibit__ (LK-29).
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Is this capitalization policy appropriate?

No. It is not appropriate for accounting or ratemaking purposes. There is no
justification for the Companies to expense the property taxes on the construction
costs of environmental and all other additions to coal-fired generating units, gas-
fired generating units, transmission, and distribution assets. The property tax
expense on these construction costs is a cost of construction, not a current period
expense. In fact, the FERC Uniform System of Accounts (“USOA”) requires that
such taxes be capitalized during construction.* The property tax expense should
be treated no differently than the cost of labor, materials, contractors, and other
costs that are incurred to construct the assets and to prepare them for service.

In the past, prior to the Companies’ massive environmental capital
expenditures and prior to their construction of gas-fired generation units instead
of new coal-fired units, there may have been little difference whether the property
taxes on CWIP were capitalized or not. However, circumstances have changed
significantly from those days and the accounting and ratemaking practices of the
past should be updated to reflect present reality. The Companies’ accounting
practices also should be modified to conform with the requirements of the FERC

USOA Plant Instructions.

* FERC USOA Electric Plant Instructions #3A. Components of Construction Cost states that “For
Major utilities, the cost of construction property includible in the electric plant accounts shall include,
where applicable, the direct and overhead cost as listed and defined hereunder:” The list of such costs
includes #16 Taxes, which states: “Taxes includes taxes on physical property (including land) during the
period of construction and other taxes properly includible in construction costs before the facilities become
available for service.”
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Further, it is particularly important to capitalize property tax expense on
CWIP in a forecast test year. There may have been an argument in the past when
using a historic test year that regulatory lag justified treating all property tax
expense as a current period expense for ratemaking recovery, at least with respect
to property tax expense on minor generating unit additions or short-term
transmission and distribution construction projects. That argument is no longer

relevant now that the Companies have switched to a forecast test year.

What are the effects of your recommendation?
The effect is a reduction in KU’s property tax expense of $2.056 million and a

reduction in LG&E’s electric expense of $2.331 million.*

Extend The Amortization Period for Deferred Costs That Will Be Fully Amortized

Shortly After The Test Year

Q.

Please describe the amortization expense for deferred costs included in the
test year.

The Companies provided a list of each deferred cost and the annual amortization
expense in response to KIUC discovery in these proceedings.® For certain of
these deferred costs, the amortization will be completed within one or two years

after the end of the test year.

% The calculation of the KU adjustment is shown on my Exhibit___ (LK-30). The calculation of

the LG&E adjustment is shown on my Exhibit_ (LK-31).

% See KU’s and LG&E’s response to KIUC 1-29. | have attached a copy of each Company’s

response as my Exhibit__ (LK-32) and Exhibit__ (LK-33), respectively.
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More specifically, KU’s Mountain Storm deferred costs will be fully
amortized in October 2016, a mere four months after the end of the test year. The
amortization expense is $1.208 million. However, at the end of the test year, the
unamortized cost is only $0.403 million. In other words, if this amortization
expense is “baked-in” to the revenue requirement without modification, KU will
recover $0.805 million more than the amortization expense in the twelve months
after the test year and $1.208 million more than the amortization expense each
year thereafter.

KU’s MISO Exit Fee deferred costs will be fully amortized in June 2017,
only twelve months after the end of the test year. The amortization expense is
$0.484 million. However, at the end of the test year, the unamortized cost is only
$0.482 million. In other words, if this amortization expense is “baked-in” to the
revenue requirement without modification, KU will recover $0.484 million more
than the amortization expense every twelve months starting in July 2017.

LG&E’s 2011 Summer Storm will be fully amortized in December 2017,
only 18 months after the end of the test year. The amortization expense is $1.610
million. However, at the end of the test year, the unamortized cost is only $2.416
million. In other words, LG&E will recover $1.610 million more than the

amortization expense each year starting in January 2018.

What is your recommendation to address this problem and the overrecovery
that will occur within mere months after the end of the test year?

I recommend that the Commission reset the amortization period to five years for
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the deferred costs that | identified. This will reduce the likelihood that the
Companies will overrecover, but still provides the Companies full recovery of the

deferred costs.

What are the effects of your recommendation?
KU’s amortization expense will be reduced by $1.177 million for the Mountain
Storm and MISO Exit Fee deferred costs.®” LG&E’s amortization expense will be

reduced by $0.805 million for the 2011 Summer Storm deferred costs.*®

Eliminate Terminal Net Salvage from the Cane Run 7 Depreciation Rates

Q.

Please describe the net salvage that the Companies included in the proposed
Cane Run 7 depreciation rates.

The Companies propose net salvage of negative 5% for plant accounts 342 and
343, negative 10% for account 344, and negative 5% for account 345> for Cane
Run 7. Mr. Spanos developed these proposed net negative salvage rates by
performing a statistical review of the historic interim retirements and interim net

salvage of the Companies’ other gas-fired generating units.*’

Mr. Spanos did not
perform any review of terminal retirements or terminal net salvage for the

Companies’ other gas-fired generating units or for Cane Run 7 specifically and

¥ The calculations for KU are shown on my Exhibit__ (LK-34).
*8 The calculations for LG&E are shown on my Exhibit___ (LK-35).

* These net salvage rates for each plant account are shown on Exhibit JJS-1 attached to Mr.

Spanos’ Direct Testimony for each company. | have attached a copy of KU’s and LG&E’s schedule as my
Exhibit _ (LK-36) and Exhibit___ (LK-37), respectively, for ease of reference.

0 Spanos Direct at 5-6.
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claims that he did not “include a terminal net salvage component in the proposed
rates since no plans have been established for how the facility would be

dismantled.”*

Please distinguish between net salvage on interim retirements and net salvage
on terminal retirements.
The plant balances represent the cost of the assets, in this case the Cane Run 7
generating unit. Some of the components of the asset will be replaced and retired
before the entire asset is retired. These retirements are considered to be interim
retirements. The net cost to remove these interim retirements, offset by any
salvage income, is referred to as net negative salvage on interim retirements.
However, the bulk of the components and the cost of the components will
remain in service from the first day of operation to the last day when the
generating unit is shut down and retired. These retirements are considered to be
terminal retirements. If the facilities are retired in place, then there is no cost to
remove those components, net of any salvage income. If the facilities are
dismantled and the site is remediated, then there is a cost to remove these
components and remediate the site. The net cost to do so is referred to as net

negative salvage on terminal retirements.*?

* KU’s and LG&E’s responses to KIUC 2-12. A copy of these responses is attached as my

Exhibit__ (LK-38).

7-8.

2 Mr. Spanos provides a description of interim and terminal retirements in his Direct Testimony at
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The distinction between interim and terminal retirements and the net
negative salvage related to each may be illustrated through an analogy to a car.
Assume that Betty buys a new car. Over the years, she replaces the tires and
some of the engine components, such as the alternator and the power steering
pump. Those are analogous to the interim retirements that Cane Run 7 will
experience over its life. The costs that she incurred to pay her mechanic to
remove and replace these parts are considered net negative salvage on those
interim retirements. Years later, the car reaches the end of its life and Betty
decides to permanently retire it. She has the car towed to the salvage yard and is
paid nothing for it. The costs that she paid the towing company are considered
net negative salvage on terminal retirements. The terminal retirement of the car is
analogous to Cane Run 7. At the end of its life, the entire remaining plant
balances will be retired. There may be no net negative salvage if the unit is retired
in place or there may be net negative salvage if it is dismantled and removed and

the site is remediated.

How did Mr. Spanos apply the net negative salvage that he developed for
interim retirements when he calculated the depreciation rate for Cane Run
7?

Mr. Spanos applied the interim net negative salvage to the entire Cane Run plant

balance rather than only the interim portion of the plant balance. He
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acknowledged that he did so in response to discovery.** Returning to my car
analogy, he assumed that the roof, hood, trunk, and chassis of the car all would
have to be replaced on the same regular basis as tires, the alternator and the power

steering pump.

What is the proportion of the plant balance for Cane Run 7 that is subject to
interim retirements?

Mr. Spanos provided the Cane Run 7 plant balances by account that would be
subject to interim retirements in response to discovery.** That response shows
that only 25% (on average across all plant accounts) of the total plant balances for
each Company will be subject to interim retirement.*> Yet, Mr. Spanos applied
the interim net salvage to 100% of the total plant balances, both the interim

portion and the terminal portion.

Was this a calculation error?

Yes. First, the Companies claim that they included NO terminal net salvage in the
proposed Cane Run 7 depreciation rates. However, that claim is incorrect. By
applying the interim net salvage rate to the terminal retirements in addition to the

interim retirements, the Companies included net negative salvage on terminal

¥ KU’s and LG&E’s responses to KIUC 2-13. | have attached a copy of these responses as my

Exhibit__ (LK-39).

“d.

** The 25% is an average across all plant accounts. The responses to KIUC 2-13 indicate that

interim retirements compared to total plant balances for both Companies are 18% for account 341, 16% for
account 342, 19% for account 343, 30% for account 344, 33% for account 345, and 34% for account 346.
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retirements, despite denying that they did so and denying that they even could do
S0.

Second, the Companies provided no estimate of terminal net salvage and
no support for including terminal net salvage, let alone any evidence that terminal
net salvage would be anything other than 0%. Mr. Spanos included the following
Question and Answer in his testimony as follows:

Q. DID YOU INCLUDE A NET SALVAGE COMPONENT FOR

DISMANTLEMENT IN THE DEPRECIATION CALCULATIONS?
A. No. Although it is important to establish the full service value of the

facility at the early stages, including an amount at this time is premature.

There is analysis of the facility and site that needs to be performed before

an adequate estimate of dismantlement costs assigned for recovery. Once

the study is completed, the dismantlement component will be included in
future depreciation rates.

Mr. Spanos testified that not only had he NOT included terminal net
salvage, but that he could not do so until he had “an adequate estimate of
dismantlement costs.”

In Case Nos. 2012-00221 and 2012-00222, the settlement adopted by the
Commission limited terminal net salvage to negative 2% on all of the Companies’
generating units.** Methodologically, the Companies weighted the interim and

terminal net salvage by the interim and terminal portions of the plant balance.*’ If

Mr. Spanos had done a similar weighting for Cane Run 7 with a 0% terminal net

“® In their responses to KIUC 2-12, the Companies provide the weighting of the interim and

terminal net salvage rates into a combined net salvage rate applied to the entire plant balances. The
terminal net salvage for all plant accounts is shown as negative 2% in accordance with the settlement term.

1d.
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salvage for the terminal portion of the plant balances, then the weighted net

salvage would be one-fourth of the net salvage rate that he applied.

What is your recommendation?
| recommend that the Commission correct this error in the Companies’ calculation
of the proposed Cane Run 7 depreciation rates and remove the terminal net

salvage from the calculations.

What are the effects of your recommendation?

The Cane Run 7 depreciation rates should be reduced to 2.62% for accounts 341
and 342, 2.68% for account 343, 2.91% for account 344, 2.88% for account 345,
and 2.82% for account 346. KU’s depreciation expense should be reduced by
$0.511 million and LG&E’s by $0.164 million.** | used the Companies’
methodology for its other generating units to weight the interim net salvage and
the terminal net salvage (using 0% for Cane Run 7) to develop the net salvage rate
applied to the Cane Run 7 plant balances. These reductions to depreciation
expense and the associated rate increases will not affect the earnings of the

Companies.

*® The calculations of the corrected depreciation rates and the corrections to the KU and LG&E

depreciation expense are shown on my Exhibit__ (LK-40) and Exhibit___ (LK-41), respectively.
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V. CAPITALIZATION ISSUES

Reduce The Revenue Requirement to Reflect A “Slippage Factor” Applied to

Construction Expenditures

Q.

The Staff asked the Companies to quantify a construction expenditure
“slippage factor” and the resulting reduction in revenue requirements.*
Please describe the concept of a “slippage factor” and the Companies’
responses.
A “slippage factor” in this context refers the percentage by which the actual
construction expenditures tend to underrun the budgeted construction
expenditures. The Commission has applied slippage factors in other utility base
rate cases where there has been a forecast test year. In its order in Union Light,
Heat and Power Company Case No. 2005-00042, the Commission adopted a
“slippage factor” adjustment for the forecast test year, which it described as
follows:
As part of the capital budgeting process, utilities will estimate the level of
capital construction that will be undertaken during the year. Because of
delays, weather conditions, or other events, the actual level of construction
will often vary from the level budgeted. The difference between the actual
and budgeted levels is reflected in the calculation of a “slippage factor,”
which serves as an indicator of the utility's accuracy in predicting the cost
of its utility plant additions and when new plant will be placed into
service. The Commission has routinely applied a slippage factor in the
forward-looking test period rate cases for Kentucky-American Water
Company. The Commission has usually utilized a slippage factor

calculated by determining the annual slippage during the most recent 10-
year period and then calculating the mathematic average of the annual

*KU’s response to Staff 2-75 and LG&E’s response to Staff 2-89.
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slippage factors. The slippage factor is normally applied to the utility plant

in service balance and the construction work in progress (“CWIP”)

balance to determine the slippage adjustment.®® (footnote omitted).

Similarly, in its order in Case No. 2004-00103, the Commission adopted
“slippage factor” adjustments for the forecast test year, which it described “as an
indicator of Kentucky-American’s accuracy in predicting the cost of its utility
plant additions.”™"

In these proceedings, KU quantified a 97.803% slippage factor and a
reduction of $0.900 million in its base revenue requirement if the slippage factor
is applied to its projected construction expenditures.’*>® LG&E quantified a
97.728% slippage factor and a reduction of $0.738 million in its electric base
revenue requirement if the slippage factor is applied to its projected construction

expenditures.>**

%0 Order in Union Light, Heat and Power Company Case No. 2005-00042 at 8.
1 Order in Kentucky American Water Case No. 2004-00103 at 2.
32 KU’s responses to Staff 2-75. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit__ (LK-42).

| have reflected the effects on capitalization of KU’s calculations in Section Il on my
Exhibit _ (LK-43) in order that the subsequent changes in capitalization and costs of each component will
be properly calculated in a sequential manner. KU’s calculation also affect operating income. | have
included both effects on the same line item under Capitalization issues on the table in the Summary section
of my testimony.

*LG&E’s response to Staff 2-89. | have attached a copy of this response as my Exhibit__ (LK-
44).

| have reflected the effects on capitalization of LG&E’s calculations in Section Il on my
Exhibit__ (LK-45) in order that the subsequent changes in capitalization and costs of each component will
be properly calculated in a sequential manner. LG&E’s calculation also affect operating income. | have
included both effects on the same line item under Capitalization issues on the table in the Summary section
of my testimony.
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The quantifications provided by the Companies include not only the effect

on capitalization, but also the capital-related effects on operating income.

Should the Commission apply the slippage factors calculated by the
Companies and reduce capitalization?
Yes. The Commission’s precedent is to apply slippage factors, which the

Companies have acknowledged.

Reduce The Companies’ Capitalization and Income Tax Expense to Reflect the

Extension of Bonus Depreciation Enacted After the Companies Made Their Filings

Q.

Please describe the “tax extender” bill passed by the U.S. Congress in
December 2014.
In December 2014, the Congress passed Public Law No. 113-295, entitled “The
Tax Increase Prevention Act of 2014” (“Act”). The Act provided for the
extension of 50% bonus tax depreciation in 2014 for qualified property while also
providing 50% bonus tax depreciation in 2015 for long-production-period
property.*®

Under the law, the Companies may elect out of the bonus depreciation and
instead use MACRS depreciation. If the Companies apply bonus depreciation on
qualified property, they both will be able to deduct the additional bonus tax

depreciation in excess of the MACRS tax depreciation. The additional tax

*® KU’s response to AG 1-27 and LG&E’s response to AG 1-26.
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depreciation will significantly increase their accumulated deferred income taxes

(“ADIT").

What are the implications of the Act in these proceedings?

The Act was passed and signed into law after the Companies made their filings in
these proceedings. Consequently, the effects of the additional tax depreciation are
not reflected in their filings.

The effects are two-fold. First, the Companies are able to deduct
additional depreciation compared to the MACRS depreciation they reflected in
their filings. However, they may elect out of the bonus depreciation and instead
use MACRS depreciation if that results in a better outcome. Further, they may
use bonus depreciation for 2014, but elect out for 2015. To the extent that the
Companies use bonus depreciation, they will have greater accumulated deferred
income taxes and reduced capitalization. This will result in a reduction in their
revenue requirements, all else equal.

Second, the amount of bonus depreciation deducted results in lower
taxable income and lower Section 199 deductions, which are based on taxable
income. A reduction in the Section 199 deduction results in greater income tax
expense and an increase in the revenue requirement, all else equal.

Thus, the Companies must optimize between the use of bonus depreciation
in 2014 and 2015 and the potential loss of the Section 199 deduction in each of

those years.
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Have the Companies each performed an analysis to optimize the revenue
requirement benefit of the bonus depreciation against the loss of the Section
199 deduction?

Yes. The Companies each performed four analyses that included not only the
effects on their base revenue requirements, but also on their environmental
surcharge revenue requirements in order to optimize the effects of the Act. KU
determined that its best option will be to utilize bonus depreciation for 2014, but
to elect out of it 2015.>" LG&E determined that its best option will be to utilize

bonus depreciation for both 2014 and 2015.%®

Did the Companies quantify the effects on the Section 199 deduction and the
capitalization (due to the greater ADIT) for the test year?

Yes. KU quantified a reduction in capitalization due to the additional ADIT of
$28.234 million and a reduction in income tax expense due to an increase in the
Section 199 deduction of $0.350 million. LG&E quantified a reduction in
capitalization due to the additional ADIT of $54.238 million and an increase in
income tax expense due to a reduction in the Section 199 deduction of $1.606

million, both total company.

What is the effect of reflecting these changes in capitalization and income tax

expense on each Company’s revenue requirement?

3" KU’s response to AG 1-27. See Tab 1 — Summary and Tab 3 — Opt Out 2015. | have attached a

copy of the response and the relevant tabs as my Exhibit _ (LK-46).

8 LG&E’s response to AG 1-26. See Tab 1 — Summary and Tab 4 — Elect Bonus w Rev. | have

attached a copy of the response and the relevant tabs as my Exhibit__ (LK-47).
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The effect is a reduction in KU’s base revenue requirement of $2.483 million and
a reduction in LG&E’s electric base revenue requirement of $2.760 million.*
There also are significant effects of these changes on each Company’s
environmental surcharge revenue requirement, which the Commission should
ensure are properly incorporated in each Company’s environmental surcharge

filings.

Reduce LG&E’s Capitalization to Remove The Paddy’s Run Demolition Costs

Q.

Please describe LG&E’s proposal to demolish the retired Paddy’s Run
generating plant.

LG&E proposes to demolish the retired Paddy’s Run generating plant in the test
year. It has been retired in place for many years. LG&E proposes to incur $11.5
million starting April 2015 and finishing in June 2016, all of which it included in
the test year capitalization. The cost estimate was prepared by AMEC

Environment & Infrastructure, Inc.%°

*® The calculations for the effect on KU’s revenue requirement due to the reduction in

capitalization are shown on Section Il of my Exhibit__ (LK-43) and for the effect on LG&E’s revenue
requirement due to the reduction in capitalization are shown on Section 111 of my Exhibit__ (LK-45). The
effect on KU’s base revenue requirement due to the increase in the Section 199 deduction is $0.541 million.
The effect on LG&E’s electric base revenue requirement due to the reduction in the Section 199 deduction
is $2.052 million.

8 | G&E’s response to KIUC 1-6. The response to part (a) provides the projected expenditures by

month. The responses to parts (b) through (d) provide other information on the status of the plant, the
accounting for the demolition costs, and whether there is any legal obligation to demolish the plant. The
response to part (e) provides a copy of the AMEC “Conceptual Phase Study Demolition with Clean Fill
Option.” | have attached a copy of the response as my Exhibit __ (LK-48), although | have provided only
the cover and table of contents of the AMEC study report.
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Is there any legal obligation to demolish Paddy’s Run?

No 61

Should the Commission include this proposed demolition cost in LG&E
capitalization?
No. There is no legal obligation to incur the cost. The Company has not

demonstrated that it is necessary to incur the cost in the test year.

What is the effect of your recommendation?

The effect is a reduction in the LG&E revenue requirement of $1.235 million.

VI. COST OF SHORT TERM DEBT

Reduce the Cost of Short Term Debt to Reflect A More Reasonable Assumption

About Future Interest Rates

Q.

Please describe the cost of short term debt proposed by the Companies in the
test year.

The Companies propose a rate of 0.905%, which reflects a projected rate of
0.636% for the July 2015 through December 2015 portion of the test year and a

rate of 1.585% for the January 2016 through June 2016 portion of the test year.

®11d., response to part (d)(i): “There is no legal requirement to demolish the units.”
%2 The calculations and sources of data used for the calculations are detailed in Section IV on my

Exhibit__ (LK-45).
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Are these rates reasonable?
No. They are excessive. The present rate for 90 day commercial paper is 0.15%.
The present rates for 240 day to 270 day commercial paper range from 0.33% to

0.36%.%°

What is your recommendation?
I recommend that the Commission use a short term debt rate of 0.30%, near the

top of the range, although a lower rate also would be reasonable.

What is the effect of your recommendation?
The effect is a reduction in KU’s revenue requirement of $0.645 million and a

reduction in LG&E’s revenue requirement of $0.561 million.®*

VIl. COST OF LONG TERM DEBT ISSUED AFTER DECEMBER 2014

Have you quantified the effect of Mr. Baudino’s recommendation to reduce
the cost of the new debt issuances projected by the Companies?
Yes. | have used the long term debt interest rates proposed by Mr. Baudino for

each Company’s projected new debt issuances.

6% See attached excerpt from February 26, 2015 Wall Street Journal reflecting rates.
% The calculations for KU are detailed in Section IV on my Exhibit___ (LK-43) and for LG&E in

Section V on my Exhibit___ (LK-45).
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What are the effects of Mr. Baudino’s recommendations?
The effects are a reduction in KU’s revenue requirement of $1.250 million and a

reduction in LG&E’s revenue requirement of $1.076 million.*

VIIl. RETURN ON EQUITY

Have you quantified the effect of Mr. Baudino’s recommended return on
common equity?

Yes. Mr. Baudino recommends a return on equity of 8.6% compared to the
Companies’ requested return on equity of 10.50%. Mr. Baudino’s recommended
return on equity for KU is 13.69% when grossed up for income taxes, bad debt
expense, and Commission assessment, compared to KU’s requested return on
equity of 16.71% when grossed-up for income taxes, bad debt expense, and
Commission assessment. ~ Mr. Baudino’s recommended return on equity for
LG&E is 13.83% when grossed up for income taxes, bad debt expense, and
Commission assessment compared to LG&E’s return on equity of 16.89% when
grossed-up for income taxes, bad debt expense, and Commission assessment. It is

the grossed-up return on equity that is recovered in customer rates.

What are the effects of Mr. Baudino’s recommendations?
The effects are a reduction in KU’s revenue requirement of $56.674 million and a

reduction in LG&E’s revenue requirement of $33.596 million.®

% The calculations for KU are detailed in Section V on my Exhibit___ (LK-43) and for LG&E in

Section VI on my Exhibit___ (LK-45).
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Have you quantified the effects of a 1.0% change in the return on common
equity for each Company?

Yes. For KU, each 1.0% return on equity equals $29.828 million in revenue
requirements. For LG&E, each 1.0% return on equity equals $17.682 million in
revenue requirements. These quantifications reflect the reductions in

capitalization for each Company that | recommend.®’

IX. OFF-SYSTEM SALES MARGIN RIDER

Please describe the off-system sales (“OSS”) margins included by the
Companies in their revenue requirements?

KU reflected OSS margins of $0.5 million as a reduction to its revenue
requirement and LG&E reflected $2.7 million in its revenue requirement. These
margins are significantly lower than OSS margins reflected in the revenue

requirement in prior cases and the actual OSS margins earned by the Companies.

Are OSS margins subject to the same or greater volatility as fuel and
purchased power expenses?

Yes. The same factors that affect fuel and purchased power expenses also affect
OSS margins. In addition, there are many other factors that affect OSS margins,

including market clearing prices, the availability of other parties’ generation,

% The calculations for KU are detailed in Section VI on my Exhibit___ (LK-43) and for LG&E in

Section VIl on my Exhibit__ (LK-45).

¢ The quantifications of each 1.0% change in the return on equity are shown for KU on my

Exhibit__ (LK-43) and for LG&E on my Exhibit___ (LK-45).
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other parties’ demand at the market clearing prices, the Companies’ loads under
unpredictable weather conditions, and the availability of the Companies’
generating units, including the effects of planned, forced, and deration outages of
generating units. Assumptions regarding the following factors must be made in

order to predict OSS margins in a future test year:

. Hourly dispatched generation by unit

. Hourly native load

. Hourly energy sales

. Hourly economic minimum and emergency minimum capacity levels
. Data required to calculate both incremental dispatch costs and actual

dispatch costs include:
o Quadratic heat rate coefficients
. Fuel costs ($/MBTU)
. Fuel Handling Costs ($/MBTU or $/MWh)
. Other costs such as for lime ($/MBTU or $/Ton)
. Dispatch penalty factor
. Variable O&M costs ($/MWh)
. SO, and NOx emissions costs ($/MWh)

Q. How have OSS and OSS margins varied in recent years?
The following charts show the volatility and variability of both OSS and OSS

margins over the last five years.”

%8 0SS Energy obtained from page 2 of 71 in response to 807 KAR 5:001Section 16(7)(c)
provided with each Company’s filing. OSS Margins obtained from Thompson Direct in KU at 25.
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Is it possible to accurately and reliably project OSS margins?
No. OSS margins are more difficult to project than fuel and purchased power

expenses.

Does the volatility and the inability to accurately and reliably project OSS
margins indicate the need for an OSS tracker as a means of truing-up the
OSS margins reflected in the base revenue requirement?

Yes. Fuel and purchased power expenses, although included in the base revenue
requirement on a projected basis, are trued-up to actual costs through the Fuel
Adjustment Clause (“FAC”). That true-up through the FAC is necessary because
these expenses are volatile, vary considerably from month to month and from year
to year, and cannot be accurately or reliably projected. Those same reasons argue

for a true-up of the OSS margins through the FAC.

Has the Commission previously approved an OSS tracker in the FAC for
another utility?

Yes. The Commission authorized an OSS tracker in the FAC for Kentucky Power
Company, which is identified as the System Sales Clause. It is used to true-up the
OSS margins included in Kentucky Power Company’s base rates and to share the

true-up differences between Kentucky Power Company and its customers.

Should the Commission adopt a similar OSS tracker in the FAC for KU and

LG&E?
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Yes. First, an OSS tracker will address the volatility and variability in OSS, and
the inability to accurately or precisely project these expenses in an equitable and
fair manner so that neither the Companies nor their customers are unduly harmed
or benefitted from factors largely beyond their control.

Second, both KU and LG&E are planning to retire old and inefficient
generating units in 2015 and 2016. They expect to commence operation of the
new and highly efficient Cane Run 7 natural gas combined cycle plant in the next
few months. These events will affect the availability of energy and the cost to sell
energy off-system.

Third, an OSS tracker will mitigate the effects of disagreements on
methodologies used to allocate fuel and purchased power expense between native

load and OSS.

What sharing factors should the Commission adopt?

I recommend that the Commission adopt 90% to customers and 10% to the
Companies sharing factors for the differences between actual OSS margins and
the OSS margins included in the base revenue requirement. For example, if
actual OSS margins are $1 million more than included in the base revenue
requirement, then customers would be allocated $900,000 and shareholders would
be allocated $100,000. On the other hand, if OSS margins are $1 million less, then
customers would “pay” $900,000 and shareholders effectively would “pay”

$100,000.
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The 90%/10% sharing percentages are appropriate for the following
reasons:

e OSS margins are subject to greater volatility and variability than fuel and
purchased power expenses.

e OSS margins are directly related to fuel and purchased power expense and
should be allocated entirely to customers in the same manner that fuel and
purchased power expenses are allocated entirely to customers.

e Customers pay all the fixed costs of the generating units, the dispatch
organization, including affiliate charges, and all related overheads.

Does this complete your testimony?

Yes.
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EDUCATION

University of Toledo, BBA
Accounting

University of Toledo, MBA

Luther Rice University, MA

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 Management Accountants

Mr. Kollen has more than thirty years of utility industry experience in the financial, rate, tax, and planning
areas. He specializes in revenue requirements analyses, taxes, evaluation of rate and financial impacts of
traditional and nontraditional ratemaking, utility mergers/acquisition and diversification. Mr. Kollen has
expertise in proprietary and nonproprietary software systems used by utilities for budgeting, rate case

support and strategic and financial planning.
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT

EXPERIENCE

1986 to

Present:

1983 to
1986:

1976 to
1983:

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.: Vice President and Principal. Responsible for utility
stranded cost analysis, revenue requirements analysis, cash flow projections and solvency,
financial 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, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia and Wisconsin state
regulatory commissions and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

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
Il and ACUMEN proprietary software products. Utilized ACUMEN detailed corporate
simulation system, PROSCREEN II strategic planning system and other custom developed
software to support utility rate case filings including test year revenue requirements, rate
base, operating income and pro-forma adjustments. Also utilized these software products
for revenue simulation, budget preparation and cost-of-service analyses.

The Toledo Edison Company: Planning Supervisor,

Responsible for financial planning activities including generation expansion planning,
capital and expense budgeting, evaluation of tax law changes, rate 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.

Capacity swaps.

Financing alternatives.

Competitive pricing for oft-system sales.
Sale/leasebacks.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCTATES, INC.
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT

CLIENTS SERVED

Industrial Companies and Groups

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.
Airco Industrial Gases
Alcan Aluminum
Armco Advanced Materials Co.
Armco Steel
Bethlehem Steel
CF&I Steel, L.P.
Climax Molybdenum Company
Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers
ELCON
Enron Gas Pipeline Company
Florida Industrial Power Users Group
Gallatin Steel
General Electric Company
GPU Industrial Intervenors
Indiana Industrial Group
Industrial Consumers for

Fair Utility Rates - Indiana
Industrial Energy Consumers - Ohio

Lehigh Valley Power Committee
Maryland Industrial Group
Multiple Intervenors (New York)
National Southwire
North Carolina Industrial
Energy Consumers
Occidental Chemical Corporation
Ohio Energy Group
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 Users Group
Westvaco Corporation

Kentucky industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Kimberly-Clark Company

Regulatory Commissions and
Government Agencies

Cities in Texas-New Mexico Power Company’s Service Tertitory
Cities in AEP Texas Central Company’s Service Territory

Cities in AEP Texas North Company’s Service Territory

Georgia Public Service Commission Staff

Kentucky Attorney General’s Office, Division of Consumer Protection
Louisiana Public Service Commission Staff

Maine Office of Public Advocate

New York State Energy Office

Office of Public Utility Counsel (Texas)

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT

Allegheny Power System

Atlantic City Electric Company
Carolina Power & Light Company
Cleveland Electric [Hluminating 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

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
10/86  U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Cash revenue requirements financial sclvency.
Interim Commission Staff
11/86  U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Cash revenue requirements financial solvency.
Interim Rebuttal Commission Staff
12186 9613 KY Atforney Generaf Div. of Big Rivers Electric Revenue requirements accounting adjustments
Consumer Protection Corp. financial workout plan.
1187 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Cash revenue requirements, financial solvency,
Interim 16th Judicial ~ Commission Staff
District Ct.
387 General Order 236 WV West Vieginia Energy Monongahela Power ~ Tax Reform Act of 1986.
Users' Group Co.
4187 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Prudence of River Bend 1, econamic analyses,
Prudence Commission Staff cancellation studies.
4/87 M-100 NC North Carclina Industrial Duke Power Co. Tax Reform Act of 1986.
Sub 113 Energy Consumers
5187 86-524-E-SC Wy West Virginia Energy Manongaheta Power  Revenue requirements, Tax Reform Act of 1986.
Users' Group Co.
587 U-17282 Case LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilifies Revenue requirements, River Bend 1 phase-in plan,
In Chief Commission Staff financiai solvency,
787 U-17282 Case LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Revenue requirements, River Bend 1 phase-in plan,
In Chief Commission Staff financial solvency.
Surrebuttal
7187 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Frudence of River Bend 1, economic analyses
Prudence Commission Staff cancellation studies.
Surrebuttal
787 86-524 E-SC Wy West Virginia Energy Menongahela Power  Revenue requirements, Tax Reform Act of 1986.
Rebuttal Users' Group Co.
8/87 9885 KY Attormey General Div. of Big Rivers Electric Financial workout plan.
Consumer Protection Corp.
8/87 E-015/GR-87223  MN Taconite Intervenors Minnescta Power & Revenue requirements, O&M expense, Tax Reform
Light Co. Act of 1986,
10/87  870220-El FL Oceidental Chemical Corp.  Florida Power Corp. Revenue requirements, O&M expense, Tax Reform
Act of 1986,
187 870701 cT Connecticut industrial Connecticut Light & Tax Reform Act of 1986,
Energy Consumers Power Co.
1/88 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Ulilities Revenue requirements, River Bend 1 phase-in plan,
19th Judicial  Commission rate of refurn.
District Ct.
2/88 9934 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Lauisville Gas & Ecoromics of Trimbie County, completion.
Custemers Electric Co.
2/88 10064 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Revenue requirements, O&M expense, capital

Customers

Electric Co.

sfructure, excess deferred income taxes.
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as of March 2015
Date Case Jurisdict.  Party Utility Subject
5/88 10217 KY Alcan Aluminur: National Big Rivers Electric Financial workout plan.
Southwire Corp.
5/88 M-87017-1C001 PA GPU Industrial Intervenors ~ Metropolitan Edison Nonufility generator deferred cost recovery.
Co.
5/88 M-87017-2C005 PA GPU Industrial Intervenors ~ Pennsylvania Electric ~ Nonutility generator deferred cost recovery.
Co.
6/88 U-17282 LA l.ouisiana Public Service Gulf States Uiilities Prudence of River Bend 1 economic analyses,
19th Judicial ~ Commission cancefiation studies, financial modeling.
District Ct.
7/88 M-87017-1C001 PA GPU Industrial Intervenors ~ Metropolitan Edison ~ Nontility generator deferred cost recovery, SFAS
Rebuttal Co. No. 92.
7188 M-87017-2C005 PA GPU Industrial Intervenors  Pennsylvania Electric  Nonufiiity generator deferred cost recovery, SFAS
Rehuttal Co. No. 92.
9/68 88-05-25 CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light & Excess deferred taxes, O&M expenses.
Energy Consumers Power Co.
9/88 10064 Rehearing ~ KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Premature retirements, interest expense.
Customers Electric Co.
10/88  88-170-EL-AIR OH Ohie Industrial Energy Cleveland Electric Revenue requirements, phase-in, excess deferred
Consumers [lluminating Co. taxes, O&M expenses, financial considerations,
working capital,
10/88  88-171-EL-AIR COH Ohio Industrizl Energy Toledo Edison Co. Revenue requirements, phase-in, excess deferred
Consumers texes, O&M expenses, financial considarations,
working capital.
10/88 8800-355-El FL Florida Industrial Power Florida Power & Light  Tax Reform Act of 1986, tax expenses, O&M
Users' Group Co. expenses, pension expense (SFAS No. 87).
10/88 3780V GA (Georgia Public Service Atlanta Gas Light Co.  Pension expense {SFAS No. 87).
Commission Staff
1/88  U-17282Remand LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Rate base exclusion plan {SFAS No. 71),
Commission Staff
12188 U-17970 LA Louisiana Public Service ATE&T Pension expense {SFAS No. 87).
Commission Staff Communications of
South Central States
12/88  U-17949Rebuttal LA Louisiana Public Service Sauth Central Belt Compensated absences (SFAS No. 43), pension
Commission Staff expense {SFAS No. 87), Part 32, income tax
normalization.
2189 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Revenue requirements, phase-in of River Bend 1,
Phase i Commission Staff recovery of canceled plant.
6/89 881602-EU FL Talquin Electric Talquin/City of Econornic analyses, incremental cost-of-service,
890326-EU Cooperative Tallahassee average customer rates.
7/89 U-17970 LA Louisiana Public Service AT&T Pension expense (SFAS Ne. 87), compensated
Commission Staff Communications of absences (SFAS No. 43), Part 32,
South Central States
8/89 8555 TX Occidental Chemical Corp.  Houston Lighting & Cancellation cost recovery, tax expense, revenue
Power Co. requirements.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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as of March 2015
Date Case Jurisdict.  Party Utility Subject
8/89 3840-U GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Co. Promotional practices, advertising, econorsic
Commission Staff develcpment.
9/89 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Senvice Gulf States Utiliies Revernwue requirements, detailed investigation.
Phase Il Commissicn Staff
Detailed
10/89 8880 X £nron Gas Pipefine Texas-New Mexico Deferred accounting freatment, salefleaseback.
Power Co.
10/89 8928 X Enron (as Pipsline Texas-New Mexico Revenue requirements, imputed capital structure,
Power Co. cash working capital.
10/89  R-891364 PA Philadelphia Area ndustrial  Philadelphia Electic  Revenue requirements.
Energy Users Group Co.
11/83  R-891364 PA Philadelphia Area Industrial ~ Philadelptia Flectic  Revenue requirements, salefleaseback,
12189  Surrebuttal Energy Users Group Co.
(2 Filings)
1/90 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Revenue requirements, detailed investigation.
Phase Il Cormission Staff
Detailed
Rebuttal
1790 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilifies Phase-in of River Bend 1, deregulated asset plan.
Phase Il Commission Staff
390 850319-El FL Flerida Industrial Power Florida Power & Light Q&M expenses, Tax Reform Act of 1986.
Users Group Co.
4790 890312l FL Florida Industriaf Power Florida Power & Light  O&M expenses, Tax Reform Act of 1986.
Rebuttal Users Group Co.
4190 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Fuel clause, gain on sale of utility assets.
19 Judicial ~ Commission
District C.
8/50 90-158 KY Kentucky [ndustsial Utility Leuisville Gas & Revenue requirements, post-test year additions,
Customers Electric Go. forecasted test year.
1200 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf Staies Utilities Revenug requirements.
Phase IV Commission Staff
3191 20327, el al. NY Multiple Intervencrs Niagara Mohawk Incentive regulation.
Power Corp.
5/91 9945 X Office of Public Utility El Paso Electric Co. Financial modeling, economic analyses, prudence of
Counsel of Texas Palo Verde 3.
9/91 P910511 PA Allegheny Ludlum Corp., West Penn Power Recovery of CAAA costs, least cost financing.
P-210512 Armco Advanced Materials  Co.
Co., The West Penn Power
Industrial Users' Group
9191 91-231-E-NC Wy West Virginia Energy Users ~ Monongahela Power  Recovery of CAAA costs, least cost financing.
Group Co.
et U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Asset impairment, deregulated asset plan, ravenue

Commission Staff

requirements.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Date Case Jurisdict.  Party Utility Subject
1201 91-410-EL-ARR OH Air Products and Cincinnafi Gas & Revenue requirements, phase-in plan.
Chemicals, Inc., Armgo Electric Co.
Steel Co., General Electric
Co., Industrial Energy
Consumers
12/81  PUC Docket X Cffice of Public Utility Texas-New Mexico Financial integrity, strategic planning, declined
10200 Counsel of Texas Power Co. business afflliations.

5102 910890-El FL Occidental Chemical Corp.  Florida Power Corp. Revenug requiremeants, O&M expense, pension
expense, OPEB expense, fossil dismantling, nuclear
decommissioning.

82 R-00922314 PA GPU Industrial infervenars ~ Metropolitan Edison Incantive regulation, performance rewards, purchased

Co. power risk, OPEB expense.
9192 92-043 KY Kentucky Industrial Utiiity Generic Proceeding OPEB expense,
Consumers
892 820324-El FL Florida Industrial Power Tampa Electric Co. OPEB expense.
Users' Group
9/92 39348 IN Indtana Industrial Group Generic Proceeding  OPEB expense.
9/92 910840-PU FL Florida Industrial Power Generic Proceeding  OPEB expense.
Users' Group
9192 39314 IN Industrial Censumers for Indiana Michigan OPEB expense.
Fair Utility Rates Power Co.
11162 U-19804 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Merger.
Commission Staff [Entergy Corp.
11/92 8649 MD Westvaco Corp., Eastalco Potomac Edison Co.  OPEB expense.
Aluminum Co.
1102 92-1715-AU-COl OH Ohio Manufacturers (GGeneric Proceeding OPESB expensze.
Assoclation
1292 RAO0022378 PA Armco Advanced Materials ~ West Penn Power Incentive regulation, performance rewards, purchased
Co., The WPP Industrial Co. power risk, OPEB expense.
Intervenors
12192 U-19049 LA Louisiana Public Service South Centrat Bell Affiliate transactions, cost allocations, merger.
Commission Staff
12/92  R00922479 PA Philadelphia Area industrial  Philadelphia Electric  OPERB expense.
Energy Users' Group Co.
1193 8487 MD Maryland Industrial Group Baltimore Gas & OPEB expense, deferred fuel, CWIP in rate base.
Electric Co.,
Bethlehem Steel
Corp.

1693 39498 IN PSt Industrial Group PSI Energy, Inc. Refunds due to overcollection of taxes on Marble Hill
cancellation.

3193 92-11-11 CT Connecticut Industial Connecticut Light & CPEB expense.

Energy Consumers Power Co
3193 U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Ufilities Merger.
(Surrebuttal) Comrmission Staff {Entergy Corp.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
3/93 93-01-EL-EFC OH Ohio Industrial Energy Ohio Power Co. Affiliate transactions, fusl.
Consumers
393 EC82-21000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Merger.
ER92-806-000 Commission Staff [Entergy Corp.
4/93 92-1464-EL-AIR OH Air Products Armco Steel Cinginnati Gas & Revenue requirements, phase-in plan.
Industrial Energy Etectric Co.
Consumers
4193 EC92-21000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Merger.
ER%2-806-000 Commission {Entergy Corp.
(Rebuttal)
993 93-113 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilities Fuel ctause and coal contract refund.
Customers
9/93 92-490, KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Disallowances and resitution for excessive fuel costs,
924904, Customers and Kentucky Corp. ilegal and improper payments, recovery of mine
80-360-C Attorney General closure costs.
1003 UA17735 LA Louisiana Public Service Cajun Electric Power  Revenue requirements, debt restruciuring agreement,
Commission Staff Cooperative River Bend cost recavery.
1/94 U-20647 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Audit and investigation into fuel clause costs.
Commission Staff Co.
4194 U-20647 LA Louisiana Public Service Guif States Ulilities Nuclear and fossil unit perficrmance, fuel costs, fuel
(Surrebuttal} Commission Staff Co. clause principles and guidelines.
4/94 U-20647 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Audit and investigation into fuel clause costs.
(Supplemental Commission Staff Co.
Sumrebuttal)
594 U-20178 LA Louisiana Public Service Louisiana Power & Planning and quantification issues of least cost
Commission Staff Light Co. integrated resource plan.
9/94 U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities River Bend phase-in plan, deregulated asset plan,
Initial Post-Merger Comnmission Staff Co. capital structure, other revenue requirement issues.
Eamnings Review
9/94 U-17735 LA Louisiana Publc Service Cajun Electric Power  G&T cooperative ratemaking policies, exclusion of
Commission Staff Caoperative River Bend, other revenue requirement issues,
10/94  3905-U GA Georgia Public Service Southem Bell Incentive rate plan, eamings review.
Commission Staff Telephone Co.
10194 5268-U GA Georgia Public Service Southern Bell Alternative regulation, cost allocation.
Commission Staff Telephone Co.
11194 U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Ulilites River Bend phase-in plan, deregulated asset plan,
Iniial Post-Merger Commission Staff Go. capital structure, other revenue requirement issues.
Eamings Review
(Rebuttal}
11994 U17735 LA Louisiana Public Service Cajun Electric Power  G&T cooperative ratemaking policy, exclusion of
{Rebuttal) Commission Staff Cooperafive River Bend, other revenue requirement issues.
4/95 R-00943271 PA PP&L Industrial Customer Pennsylvania Power  Revenue requirements. Fossil dismantling, nuclear
Alliance & Light Co. decommissioning.

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Date Case Jurisdict.  Party Utility Subject
6/95 3905-U GA Georgia Public Service Southem Bell Incentive regulation, affiliate transactions, revenue
Rebuttat Commission Telephone Ca. requirements, rate refund.
6/95 U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Gas, coal, nuclear fuel costs, contract prudence,
(Direct) Commission Staff Co. baseffuel realignment.
10/95  95-02614 TN Tennessee Office of the BellSouth Affiliate transactions.
Attomay General Telecommurications,
Consumer Advocate Inc.
10/95  U-21485 LA Louistana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Nuclear O&M, River Bend phase-in plan, baseffuel
(Direct) Commission Staff Co. realignment, NOL and AltMin asset deferred taxes,
other revenue requirement issues.
11/95 U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Gas, ccal, nuclear fuel costs, contract prudence,
(Surrebuttal) Commission Staff Co. Division base/fuel realignment.
11/95 1J-29485 LA Louisiana Public Service Gulf States Utilities Nuclear O&M, River Bend phase-in plan, baseffuel
(Supplemental Commission Staff Co, realignment, NOL and AltMin asset deferred taxes,
Direct) other revenue requirement issues,
12195  U-21485
(Surrebuttal)
1196 95-209-EL-AIR OH Industrial Energy The Toledo Edisan Competition, asset write-offs and revaluation, O&M
95-300-EL-AIR Consumers Co., The Cleveland expense, other revenue requirement issues.
Electric lluminating
Co.
2196 PUC Docket X Office of Public Utility Central Power & Nuclear decommissioning.
14965 Counsel Light
56 95-485-LCS NM City of Las Cruces El Paso Eleciric Co. Stranded cost recovery, municipalization.
7196 8725 MD The Maryland tndustrial Baltimora Gas & Merger savings, tracking mechanism, eamings
Group and Redland Electric Co., Polomac  sharing ptan, revenue requirement issues.
Genstar, Inc. Etectric Power Ce.,
and Constellation
Energy Corp.
9/98 U-22002 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Guif States,  River Bend phase-in plan, base/fuef realignment,
195 U-22002 Commission Staff Inc. NOL and AltMin asset deferred taxes, other revenue
{Surrebuttal) requirement issugs, allocation of
regulated/nonreguiated costs.
1006  96-327 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Environmental surcharge recoverable costs.
Customars, Inc. Corp.
2097 R-00973877 PA Philadelphia Area Industial ~ PECO Energy Co. Stranded cost recovery, regulatory assets and
Energy Users Group liabilities, intangible fransifion charge, revenue
requirements.
397 96-489 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Co.  Envirenmental surcharge recoverable costs, system
Customers, Inc. agreements, allowance inventory, jurisdictional
allocation.
6197 TO-97-397 MO MCI Telecommunications Southwestern Bell Price cap regulation, revenue requiremenis, rate of

Corp., Inc., MClmetro Telephone Co.
Access Transmission

Services, Inc.

refurn.
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Date Case Jurisdict.  Party Utility Subject
697 R-00973953 PA Philadelphia Area Industria! ~ PECO Energy Co. Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
Energy Users Group regulatory assels, liabilities, nuclear and fossil
dacommissioning.
797 R-00873954 PA PP&L Industrial Customer ~ Pennsylvania Power  Restructuring, deregulation, siranded costs,
Alliance & Light Co. regulatory assels, liabilities, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning.
97 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Depreciation rates and methodologies, River Bend
Commission Staff fnc. phase-in plan.
897 §7-300 KY Kentucky Industrial U1ility Louisville Gas & Merger poficy, cost savings, surcredit sharing
Customers, Inc, Electric Co., mechanism, revenue requirements, rate of return.
Kentucky Utilities Co.
8/97 R-00973954 PA PP&L Indusirial Customer Pennsylvania Power  Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
{Surrebuttal) Alliance & Light Co. regulatory asseis, liabifities, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning.
1087 97-204 KY Alcan Aluminum Corp. Big Rivers Electric Restructuring, revenue requirements,
Southwire Co. Corp. reasonableness.
10097 R-974008 PA Metropolitar: Edison Metropolitan Edison Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
Industrial Users Group Co. regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning, revenue requirements.
10/87  R-974009 PA Penelec industrial Pennsylvania Electric  Restructuiing, deregulation, stranded costs,
Customer Alliance Co. regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning, revenue requirements.
1197 97204 KY Alcan Aluminum Corp. Big Rivers Electric Restructuring, revenue requirements, reasonableness
{Rebuttal) Southwire Co. Corp. of rates, cost aflocation.
1197 U-22491 LA Lauisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States,  Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, other
Commission Staff Inc. revenug requirement issues.
1187 R-00973953 PA Philadelphia Area Industrial  PECC Energy Co. Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
{Surrebuttal) Energy Users Group regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning.
11/97  R-973981 PA West Penn Power Industrial ~ West Penn Power Restruciuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
Intervencrs Co. regulatory assets, liabilifies, fossil decommissioning,
revenue requirements, securifization,
11/97  R-874104 FA Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Co. Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
Intervencrs regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning, revenue requirements,
securifization.
12197  R-973981 PA West Penn Power Industrial ~ West Penn Power Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
(Surrebuttal) Intervenors Co. regulatory assels, liabilities, fossil decommissioning,
revenus requirements.
1297 R-974104 PA Duquesne Industrial Duguesne Light Co. Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs,
(Surrebuttal) Infervenors regulatory assets, liabilifies, nuclear and fossil
decommissioning, revenue requirements,
securitization.
1/98 U-22491 LA Louisiana Public Service Endergy Guif States,  Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, other
(Surrebuttal} Commission Staff Inc. revenue requirement issues.
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject

2/98 8774 MD Westvaco Potomac Edison Co.  Merger of Duquesne, AE, customer safeguards,

savings sharing.

398 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Restructuring, stranded costs, regulatory assets,
{Alocated Commission Staff Inc. securitization, regulatory mitigation.

Siranded Cost
Issues)
398 8390-U GA Georgia Natural Gas Aflanta Gas Light Co.  Resteucturing, unbundling, stranded costs, incentive
Group, Georgia Texile regulation, revenue requirements.
Manufacturers Assoc.
3/98 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Guif States, Restructuring, stranded costs, regulatory assets,
{Allacated Commission Staff Inc. securitization, regulatory mitigation.
Stranded Cost
Issues)
(Surrebuttal}
1098  97-596 ME Maine Office of the Public Bangor Hydro- Restructuring, unbundling, stranded costs, T&D
Advecate Electric Co. revenue requirements.
10/98 93550 GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Co. Affiliate transactions.
Commission Adversary
Staff
1098  U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Service Cajun Electric Power  G&T cooperative ratemaking policy, other revenue
Commission Staff Cooperative requirement issues,
1198 U-23327 LA Leuisiana Public Service SWEPCO, CSW Merger policy, savings sharing mechanism, affiliate
Commission Staff and AEP transaction conditions.

12/98  U-23358 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States,  Allocaticn of regulated and nonregulated costs, tax
(Direct) Commission Staff Inc. issues, and other revenue requirement issues,

12/98 98577 ME Maine Office of Public Maine Public Service  Restructuring, unbundiing, stranded cost, T&D

Advocate Co. revenue regquirements.
1199 98-10-07 CT Connecticut Industrial United llluminating Stranded costs, investment tax credits, accumulated
Energy Consumers Co. deferred income taxes, excess deferred income
taxes.

3/39 U-23358 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States,  Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, tax
{Surrebuttal) Commission Staff Ing. Issues, and other revenue requirement issues.

399 98474 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and Revenue requirements, alternative farms of

Customers, Inc. Electric Co. regulation.
399 98-426 KY Kentucky Industial Utility Kentucky Utilities Co.  Revenue requirements, alternative forms of
Customers, Inc. regulation.
359 99-082 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and Revenue requirements.
Customers, Inc. Electric Co.
3199 89-083 KY Kentucky Indusirial Utility Kentucky Utilities Co.  Revenue requirements.
Customers, Inc.

4/99 U-23358 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Guif States, Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, tax
(Supplemental Commissicn Staff Inc. issues, and other revenue requirement issues.
Surrebuttal)

4199 99-03-04 CT Connecticuf Industrial United llluminating Regulatory assets and liabilities, stranded costs,

Energy Consumers

Co.

fecovery mechanisms.
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Date Case Jurisdict.  Party Utility Subject
4599 99-02-05 Ct Connecticut Industrial Utility  Connecticut Light and ~ Regulatory assets and liabilities, stranded costs,
Customers Power Co. recovery mechanisms.
5199 98-426 KY Kentucky Industrial Utifity Louisville Gas and Revenue requirements.
99-082 Customers, Inc. Electric Co.
{Additicnal Direct)
5009 98474 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilities Co.  Revenue requirements.
99-083 Customers, lnc.
(Additional Direc)
599 98-426 KY Kentucky Industrial Utlity Leuisvifle Gas and Alternative regulation.
93474 Customers, Inc. Electric Co.,
(Response fo Kentucky Utilities Co.
Amended
Applications)
6/99 97-596 ME Maine Office of Public Bangaor Hydro- Request for accounting order regarding electric
Advocate Electric Co. industry restructuring costs.
6199 U-23358 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Affiliate fransactions, cost allocations.
Commission Staff Inc.
7139 99-03-35 CcT Connecticut Industrial United Iluminating Stranded costs, regulatory assets, tax effects of asset
Energy Consumers Co. divestiture.
7199 U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service Southwestern Electric  Merger Setlement and Stipulation.
Commission Staff Power Co., Central
and South West
Corp, American
Electric Power Co.
7199 97-596 ME Maine Office of Public Bangor Hydro- Restructuring, unbundling, stranded cost, T&D
Surrebuttal Advocate Electric Co. revenue requirements.
7199 98-0452-E-Gl Wy West Virginia Energy Users  Monongahela Power,  Regulatory assets and liabilities.
Group Potomac Edison,
Appalachian Power,
Wheeling Power
8/99 98-577 ME Maine Office of Public Maine Public Service  Restructuring, unbundling, stranded costs, T&D
Surrebuttal Advocate Co. revenue reguiirements.
8/99 93-426 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and Revenue requirements.
99-082 Customers, Inc. Electric Co.
Rebuttal
8/99 98474 KY Kentucky Industrial Utiity Kentucky Utilities Co.  Revenue requirements.
98-083 Customers, Inc.
Rebuttal
8/99 98-0452-E-Gl Wy West Virginia Energy Users ~ Monongahela Power,  Regulatory assets and liabilities.
Rebuttal Group Potomac Edison,
Appalachian Power,
Wheeling Power
10/99  U-24182 LA Louisiana Public Service Enfergy Gulf States, Allocation of regulated and nenregulated costs,
Direct Commission Staff fnc. affiiate fransacfions, tax issues, and other revenue

requirement issues.
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1149 PUC Docket TX The Dallas-Fort Worth TXLU Electric Restructuring, stranded costs, taxes, securitization.
21527 Hospita! Council and
Coalition of Independent
Colleges and Universities
11/83  U-23358 LA Louistana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Service company affiliate transaction costs.
Surrebuttal Commission Staff ine.
Affiliate
Transactions
Review
0106 U-24182 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States,  Aflacation of regulated and nonregulated costs,
Surrebuttal Commission Staff Inc. affiliate fransactions, tax issues, and other revenue
requirement issues.
0400  99-1212-EL-ETP  OH Greater Cleveland Growth ~ First Energy Historical revigw, stranded costs, regulatory assets,
99-1213-EL-ATA Association {Clevetand Electic liabfities.
99-1214-EL-AAM lNuminating, Tolede
Edison)
05/00  2000-107 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Co.  ECR surcharge roli-in to base rates.
Customers, Inc.
0500  U-24182 LA Louisiana Public Service Enlergy Gulf States,  Affiliate expense proforma adjustments.
Supplemental Commission Staff InG.
Direct
05/00  A-110550F0147 PA Philadelphia Area Industrial ~ PEGO Energy Merger between PECC and Unicom.
Energy Users Group
05/00  99-1658-ELETP  OH AK Steel Corp. Cincinnati Gas & Regulatory transition costs, including regulatory
Electric Co. assefs and liabllities, SFAS 109, ADIT, EDIT, ITC.,
0700 PUC Docket TX The Dallas-Fort Worth Statewide Generic Escalation of C&M expenses for unbundled T&D
22344 Hospital Coungil and The Proceeding fevenue requirements in projected test year.
Coalition of Independent
Colleges and Universities
07100 U-21453 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO Stranded costs, regulatery assets and liabilities.
Commission
08/60  U-24064 LA Louisiana Public Service CLECO Affiliate fransaction pricing ratemaking principles,
Commission Staff subsidization of nonregulated affiliates, ratemaking
adjustments.
1000 SOAH Docket X The Dallas-Fort Worth TXU Electric Co. Restructuring, T&D revenue requirements, mitigation,
47300-1015 Hospital Council and The regulatory assets and liabilities.
PUC Docket Coalition of Independent
22350 Colleges and Universitias
10/00 R-00974104 PA Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Co. Final accounting for stranded costs, including
Affidavit Intervenars treatment of auction proceeds, taxes, capital costs,
switchback costs, and excess pension funding.
11700 P-00001837 PA Metropolitan Edison Metropolitan Edison Final accounting for stranded costs, including
R-00974008 Industrial Users Group Co., Pennsylvania treatment of auction proceeds, taxes, regulatory
P-00001838 Penelec Industrial Electric Co. assels and liabilities, transaction costs,
R-00974009 Customer Alliance
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1200 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO Stranded costs, regulatory assets.
U-20925, Commission Staff
U-22092
{Subdaocket C)
Surrebuital
01/01  U-24993 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States,  Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, tax
Direct Commission Staff Inc. issues, and other revenue requirerent issues.
01/01 1)-21453, LA Louisiana Public Servica Entergy Guif States,  Industry restructuring, business separation plan,
U-20925, Commission Staff fnc. organization structure, hold harmless conditions,
U-22092 financing.
{Subdocket B)
Surrebuttal
01/ Case No. KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Recovery of environmental costs, surcharge
2000-386 Customers, Inc. Electric Co. mechanism.
01/01 Case No. KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utiities Co.  Recovery of envirenmental costs, surcharge
2000439 Customers, Inc. mechanism.
02/01 A-110300F0095 PA Met-Ed Industrial Users GPU, Inc, Merger, savings, reliability.
A-110400F0040 Group, Penelec Industrial FirstEnergy Corp.
Customer Alliance
03/01 P-00001860 PA Met-Ed Industrial Users Metropolitan Edisen Recovery of costs due to provider of last resort
P-00001861 Group, Penele¢ Industrial Co., Pennsylvania obligation.
Customer Alliance Electric Co.
04101 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Business separation plan: settlement agreement on
U-20925, Commission Staff Ing. overall plan structure.
U-22092
{Subdocket B)
Settlement Term
Sheet
04101 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Business separation plan: agreements, hold harmless
U-20925, Commission Staff fnc. cenditions, separations methodology.
U-22092
(Subdecket B)
Contested Issues
05/01 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, ~ Business separation plan: agreements, hold harmless
U-20925, Commission Staff Inc. conditions, separafions methodology.
U-22092
{Subdocket B}
Contested lssues
Transmission and
Distribution
Rebuttal
07101 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Business separation plan: settlement agreement on
{)-20925, Commission Staff Inc. T&D issues, agreements necessary to implemant
U-22092 T&D separations, hold harmless conditions,
(Subdocket B) separations methcdology.
Transmission and
Distribution
Term Sheet
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10/01 14000-U GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Revenue requirements, Rate Plan, fuel clause
Commission Adversary Company recovery.
Staff
111 14311U GA Georgia Pubfic Service Aflanta Gas Light Co  Revenue requirements, revenue forecast, O&M
Direct Pangl with Commissicn Adversary expense, depreciafion, plant additions, cash working
Bolin Kitlings Staff capital.
101 U-25687 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Revenue requirements, capital structure, allocation of
Direct Commission Staff Inc. regulated and nonregulated costs, River Bend uprate,
02132 PUC Dacket TX The Dalias-Fort Worth TXU Electric Stipulation. Regulatory assets, securitization
25230 Hospital Council and the financing.
Coalition of Independent
Colleges and Universities
02/02  U-25687 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Guif States, Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax,
Surrebuttal Commission Staff Inc. conversion to LLG, River Bend uprate.
03402 143114 GA Georgia Public Sesvice Aflanta Gas Light Co.  Revenue requirements, eamings sharing plan,
Rebuttal Panel Commission Adversary service qualily standards.
with Bolin Killings Staff
0302 14311-U GA Georgia Public Service Aflanta Gas Light Co.  Revenue requirements, revenue forecast, O&M
Rebuttal Panel Commission Adversary expense, depreciation, plant additions, cash working
with Michelle L. Staff capital,
Thebert
03/02  001148-El FL South Florida Hospital and ~ Florida Power & Light  Revenue requirements. Nuclear life extension, storm
Heatthcare Assoc. Co. damage accruals and reserve, capital structure, O&M
expense.
04/02  U-25687 (Suppl. LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax,
Surrebuttal) Commission Inc. conwersion to LLC, River Bend uprate.
04102 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO Business separation plan, T&D Term Shest,
U-20925 Comymission separations methodoiogies, hold harmless conditions.
U-22092
(Subdocket C)
08/02  ELOI-88-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Senvices, System Agreement, production cost equalization,
Commission Inc. and the Entergy ~ tariffs.
Operating
Companigs
08/02  U-25888 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, ~ System Agreement, production cost disparities,
Commission Staff Inc. and Entergy prudence.
Louisiana, Inc.
0902  2002-00224 KY Kentucky Industrial Utilifies  Kentucky Utlities Co.,  Line losses and fuel clause recovery associated with
2002-00225 Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & off-system sales.
Electric Co.
11102 2002-00146 KY Kentucky Industrial Utiliies  Kentucky Utlities Co.,  Environmental compliance costs and surcharge
2002-00147 Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & fecovery.
Electric Co.
01103 2002-00169 KY Kentucky Industrial Utilities ~ Kentucky Power Co. Environmental compliance costs and surcharge

Customers, Inc.

recovery.
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0403 2002-00429 KY Kentucky Industrial Utililes  Kentucky Utilities Co.,  Extension of merger surcredit, flaws in Companies’
2002-00430 Customers, [nc. Louigville Gas & studies.

Electric Co.
04103 U-26527 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf Staies, Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax,
Commission Staff Inc. conversion o LLC, capital structure, post4est year
adjustments.

06/03 EL01-88-000 FERC Lauisiana Public Service Entergy Senvices, System Agreement, production cost equalization,

Rebuital Commission Inc. and the Entergy tariffs.
Operating
Companies
06/03  2003-00088 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utiities Co.  Envirenmental cost recovery, corraction of base rate
Customars ITor,
1103 ER03-753-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Unit power purchases and sale cost-based fariff
Commission Inc. and the Entergy  pursuant to System Agreement.
Operating
Companies

1103 ER(3-583-000, FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Unit power purchases and sale agreements,
ER03-583-001, Commigsion Inc., the Entergy contractual provisions, projected costs, levelized
ER03-583-002 Operating rates, and formula rates.

Companies, EWO
Eggg'ggmgg' Marketing, L.P, and
Rl Entergy Power, Inc.
ER03-682-000,
ER03-682-001,
ER03-682-002
ER03-744-000,
ER(3-744-001
{Consolidated)

12/03 U-26527 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax,
Surrebuttal Commissicn Staff Inc. conversion to LLG, capital structure, post-test year

adjusiments.

12003 2003-0334 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilites Co.,  Earmings Sharing Mechanism,

2003-0335 Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas &
Electric Co.
12/03 U-27136 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Louisiana, Purchased power conlracts between affiliates, terms
Commission Staff Inc. and conditions.

0304 U-26527 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax,
Supplemental Commission Staff Inc. conversion o LLC, capital structure, post-test year
Surrebuttal adjustments.

0304  2003-00433 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Loutsville Gas & Ravenue requirements, depraciation rates, O&M

Customers, Inc. Electric Co. expense, deferrals and amortization, eamings sharing
mechanism, merger surcredit, VDT surcredit,

03/04  2003-00434 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilittes Co.  Revenue requirements, depreciation rates, O&M

Customers, Inc.

expense, deferrals and amortization, earnings sharing
mechanism, merger surcredit, VDT surcredit.
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03/04  SOAH Docket TX Cities Served by Texas- Texas-New Mexico Stranded costs true-up, including valuation issues,
47304-2458 New Mexico Power Co. Power Co. ITC, ADIT, excess eamnings.
PUG Docket
29206
05/04  04-169-EL-UNC CH Ohio Energy Group, Inc. Columbus Southemn Rate stabilization plan, deferrals, T&D rate increases,
Power Co. & Chio eamnings.
Power Co.
06/04  SOAH Docket X Houston Council for Health ~ CenterPoint Energy Stranded costs true-up, including valuation issues,
473044555 and Education Houston Elecric {TC, EDIT, excess miligation credits, capacity auction
PUC Docket frue-up revenues, interest.
29528
08/04  SOAH Docket X Houston Council for Health ~ CenterPoint Energy Interest on stranded cost pursuant to Texas Supreme
473-04-4555 and Education Houston Efectric Court remand.
PUC Docket
29528
{Suppl Direct)
0904  U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCC Fuel and purchased power expanses recoverable
Subdocket B Commission Staff through fuel adjusiment clause, trading activities,
compliance with terms of various LPSC Qrders.
10004  U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEFCO Revenue requirements.
Subdocket A Commissicn Staff
12/04 Case Nos. KY Gallatin Steel Co. East Kentucky Power  Environmental cost recovery, qualified costs, TIER
2004-00321, Cooperalive, Inc., Big  requirements, cost allccation.
2004-00372 Sandy Rec, et al.
0105 30485 ™ Houston Councit for Health  CenterPoint Energy Stranded cost true-up including regulatory Central Co.
and Education Houston Electric, LLC  assets and liabilities, ITC, EDIT, capacity auction,
proceeds, excess mitigation credits, retrospective and
prospective ADIT.
02005  18638-U GA Georgia Public Service Aflanta Gas Light Co.  Revenue requirements.
Commission Adversary
Staff
0205  18638Y GA Georgia Public Service Atlanta Gas Light Co.  Comprehensive rate plan, pipeline replacement
Panel with Commission Adversary program surcharge, performance based rate plan.
Tony Wackerly Staff
02/05  18638-U GA Georgia Public Service Atianta Gas Light Co.  Energy conservation, econamic development, and
Panel with Cormmissicn Adversary tariff issues.
Michelle Thebert Staff
03/05  Case Nos. KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilities Co.,  Environmental cost recovery, Jobs Creation Act of
2004-00426, Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & 2004 and §199 deduction, excess common equity
2004-00421 Electric ratio, deferral and amortization of nonrecurring O&M
expense.
06/05  2005-00068 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Co.  Environmental cost recovery, Jobs Creation Act of
Customers, Inc. 2004 and §199 deduction, margins on aflowances
used for AEP system sales.
06/05 050045-E] FL Souith Florida Hospital and ~ Florida Power & Light ~ Storm damage expense and reserve, RTO costs,
Heallthcare Assoc. Co. 0&M expense projections, returmn on equity

perfermance incentive, capital structure, selective
second phase post-test year rate increase.
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08/05 31056 X Alliancs for Valley AEP Texas Central Stranded cost true-up including regulatory assets and
Healthcare Co. liabilities, [TC, EDIT, capacity auction, proceeds,
excess mitigation credits, retrospective and
prospective ADIT.
09/05  20298-U GA Georgia Pubfic Service Atmos Energy Corp.  Revenue requirements, rolkin of surcharges, cost
Commission Adversary recovery through surcharge, reporting requirements.
Staff
09/05  20208-U GA Georgia Public Service Aimos Energy Corp,  Affiliale transactions, cost allocations, capitaiization,
Panel with Commission Adversary cost of debt.
Victoria Taylor Staff
1005 04-42 bE Delaware Public Service Artesian Water Co. Allocation of tax net operating losses between
Commission Staff regulated and unregulated.
1165 2005-00351 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilies Co., ~ Workforce Separation Program cost recovery and
2005-00352 Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & shared savings through VDT surcredit
Electric
0106 2005-00341 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Co.  System Sales Clause Rider, Environmental Cost
Customers, Inc. Recovery Rider. Net Congestion Rider, Storm
damage, vegetation management program,
depreciation, off-system sales, maintenance
normalization, pension and OPEB.
0306  PUC Docket X Cities Texas-New Mexico Stranded cost recovery through competition transition
31994 Power Co. or change.
05/06 31994 TX Cities Texas-New Mexico Retrospective ADFIT, prospaective ADFIT.
Supplernental Power Co.
03/06  U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Jusisdictional separaticn plan.
U-20925, Commission Staff Inc.
U-22092
03/06 NOPR Reg IRS Alliance for Valley Hezlth AEP Texas Central Proposed Regulations affecting flow- through to
104385-0R Care and Houston Council  Company and ratepayers of excess deferred income taxes and
for Health Education CenterPoint Energy investment tax credits on generation plant that is sold
Houston Eleckic or deregulated.
04/06  U-25116 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Louisiana, 2002-2004 Audit of Fusi Adjustment Clause Filings.
Commission Staff Inc. Affiliate transactions.
07/06  R-00061366, PA Met-Ed Ind. Users Group Metropolitan Edison Recovery of NUG-related stranded costs, government
Et. al. Pennsylvania Ing. Co., Pennsylvania mandated program costs, storm damage costs.
Customer Alliance Electric Co.
0706 U-233%7 LA Louisiana Public Service Southwestern Electric  Revenue requirements, fermula rate plan, banking
Commission Staff Power Co. proposal.
08/06  U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Jurisdictional separation plan.
U-20925, Commission Staff Ing.
U-22092
(Subdocket J)
1106  05CVH03-3375 CH Various Taxing Authoriies  State of Chio Accounting for nuclear fuel assemblies as
Franklin County (Non-Utility Proceeding) Department of manufactured eguipment and capitelized plant.
Court Affidavit Revenue
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12/06 U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service Southwestem Electric  Revenue requirements, formula rate plan, banking
Subdacket A Commission Staff Power Co, proposal,
Reply Testimony
0307  U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Jurisdictional aliocation of Entergy System Agreement
Comimission Staff inc., Entergy equalization remedy receipts.
Louisiana, LLC
03/07  PUG Docket X Cities AEP Texas Central Revenue requirements, including functionalization of
33309 Co. transmission and distribution costs.
03/07 PUC Docket X Cities AEP Texas North Co.  Revenug requirements, including functionalization of
33310 transmission and distribution costs.
03/07  2008-00472 KY Kentucky Industrial Utitity East Kentucky Power  Inferim rate increase, RUS loan covenants, credit
Customers, Inc. Cooperative facility requirements, financial condition.
03/07 U-29157 LA Louisiana Public Service Cleco Power, LLC Permanent (Phase If) storm damage cost recovery.
Commission Staff
04107 U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Jurisdictional allocation of Entergy System Agreement
Supplemental Commission Staff Inc., Entergy equalization remedy receipts.
and Rebuttal Louisiana, LLC
04/07  ER0Q7-682-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Allocation of intangible and general plant and A&G
Affidavit Commission Inc. and the Enfergy  expenses 1o production and state income tax effects
Cperating on equalization remedy receipts.
Companies
04/07 ER07-684-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Fuel hedging costs and compliance with FERC
Affidavit Commission Inc. and the Entergy ~ USOA.
Operating
Companies
05/07  ER07-682-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Allocation of intangible and general plant and A&G
Affidavit Commission Inc. and the Enfergy ~ expenses to production and account 924 effects on
Operating MS35-3 equalization remedy payments and receipts.
Companigs
0607  U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Louisiana, Show cause for viclating LPSC Crder on fuel hedging
Commission Staff LLC, Entergy Gulf costs.
States, Inc.
07/07  2008-00472 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility ~ East Kentucky Revenue requirements, post-test year adjustments,
Customers, Inc. Power Cooperative TIER, surcharge revenues and costs, financial
need.
07/07  ER07-956-000 FERC Louisiara Public Service Entergy Services, Storm damage costs related to Hurricanes Katrina
Affidavit Commission Inc. and Rita and sffects of MSS-3 equalization
payments and receipts.
10/07  05-UR-103 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Electric Revenue requirements, carrying charges on CWIP,
Direct Energy Group Power Company, amortization and return on regulatory assets,

Wisconsin Gas, LLC

working capital, incentive compensation, use of rate
base in lieu of capitalization, quantification and use
of Point Beach sale proceeds.
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10/07 05-UR-103 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Elactric Revenue requirements, carrying charges on CWIP,
Surrebuttal Energy Group Power Company, amortization and retumn on regulatory assets,
Wisconsin Gas, LLC  working capital, incentive compensation, use of rate
base in lieu of capitatization, quantification and use
of Point Beach sale proceeds.
1007 25060-U GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Affiliate costs, incentive compensation, consolidated
Direct Gommission Public Company income taxes, §199 deduction.
Interest Adversary Staff
11107 06-0033-E-CN Wy West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power  IGCC surcharge during construction period and
Direct Users Group Company post-in-service date.
1107 ER07-682-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Functionalization and aliocation of intangible and
Direct Commissicn Inc. and the Entergy  general plant and A&G expenses.
Operating
Companies
01/08 ER07-682-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Functionalization and allocation of intangible and
Cross-Answering Commission Inc. and the Entergy  general plant and A&G expenses.
Operating
Companies
01108  07-551-EL-AIR OH Chio Energy Group, Inc. Ohio Edisen Revenue requirements.
Direct Company, Cleveland
Electric llfuminating
Company, Toledo
Edisen Company
0208 ER07-956-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Functionalization of expenses, storm damage
Direct Commission Inc. and the Entergy  expense and reserves, tax NOL carrybacks in
Operating accounts, ADIT, nuclear service lives and effects on
Companies depreciation and decommissioning.
03/08  ER07-956-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Sexvices, Functionalization of axpenses, storm damage
Cross-Answering Commission Inc. and the Entergy  expense and reserves, tax NOL carrybacks in
Operating accounts, ADIT, nuclear service lives and effects on
Companies depreciation and decommissioning.
04/08  2007-00562, KY Kentucky Industrial Utility ~ Kentucky Utilities Merger surcredit.
2007-00563 Customers, Inc. Co., Louisville Gas
and Electric Co.
0408 26837 GA Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy Rule Nisi complaint.
Direct Commission Staff Marketing, Inc.
Bond, Jehnsen,
Thebert, Kollen
Panel
05/08 26837 GA Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy Rule Nisi complaint.
Rebuttal Commission Staff Marketing, Inc.
Bond, Johnson,
Thebent, Koflen
Panel
05/08 26837 GA Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy Rule Nisi complaint.

Suppl Rebutiat
Bond, Johnson,
Thebert, Kollen
Panel

Commission Staff

Marketing, Inc.
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06/08  2008-00115 Ky Kentucky Industrial Utility ~ East Kentucky Environmental surcharge recoveries, including costs
Customers, Inc. Power Cooperative,  recovered in existing rates, TIER.
Inc.
Q708 27163 GA Georgia Public Service Atmos Energy Cotp.  Revenue requirements, including projected test year
Direct Commission Public rate base and expenses.
Interest Advocacy Staff
07108 27163 GA Georgia Public Service Atmos Energy Corp.  Affiliate transactions and division cost allocations,
Taylor, Kollen Commission Public capital structure, cost of debt.
Panel Interest Advocacy Staff
08/08  8680-CE-170 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wiscensin Power Nelson Dewey 3 or Colombia 3 fixed financial
Direct Energy Group, Ing, and Light Company ~ parameters.
08/08  6680-UR-116 wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Power CWIP in rate base, labor expenses, pansion
Direct Energy Group, Inc. and Light Company  expenseg, financing, capital structure, decoupling.
08/08  6680-UR-116 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Power Capital structure.
Rebuttal Energy Group, Inc. and Light Company
08/08  6690-UR-119 Wi Wisconsin Industriaf Wisconsin Public Prudence of Weston 3 outage, incentive
Direct Energy Group, Inc. Service Corp. compensation, Crane Creek Wind Farm incremental
revenue requirement, capital structure.
0908  6690-UR-119 W Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Public Prudence of Westen 3 outage, Section 199
Surrebuttal Energy Group, Inc. Service Corp. deduction,
09/08 08-935-€L-SS0, OH Ohio Energy Group, Inc. First Energy Standard service offer rates pursuant to electric
08-918-EL-550 security plan, significantly excessive earnings test.
10/08  08-917-EL-SS0 OH Chio Energy Group, Inc. AEP Standard service offer rates pursuant to electric
security pian, significantly excessive eamings test.
10/08  2007-00564, KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and Revenue forecast, affiliate costs, depreciation
2007-00565, Customers, inc. Electric Co., expenses, federal and state income tax expenss,
200800251 Kentucky Utilities capilalization, cost of debt.
2008-00252 Company
1108  EL08-51 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Spindletop gas storage facilities, regulatory asset
Commission Inc, and bandwidth remedy.
1108 35717 X Cities Served by Oncor Oncor Delivery Recovery of old meter costs, asset ADFIT, cash
Delivery Company Company working capital, recovery of prior year restructuring
costs, levelized recovery of storm damage costs,
prospective storm damage accrual, consalidated tax
savings adjustment.
12/08 27800 GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power AFUDC versus CWIP in rate base, mirror CWIP,
Commission Company certification cost, use of short term debt and trust
prefarred financing, CWIP recovery, regulatory
incentive.
01/09  ER08-1056 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Emtergy System Agreement bandwidth remedy
Commission Ine. caleulations, including depraciation expense, ADIT,
capital structure.
01109  ER08-1056 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Blytheville leased turbines; accumulated
Supplemental Commission Inc. depreciation.
Direct
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02109  ELO8-51 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Spindletop gas storage facilities regulatory asset
Rebuttal Commission Inc. and bandwidth remedy.

02/08  2008-00409 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility ~ East Kentucky Revenue requirements.

Direct Customers, Inc, Power Cooperative,
Ing.

03/09  ER08-1056 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Entergy System Agreement bandwidth remedy
Answering Commission Inc. calculations, including depreciation expense, ADIT,

capital structure.

0309  U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States  Violation of EGSI separation order, ETI and EGSL
U-20925 Commission Staff Louisiana, LLC separation accounting, Spindletop regulatory asset.
U-22092 (Sub J)

Direct

04/09  Rebuttal

04109 2009-00040 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Emergency interim rate increase; cash
Direct-interim Customers, Inc. Corp. requirements.

{Oral)

04/09  PUC Docket X State Office of Oncor Electric Rate case expenses.

36530 Administrative Hearings Delivery Company,
LLC

05/09  ERO08-1056 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Entergy System Agreement bandwidth remedy
Rebuttal Commission Inc. calculations, including depreciation expense, ADIT,

capital structure.

06/09  2008-00040 KY Kentucky industrial Utility ~ Big Rivers Electric Revenue requirements, TIER, cash flow.

Direct- Customers, Inc. Corp.
Permanent
07/09 080677-El FL South Florida Hospital and ~ Florida Power & Muitiple test years, GBRA rider, forecast
Healthcare Association Light Company assumptions, revenue requirement, O&M expense,
depreciation expense, Economic Stimulus Bill,
capital structure.

08/0¢  U-21453,U- LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States  Violation of EGSI separation order, ETI and EGSL
20925, U-22092 Commission Louisiana, LLG separation accounting, Spindletop regulaiosy asset,
(Subdockst J)

Supplemental
Rebuttal
08/09 8516 and 29950 GA Georgia Public Service Atlanta Gas Light Modification of PRP surcharge to include
Commission Staff Company infrastructure costs.

09/09  05-UR-104 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Eectric Revenue requirements, incentive compensation,
Direct and Energy Group Power Company depregiaticn, deferral mitigation, capital structure,
Surrebuttal cost of debt,

0509  09AL-208E co CFé&l Steel, Rocky Public Service Forecasted test year, historic test year, proforma

Mountain Steel Mills LP, Company of adjusiments for major plant additions, tax
Climax Molybdenum Colorado depreciation.
Company

08/02  66680-UR-117 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Power Revenue requirements, CWIP in rate base, deferral
Direct and Energy Group and Light Company mitigation, payroll, capacity shutdowns, regulatory
Surrebuttal assets, rate of retum.
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10/08  09A-415E Co Cripple Cresk & Victor Black Hills/CO Cost prudence, cost sharing mechanism,
Answer Gold Mining Company, et Electric Utility
al. Company
10/09  ELOS-50 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Waterford 3 salefleaseback accumulated deferred
Direct Commission Inc. income taxes, Entergy System Agreement
bandwidth remedy calculations.
10109 2009-00329 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and Trimble County 2 depreciation rates.
Customers, Inc. Electric Company,
Kentucky Utilities
Company
1209  PUE-2009-00030 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Return on equity incentive,
for Fair Utility Rates Company
12/09 ERDS-1224 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Hypothetical versus actual costs, out of period
Direct Commission Inc. costs, Spindletop deferred capital costs, Waterford 3
sale/leaseback ADIT.
010 ER09-1224 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Sesvices, Hypothetical versus actual costs, out of period
Cross-Answeting Commission inc. costs, Spindietop deferred capital costs, Waterford 3
salefleaseback ADIT,
0110 EL09-50 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Waterford 3 sale/leaseback accumulated deferred
Rebuttal Commission Inc. income taxes, Entergy System Agreement
bandwidth remedy calculations.
Supplemental
Rebuttal
02110 ER09-1224 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Hypothetical versus actual costs, out of period
Finat Commission Inc. costs, Spindletop deferred capital costs, Waterford 3
salefleaseback ADIT.
0210 30442 GA Georgia Public Service Atmos Energy Revenue requirement issues.
Wackerly-Kollen Commissicn Staff Corporation
Panel
02110 30442 GA Georgia Public Service Atmos Energy Affiliatefdivision transactions, cost allocation, capital
McBride-Kollen Commission Staff Corporation structure,
Panel
0210  2008-00353 KY Kentucky Industrial Utifity Louisville Gas and Ratemaking recovery of wind power purchased power
Customers, Inc., Electric Company, agreements.
Kentucky Utilities
Attomey General Company
0310 200900545 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Ratemaking recovery of wind power purchased power
Customers, Inc. Company agreement,
0310 E015/GR09-1151  MN Large Power Interveners Minnescta Power Revenue requirement issues, cost overruns on
anvironmental retrofit project.
0310  EL10-55 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Depreciation expense and effects on System
Commission inc., Entergy Agreement tariffs.
Operating Cos
04410 2009-00459 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Revenue requirement issues.
Customers, Inc. Company
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04110 2000-00458, KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Utilities Revenue requirement issugs.
2009-00459 Customers, Inc. Company, Louisville
Gas and Electric
Company
08110 31647 GA (Georgia Public Service Atlanta Gas Light Revenue requirement and synergy savings issuss.
Commission Staff Company
08110 3647 GA Georgia Public Service Adfanta Gas Light Affiliate transaction and Customer First program
Wackerly-Kollen Commission Staff Company issues.
Panel
0810 201000204 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and PPL. acquisition of E.ON U.S. (LG&E and KU)
Customers, Inc. Electric Company, conditians, acquisition savings, sharing deferral
Kentucky Utilifies mechanism.
Company
09110 38339 > Gulf Coast Coalition of CenterPoint Energy Revenue requirement issues, including consolidated
Diract and Cities Houston Electric tax savings adjustment, incentive compensation FIN
Cross-Rebutta 48; AMS surcharge including roll-in fo base rates: rate
Case expenses.
0910  EL10-65 FERC Louisiana Public Servica Entergy Services, Depreciation rates and expense input effects on
Commission Inc., Entergy System Agreement tariffs.
Operating Cos
0910 2010-00467 KY Gallatin Steel East Kentucky Revenue requirements.
Power Cooperafive,
Ine.
0910 1J)-23327 LA Louistana Public Service SWEPCO Fuel audit: 302 allowance expense, variable Q&M
Subdocket E Comimission expense, oftsystem sales margin sharing.
Direct
1110 U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCGC Fuel audit 502 allowance expense, variable O&M
Rebuttal Commission expense, off-system sales margin sharing,
0910  U-31351 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO and Valley ~ Sale of Valley assets io SWEPCO and dissolulion of
Commission Staff Electric Membership ~ Valley.
Cooperafive
10610  10-1261-ELUNC  OH Ohie OCC, Ohio Columbus Southern  Significantly excessive eamings test.
Manufacturers Association,  Power Company
Chio Energy Group, Chio
Hospital Association,
Appalachian Peace and
Justice Network
1010 10-0713E-PC Wy West Virginia Energy Users ~ Monongahela Power  Merger of First Energy and Allegheny Energy.
Group Company, Potomac
Edison Power
Company
10110 U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO AFUDC adjustments in Formula Rate Plan.
Subdocket F Commission Staff
Direct
1110 EL10-85 FERC Louisiana Pubfic Service Entergy Services, Depreciation rates and expense input effects on
Rebuttal Comrmission Inc., Entergy System Agreement fariffs.
Operating Cos
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1210 ER10-1350 FERC l.ouisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Waterford 3 lease amortization, ADIT, and fuet
Direct Commission Irc. Entergy inventory effects on Sysiem Agreement tariffs,
Operating Gos
0111 ER10-1350 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Waterford 3 lease amortization, ADIT, and fuel
Cross-Answering Commission Inc., Entergy inventory effects on System Agreement tariffs.
Operating Ces
0311 ER10-2001 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, EAI depreciation rates.
Direct Commission Ine., Entergy
0411 Cross-Answering Arkansas, Inc.
04i1 U-23327 LA Louisiana Pubiic Service SWEPCO Setlement, incl resolution of S02 allowance expense,
Subdocket E Commission Staff var O8M expense, sharing of 0SS margins.
04111 38306 X Cities Served by Texas- Texas-New Mexico AMS deploymenit plan, AMS Surcharge, rate case
Direct New Mexico Power Power Company expenses.
0511  Suppl Direct Company
05111 11-0274E-Gl Wy West Virginia Energy Users ~ Appalachian Power  Deferral recovery phase-in, construction suscharge.
Group Company, Wheeling
Power Company
05111 2011-00036 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility 8ig Rivers Electric Revenue requirements.
Customers, Inc. Corp.
061 29849 GA Ceorgia Public Service Georgia Power Accounting issues related to Yogtle risk-sharing
Commission Staff Company mechanism.
071+ ER11-2161 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, ETI depreciation rates; accounting issues.
Direct and Commission Inc. and Entergy
Answering Texas, Inc.
0711 PUE-2011-00027 VA Virginia Commitiee for Fair ~ Virginia Electricand ~ Return on equity performance incentive.
Utility Rates Power Company
oM 11-346-EL-880 CH Ohio Energy Group AEP-OH Equity Stabilizafion Incentive Plan; actual eamed
11-348-EL-SS0O retuns; ADIT offsets in riders,
11-349-EL-AAM
11-350-EL-AAM
0811 U-23327 LA Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO Depreciation rates and service lives; AFUDC
Subdocket F Commission Staff adjusiments.
Rebuttal
0811 05-UR-105 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Energy ~ WE Energies, Inc. Suspended amortization expanses: revenue
Group requirements.
08/11 ER11-2161 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, ET| depreciation rates; accounting issues.
Cross-Answering Commission Inc. and Entergy
Texas, Inc.
09/11 PUC Docket X Gulf Coast Coalition of CenterPoint Enargy Investment tax credit, excess deferred income faxes;
39504 Cities Houston Electic normalization.
09/11 2011-00161 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Environmental requirements and financing.
2011-00162 Consumers, Ing. Electric Company,
Kentucky Utilities
Company
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011 114571-ELUNC  OH Ohio Energy Group Columbus Southern  Significantly excessive eamings.
11-4572-EL-UNC Pewer Company,
Ohic Power
Company
1011 4220-UR-117 Wi Wisconsin Indusrial Energy  Northern States Nuclear O&M, depreciation.
Direct Group Power-Wisconsin
1111 4220-UR-117 Wi Wisconsin Industria! Energy ~ Northern States Nuclear O&M, depreciation.
‘ Surrebuttal Group Power-Wisconsin
1111 PUC Dacket TX Cities Served by AEP AEP Texas Central Investment tax credit, excess deferred income taxes:
38722 Texas Central Company Company normalization.
06212 PUC Docket X Cities Served by Oncor Lone Star Temporary rates.
40020 Transmission, LLC
03112  MAL-947E CC Climax Molybdenum Public Service Revenue requirements, including historic test year,
Answer Company and CF&l Steel, ~ Campany of future test year, CACJA CWIP, conira-AFUDC,
L.P. dfb/a Evraz Rocky Colorado
Mountain Steel
0312 201100401 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Big Sandy 2 environmental retrofits and
Customers, Inc. Company environmental surcharge recovery.
412 2011-00036 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Rate case axpenses, depreciation rates and expanse.
) . Customers, Inc. Corp.
Diract Rehearing
Supplemental
Direct Rehearing
047112 10-2929-ELUNC  OH Chio Energy Group AEP Ohio Power State compensation mechanism, CRES capacity
charges, Equity Stabilization Mechanism
05112 11-346-EL-SS0 OH Ohio Energy Group AEP Chio Power State co_mpensatipn mep_hanism, Equity Stabilization
11-348-EL-SS0 Mechanism, Retail Stability Rider.
0512  11-4393-EL-RDR  OH Ohie Energy Group Duke Energy Chio, Incentives for over-compliance on EE/PDR
Inc. mandates.
06112 40020 X Cities Served by Oncor Lone Star Revenue requirements, including ADIT, bonus
Transmission, LLG depreciation and NOL, working capital, selfinsurance,
depreciation rates, federal income tax expense.
07112 120015-El FL South Florida Hospital and ~ Florida Power & Light ~ Revenue requirements, including vegetation
Healthcare Assaciation Company management, nuclear outage expense, cash working
capital, CWIP in rate base.
071z 2012-00083 KY Kentucky Industrial Utllity Big Rivers Elactric Environmental retrofits, including environmental
Customers, Inc. Corp. surcharge recovery,
0912  05-UR-106 wi Wisconsin Industrial Energy ~ Wisconsin Electric Section 1603 grants, new solar facility, payroll
Group, Inc. Power Company expenses, cost of debt.
1012 2012-00221 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas and Revenue requirements, including off-system sales,
201900222 Customers, Inc. Efectric Company, outage maintenance, storm damage, injuries and
a Kentucky Utilities damages, depreciation rates and expense.
Company
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1012 120015-El FL South Florida Hospitaland  Florida Power & Light ~ Settiement issues.
Diract Healthcare Associafion Company
1112 120015-El FL South Florida Hos_pil_al and  Florida Power & Light  Settlement issues.
Rebuttal Healthcare Association Company
102 40604 X Steering Committee of Cross Texas Policy and procedural issues, revenue requirements,
Cities Served by Oncor Transmission, LLC including AFUDC, ADIT - bonus depreciation & NOL,
incentive compensation, staffing, self-insurance, net
salvage, depreciation rates and expense, income tax
expense.
1112 40827 T City of Austin d/b/a Austin City of Austin d/b/a Rate case expenses.
Direct Energy Austin Energy
1212 40443 TX Cilies Served by SWEPCO  Southwestem Eleciric  Revenue requirements, including depreciation rafes
Power Company and service lives, O&M expenses, consalidated tax
savings, CWIP in rate base, Turk plant costs.
1212 U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States Termination of purchased power contracts between
Commission Staff Louisiana, LLC and EGSL and ETI, Spindletop regulatory assel.
Entergy Louisiana,
LLC
0113 ER12-1384 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf Stales Little Gypsy 3 cancefiation costs.
Rebuttal Commission Louisiana, LLC and
et Entergy Louisiana,
LLC
0213 40627 X City of Austin dfb/a Austin City pf Austin dib/a Rate case expenses.
Rebuttal Energy Austin Energy
03113 12-426-EL-8SC OH The Ohic Energy Group The Dayton Power Capacity charges under state compensation
and Light Company mechanism, Service Stability Rider, Switching
Tracker.
04113 12-2400-EL-UNC  OH The Ohio Energy Group Puke Energy Ohio, Capacity charges under state compensation
Inc. mechanism, deferrals, rider to recover deferrals,
04113 201200578 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Resource plan, including acquisition of interest in
Customers, Inc, Company Mitchell plant.
05113  2012-00535 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Revenue requirements, excess capacity,
Customers, Inc. Corperation restructuring.
06/t3  12-3254-ELUNC  OH The Ohic Energy Group, Ohic Power Energy auctions under CBP, including reserve prices.
Inc., Company
Office of the Chio
Consumers’ Counsel
073 201300144 KY Kentucky Industdal Utility Kentucky Power Biomass renswable energy purchase agreement,
Customers, Inc. Company
07H3 201300221 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Agreements to provide Century Hawesville Smelter
Customers, Inc. Corporation market access.
1013 2013-00199 KY Kentucky Industrial Uiifity Bfg Rivers Electric Revenue requirements, excess capacity,
Customers, Inc. Carporation restructuring,
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1213 201300413 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Agreements to provide Cenlury Sebree Smelter
Customers, Inc. Corporation market access.
01114  ER10-1350 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Waterford 3 lease accounting and freatment in annyal
Commissicn Inc. bandwidth fifings.
0414 ER13432 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States UP Settlement benefits and damages.
Direct Commission Louisfana, LLC and
Entergy Louisiana,
LLC
05114  PUE-2013-00132 VA HP Hood LLC Shenandoah Valley Market based rate; load control tariffs.
Electric Cooperative
0714 PUE-2014-00033 VA Virginia Committee for Fair  Virginia Electric and Fuel and purchased power hedge accounting, change
Utility Rates Power Company in FAC Definifional Framework.
08/14  ER13-432 FERC Louisiara Public Service Entergy Guif States UP Setttement benefits and damages,
Rebuttal Commission Louisiana, LLC and
Entergy Louisiana,
LLC
0814 201400134 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Requirements power sales agreements with
Customers, Inc. Corporation Nebraska entities.
09114  E-015/CN-12- MN Large Power Intervenors Minnesota Power Great Northern Transmission Line; cost cap; AFUDC
1163 v. current recovery; rider v. base recovery; class cost
Direct allocation.
10M14 2014-00225 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Allocation of fuel costs to off-system sales.
Customers, Inc. Company
1014  ER13-1508 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Entergy service agreements and tariffs for affiliate
Commission In. power purchases and sales; retum on equity.
10M4  14-0702-E-427 Wy West Virginia Energy Users  First Energy- Consolidated tax savings; payroll; pension, OPEB,
14-0701-E-D Group Monengahela Power,  amortization; depreciafion; environmental surcharge.
Potomac Edison
1114 E-D15/CN-12- MN Large Power Intervenors Mirnesota Power Great Northern Transmission Line; cost ¢ap; AFUDC
1163 v. current recovery; rider v. base recovery; class
Surrebutial allocation.
1114 05-376-EL-UNC OH QOhio Energy Group Chio Power Refund of IGCC CWIP financing cost recoveries.
Company
1114 14AL-0660E Cco Climax, CF&I Stesl Public Service Historic test year v. future test year; AFUDC v. current
Company of returrt; CACJA rider, fransmission rider; equivalent
Colorado availability rider; ADIT; depreciation; royalty income;
amortization.
1214 EL14-026 SD Black Hiis Industrial Black Hills Power Revenue requirement issues, including depreciation
Intervencrs Company expense and affiliate charges.
0115 2400-YO-100 Wi Wisconsin Industrial Energy ~ Wiscensin Energy WEC acquisition of Integrys Energy Group, Inc.
. Group Corporaticn
Direct
0115 14F-D336EG Co Development Recover Public Service Line extension policies and refunds.
Company LLG Company of
14F-0404EG Colorado
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015 14-0702-E-42T Wy West Virginia Energy Users  AEP-Appalachian Income taxes, payroll, pension, OPEB, deferred costs
14-0701£0 Group Power Company and wiite offs, depreciation rates, environmenta
al projects surcharge.
02115 9400-Y0-100 Wi Wisconsin Indusrial Energy ~ Wisconsin Energy WEC acquisition of Integrys Energy Group, inc.
Rebuttal Group Corporation
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