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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Andrea C. Crane and my business address is 2805 East Oakland Park Boulevard,

#40i, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33306.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

I am President of The Columbia Group, Inc., a financial consulting firm that specializes in

utility regulation. In this capacity, I analyze rate filings, prepare expert testimony, and

undertake various studies relating to utility rates and regulatory policy. I have held several

positions of increasing responsibility since I joined The Columbia Group, Inc. in January

1989. I became President of the firm in 2008.

Please summarize your professional experience in the utility industry.

Prior to my association with The Columbia Group, Inc., I held the position of Economic

Policy and Analysis Staff Manager for GTE Service Corporation, from December 1987 to

January 1989. From June 1982 to September 1987, I was employed by various Bell Atlantic

(now Verizon) subsidiaries. While at Bell Atlantic, I held assignments in the Product

Management, Treasury, and Regulatory Departments.

Have you previously testified in regulatory proceedings?

Yes, since joining The Columbia Group, Inc., I have testified in over 400 regulatory

proceedings in the states of Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Kansas,

3
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Kentucky, Maryland, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode

Island, South Carolina, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia and the District of Columbia.

These proceedings involved gas, .electric, water, wastewater, telephone, solid waste, cable

television, and navigation utilities. A list of dockets in which I have filed testimony since

January 2008 is included in Appendix A.

What is your educational background?

I received a Master of Business Administration degree, with a concentration in Finance, from

Temple University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. My undergraduate degree is a B.A. in

Chemistry from Temple University.

II. PURPOSE OF TF~TIMONY

What is the purpose of your testimony?

On July 27, 2017, Public Service Electric and Gas Company ("PSE&G") filed a Petition with

the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities ("BPU" or "Board") seeking approval "of the next

phase of its Gas System Modernization Program and associated cost recovery mechanism"

("GSMP 1~").1 The GSMP 1~ is a $2.68 billion accelerated infrastructure replacement

program that the Company proposes to undertake over a five-year period. The Company is

also seeking approval for a semi-annual acceIerated cost recovery mechanism for GSMP r~

costs. The Columbia Group, Inc. was engaged by the State of New Jersey, Division of Rate

1 Verified Petition, page 2.
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Counsel ("Rate Counsel") to review the Petition and to make recommendations to the BPU

related to the accounting and cost recovery issues. Testimony on behalf of Rate Counsel is

also being filed by David Dismukes and Edward McGee, of Acadian Consulting Group, and

by Kevin O’DonneI1 of Nova Energy Consultants. Dr. Dismukes is testifying on policy aad

regulatory issues, Mr. McGee is testifying on management and engineering issues, and Mr.

O’Donnell is testifying on cost of capital issues.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

What are your conclusions and recommendations concerning the GSMP II proposed by

the Company?

Based on my analysis of the Company’s filing and other documentation in this case, my

conclusions and recommendations are as follows:

1. PSE&G has had, and continues to have, an obligation to provide safe and reliable

util,ity service.

2. PSE&G has not demonstrated that an alternative cost recovery mechanism is

necessary in order to ensure adequate investment in the utility.

3. The BPU should reject the GSMP II and the associated cost recovery mechanism as

proposed by PSE&G.

4. If the BPU finds that some extraordinary ratemaking treatment is required in order to

increase investment by the Company, then it should limit the GSMP II to the

investment levels currently authorized for the initial Gas System Modernization

5
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Program ("GSMP I"), i.e., $650 million over three years, as recommended by Dr.

10.

If the GSMP 1] is approved, the Board should require an annual baseline spending

level of $85 million for projects similar to those included in the GSMP. In addition,

it should require PSE&G to invest in other infrastructure projects at historic levels, or

approximately $155 million annually.

If an accelerated cost recovery mechanism is approved for the GSMP II, the rate

adjustments should be based on the cost of capital recommended by Mr. O’Donnell

until the 2018 base rate case it litigated, which includes a return on equity ("ROE") of

9.0% and an overall cost of capital of 6.5008%.

The revenue requirement associated with any rate adjustments should include the

operating expense offsets recommended by Dr. Dismukes.

The cost recovery provisions of the GSMP 1I are generally similar to the mechanism

in the Board’s recently adopted Infrastructure, Investment and Recovery ("IIR")

Rule,2 except for the use of a base rate adjustment instead of a rider. I am not

opposed to a base rate adjustment if the Board approves the GSMP II.

GSMP 13[ rate adjustments should be limited to annual (not the Company’s

proposed semi-annual) rate adjustments.

GSMP 11 adjustments should be capped at 2% of the typical residential customer’s

annual bill.

2 50 NJ.R_. 630(a) (Jan. 16, 2018).
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1 11. If a GSMP II is approved, PSE&G should be required to file a base rate case within

2 three years after the effective date of rates established in the base rate case filed on

3 January 12, 2018.
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If a GSMP ]-f is approved, all current filing and reporting requirements should be

retained.

All plant additions under the GSMP II should be subject to a review for prudence

in a subsequent base rate case.

IV. DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUES

A.    Background

Please provide a brief background of this proceeding.

In November 2015, the BPU approved the initial GSMP I after all parties stipulated to

resolve the matter. Pursuant to the GSMP I, PSE&G was authorized to spend up to $650

million from January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2018 to replace PSE&G’s Utilization

Pressure Cast Iron ("UPCI") mains and services, unprotected steel mains and services, uprate

certain UPCI systems to higher pressure and instal1 associated excess flow valves, and

elin~nate district regulators where applicable. The GSMP I specifically excluded costs to

replace high pressure ("UP") cast iron mains, mete~:s, and the costs associated with the

relocation of inside meter sets to outdoor locations.

In addition to the $650 million authorized for the GSMP I, PSE&G is also required to

maintain a base capital spending level (i.e., the Stipulated Base) of $85 million per year.

7
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PSE&G is required to installno less than
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110 miles of main to replace cast iron and

unprotected steel mains and associated services under the Stipulation Base. The Stipulated

Base also includes costs required to uprate the UPCI systems if applicable, the elimination of

applicable district regulators, the installation of excess flow valves as applicable and the costs

associated with the relocation of inside meter sets. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the Company

has the option of filing to extend the GSMP I beyond the term provided above.

.The revenue requirement for projects completed under the GSMP I is being rolled

into base rates on an annual basis. The revenue requirement includes the return on netplant

in service as of the end of the annual period, as well as depreciation expense at a rate of

1.61%, income taxes, the associated interest synchronization adjustment, and BPU/Rate

Counsel assessments. The rate design for the annual rate adjustments is based on the rate

design methodology used to set rates in the Company’s last base rate case.

All projects undertaken in the GSMP I will be reviewed for prudency in the

Company’s next base rate case and therefore all rate adjustments relating to the GSMP I are

provisional until that review takes place. The Company has presented the GSMP 1I as a

natural extension of the GSMP I program.

B.    Description of the GSMP II

Please provide a brief description of the proposed GSMP II.

The Company is seeking authorization for a five-year, $2.68 billion program. The proposed

"GSMP 13[ would include the replacement of 870 miles of utilization pressure cast iron mains,

8
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130 miles of elevated pressure cast iron mains, 200 miles of unprotected/bare steel mains, 50

miles of utilization pressure cathodically-protected Steel and plastic mains, and reinforcement

of approximately 4,000 elevated pressure cast iron bell joints. The proposed program also

includes the abandonment of 266 district regulators, the replacement of 99,200 unprotected

steel services, and the relocation of approximately 70,900 inside meter sets to the outside.

Has the Company agreed to actually cap the capital costs of the GSM~ II at $2.68

billion?

No, it has not. While PSE&G is proposing a $2.68 million program, it stated in response to

Rate Counsel’s discovery request RCR-POL-0037 that it would not agree to a hard cap. As

noted in that response, "[t]hese estimates are just-that 2 estimates, and the Company will not

agree to limit or cap the costs associated with its replacement projects." Thus, PSE&G is

actually asking the Board, and ratepayers, to write the Company a blank check for these

replacement projects.

How does the Company propose to recover the costs of the GSMP II?

PSE&G is proposing to recover the costs through semi-annual rate adjustments to its base

distribution rates. The revenue requirement would include the return on net rate base,

depreciation expenses, taxes, uncollectible expense and revenue assessments. The Company

is proposing that the return on rate base be based on the weighted average cost of capital

("WACC") approved in the Solar 4 All Extension II filing in Docket No. EOI6050412,
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which includes a return on equity of 9.75%, and updated to reflect subsequent changes

authorized in future base rate case filings.

The Company’s net rate base would include gross plant that was completed and

placed into service, accumulated depreciation, and accumulated deferred income taxes.

Depreciation expense would be based on the current rate of 1.61% for mains and services.

Any subsequent changes to depreciation rates would be reflected in the revenue requirement

calculation. Depreciation would begin once the plant was placed into service. Projects that

cost more than $5,000 and that have a construction’ period of longer than 60 days would

accrue an Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (,AFUDC") at a rate based on the

approved FERC methodology.

PSE&G is proposing to make its first rate adjustment on June 1, 2020, based on

actual plant-in-service at February 29, 2020. The Company would make an initial filing with

estimated rates on December 31, 2019 and an updated filing on March 15, 2020 based on

actual results through February 29, 2020. Subsequent rate adjustments would be made on

December I and June 1 of each year, based on actual plant-in-service balances ending three

months prior to the effective date, with initial filings made two months prior to the plant cut-

off date and with updated filings due two weeks after the Cut-off date.

PSE&G is proposing to utilize the rate design currently being used for the GSMP I.

However; the Company recentiy filed a base rate case on January 12, 2018. Future rate

adjustments made after the effective date of new rates resulting from that case would reflect

the rate design approved in the 2018 rate case and subsequent cases if applicable. The

10
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Company proposes to utilize billing determinants based on weather normalized sales for

calendar year 2012, which are currently being used for several other roll-in adjustments until

a Board Order is issued in the Company’s pending base rate case. Thereafter, rate

adjustments would utilize the billing determinants approved in that base rate case.

6

7

8

9

What is the estimated impact of the GSMP II on customer rates?

¯As shown on Schedule SS-GSMPIT-3, the schedule of rate adjustments proposed by PSE&G

would result in nine adjustments with the following revenue increases:

10

Amount(~O00)
Rate Adjustment

6/1/2.0. *41, ~...51
12II/20 $31,707
6/1/2I $30,809

i2/31/21 $3i,766
6/1/22 $30,859

12/3....1/22 $31,745
6/1/~.3 $3.0,909

12/31/23 $3.2~412
No later than 10/1/24 $44,199

Total $305,557

11

11
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2

3

The bill impacts and percentage changes to the typical residential customer are shown

below:3

4

5

Typical Residential Customer

Increase ($) Cumulative Increase Cumulative Distribution
Increas.e ($) (%) Increase (%) increase (%)4

6/1/2020 $22.86 2.65% 2.65% 4.40%
12/1/2020 $t7.52 $40.38 2.03% 4.68% 7.76%
6/1/2021 $17.08 ...... $57.46 1.98% ...... 6.66% 11.05%
12/1/2021 $17:56 $75.02 2.04% 8.70% 14.44%
6/1/2022 $17.12 $92.14 i.98% .10.68% 17.22%"
12/1/2022 $I7.54 $109.68 2.03% 12.71% 2.1.09%
6/1/2023 $17.14 $126.82 1.99% 14.70% 24.39%
12/I/2023 $17.92 $144.74 2.08% 16.78% 27.84%
Final $24.54 $169.28 2.84% 19.62% 32.55%

6

7 The Company is proposing to limit each base rate roll-in to a minimum investment of 10% of

9

10

the total program investment. Therefore, if in any semi-annual period the actual investment

is less than 10% of the total approved program, there would be no rate adjustment for the

period.

11

12

13

Is the Company also proposing to apply an earnings test to each rate adjustment?

Yes, it is. Under the Company’s proposal, if PSE&G’s ROE exceeds the ROE authorized in

14 the Company’s most-recently decided base rate case by more than 50 basis points, no

3 Schedule SS-GSMPII-6.
4 Estimated based on response to RCR-POL-0035.
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adjustment to base rates would be made for the applicable filing period. The Company is

proposing to utilize its quarterly and annual SEC filings for the earnings test. In addition, the

Company is proposing to calculate the ROE based on the actual net income for the period

divided by the average of the beginning and ending common equity balances. Since actual

equity balances are not available by utility, the Company proposes to calculate the common

equity balances based on the starting and ending Net Plant balances multiplied by the ratio of

Net Plant to Common Equity determihed in the most recent base rate case. The Company

claims that a similar methodology is used for the earnings test in its Weather Normalization

Clause. As part of its proposal, PSE&G is proposing that its next base rate case be filed no

later than December 3i, 2023, which would be five years after the start of the GSMP II.

C.    Description of the BPU’s IIR Rule

Has the BPU recently approved a rule relating to accelerated infrastructure recovery?

Yes, it has. In its public meeting on December 19, 2017 the BPU approved its proposed rule

at N.J.A.C. 14:3-2A relating to Infrastructure Investment and Recovery programs for New

lersey utilities5. The Rule was adopted and published in the New Jersey Register on January

16, 2018.6 To be eligible for recovery through an I~ program, a project must be related to

safety, reliability and/or resiliency. It must be non-revenue producing. It must also be

identified in a petition filed by the utility and approved by the BPU. A utility may request an

IIR program of up to five years in duration. The l]R Rule specifically lists the following

5 The Rule was proposed at 49 N.J.R. 2489(a) and docketed as BPU Docket No. AX17050469.

13



2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

The Columbia Group, Inc. . BPU Docket No. GR17070776

types 0f projects as eligible for the ~:

¯ The replacement of gas Utilization Pressure Cast Iron mains with elevated

pressure mains and associated services;

¯ The repIacement of mains and services that are identified as high risk in a gas

utility’s Distribution Integrity Management Plan;

¯ The installation of Excess Flow Valves where .existing gas service line

replacements require them, excluding Excess Flow Valves installed upon

customer.request pursuant to 49 CFR 192.383.

What information is a utility seeking approval for an IIR program required to provide?

Petitions to establish an IIR program must include five-years of capital expenditure budgets,

by major category of expenditure; historic capital expenditures for the prior five years, by

major c.ategory of expenditure; an engineering evaluation with details on specific projects to

be included in the program; budgets for the projects to be completed pursuant to the

program; a proposal for when the utility plans to file its next base rate case; proposed

baseline spending levels; the maximum amount that is proposed to be recovered through the

IIR program and the estimated rate impact of the IlR program on customers. The IIR rule

aIso specifies the information that must be provided to the Board and Rate Counsel through

semi-annual reports on the progress of the program.

6 50 NJ.R. 630(a) (Jan. 16, 20t8).
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Q.    Are the utilities required to maintain a certain level of baseline spending in order to

participate in an IIR program?

A. Yes, there is a requirement that utilities maintain a baseline spending level and that baseIine

spending shall be at least 10% of the amount of any approved IiR program. Baseline

spending shall be for projects that are similar to those proposed through the liP, program and

costs for baseline spending shall be recovered through base rates.

Does the IIR Rule also address the related cost recovery mechanism?

Yes, it does. The I~ Rule permits a utility to file for annual or semi-annual rate adjustments

for projects that have been placed into service. Each rate. adjustment must include the

revenue requirement associated with at least 10% of the total IIR program budget. The

Rule pr.ohibits the accrual of AFuDc once a project is placed into service. The I~ Rule also

provides for recovery of costs through a separate tariff clause.

The ]IR Rule allows for year-to-year variances from the approved annual budgets of

up to I0%, provided that the total program budget is not exceeded. All rate adjustments are

provisional until the prudence of the capital expenditures is determined in a subsequent base

rate case. A utility must file a base rate case no later than 5 years after the IIR program is

approved, but the Board may require a utility to file within a shorter period. The IIR Rule

requires an earnings test and the IIR Rule prohibits a rate adjustment if the company’s actual

return on equity for the preceding twelve months exceeds the ROE authorized in the last base

rate case by 50 basi.s points.
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Did Rate Counsel have concerns about certain provisions of the IIR Rule?

Yes, it did. In addition to general concerns about the need for an accelerated infrastructure

investment mechanism, Rate Counsel expressed particular concerns about the i0% threshold

for annual baseline spending. This provision was later clarified by the Board, who indicated

that the 10% applied to the specific projects included in the IIR programs. Therefore, the

10% requirement was to capture at least a portion of the incremental program in base rates,

not to transfer recovery of infrastructure investment from the traditional base rate process to

an adjustment mechanism. Therefore, as Rate Counsel noted in its October 6, 2017

comments on the proposed fir Rule, the Board should continue to utilize the base rate case

process to serve as the primary mechanism for cost recovery of infrastructure investment.

Rate Counsel also noted that while the IIR Rule prgposed that the rate adjustment be

a separate clause in the company’s tariff, there were no rate design details provided regarding

how such a clause would be structured or implemented, or what revenue requirement

components would be used to determine the adjustment. Rate Counsel also proposed that

any rate adjustment be implemented on an annual, and not semi-annual, basis since neither

Rate Counsel nor other parties have the resources to process semi-annual filings.

Does the Board have discretion with regard to approval of a petition for the IIR

program?

Yes, it does. The ]]R Rule at N.J.A.C. 14:3-2A.4(b) permits the Board to "limit the size of a
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particular Infrastructure Investment Program due to its anticipated impact on rates, or for any

other reasons in the Board’s discretion.’’7 Thus, the Board will have broad discretion in

reviewing requests for an ~ program. In addition, the Board can require that the utility hire

an independent program monitor to provide periodic reports to the Board and Rate Counsel.

The II~RRule also specifies the information that must be provided to the Board and Rate

Counsel through semi-annual filings.

D.    Evaluation of the Proposed GSMP II

What factors should the BPU consider as .it evaluates the Company’s request for

approval of the GSMP II?

First, the BPU should consider whether an accelerated infrastructure investment program is

necessary in order for the Company to meet its service obligations. To put this issue in a

broader context, for most of the past c’entury, utilities had traditionally recovered the cost of

their investment in infrastructure through base rates. Between base rate cases, utilities

funded infrastructure investment that was necessary to provide safe and reliable utility

service to regulated ratepayers. As plant was completed and placed into utility service, the

utility began to record depreciation expense, which reflected recovery of the investment over

its useful life. When new utility rates were established in a subsequent base rate case, the

utility began to recover its annual depreciation expenses from ratepayers. In addition, the

new utility rates also reflectext a return on the undepreciated investment included in rate base.

7 Ibid.

17



I

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

I9

20

21

The Columbia Group, Inc. . ..................... .........................BPU Docket No. GR17070776

It was UP to the utility to decide when it would file for a base rate increase. Between base

rate cases, utility shareholders took the risk of under-earning but shareholders also benefitted

from any overeamings during this period.

In addition to recovering their investment through base rates, utilities traditionally

recovered operating costs through base rates as well. With the "energy crisis" of the 1970s,

utilities argued that fuel costs were increasing rapidly, were extremely volatile, and were

largely outside of the control of management. Therefore, most utilities successfully

petitioned for fuel clauses that would allow them to pass through to ratepayers increases in

fuel costs. In addition, any reductions in fuel costs were similarly passed through to

ratepayers.

From this relatively modest beginning, surcharges for utilities have proliferated,

especially over the past 10-i5 years, as utilities have argued that the regulatory paradigm no

longer provides adeqfiate returns to shareholders. Accordingly, utilities have successfully

proposed a host of surcharge mechanisms and cost. trackers. These include weather

normalization adjustment clauses, Ad Valorem Tax surcharges, pension and other post-

employment benefit ("OPEB") trackers, energy efficiency surcharges, renewable energy

surcharges, and other tracking mechanisms including,. in some cases, complete decoupling of

revenues from sales. More recently, utilities have argued that new ratemaking mechanisms

are necessary to address storm damage investment, system resiliency, and reliability issues.

In PSE&G, this has resulted in the approval of capital infrastructure programs, the Energy

Strong program, and the GSMP I.

18
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1 In addition to new rate recovery mechanisms, utilities have also increasedthe use of

2 regulatory assets as a tool to ensure that shareholders recover 100% of certain costs, such as

3 rate case costs, storm-related costs, security costs, and other costs. All of these mechanisms

4 - surcharges, trackers, and regulatory assets - transfer risk from a utility’s shareholders to its

5 ratepayers. However, in virtually every case, these mechanisms have been instituted without

6 a concomitant reduction to the cost of equity awards to utility shareholders.
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Is the Company currently meeting it~ service obligations?

Yes, it is. While the details of the specific GSMP 11 projects are being reviewed by other

Rate Counsel witnesses, it does not appear that the GSMP 1I is necessary for the provision of

safe and reliable utility service. As noted in paragraph 9 of the Petition,

PSE&G currently performs well with regard to addressing leaks in its system.
When compared to companies that operate over 1,000 miles of cast iron,
PSE&G is the best in terms of having the least number of main leaks per
mile. (PHMSA report data: 2016 F7100.1-1). PSE&G responds to over
80,000 gas emergency calls on an annual basis at a rate of 99.9% within one
hour. This ranks within the top decile of peer companies. Since 2014,
PSE&G has reduced methane emissions 2.9% annually or a total of 65,000
metric tons of CO2 equivalent (calculated using EPA Greenhouse Gas
Reporting Program: Subpart W - Petroleum and Natural Gas Systems
methodology (EPA Subpart W)).
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Thus, the Company is not suggesting that the GSMP II, or any new program, must be

implemented in order to meet its service obligations. Moreover, the Company has

alwayshad, and continues to have, a long-standing obligation to make the

infrastructure replacements that are necessary to ensure the continuation of safe and
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reliable service. Replacing aging infrastructure is an integral part of managing any

utility distribution system. The regulatory compact provides that in exchange for

being granted a monopoly franchise area, a utility will provide safe and reliable utility

service at reasonable rates. The obligation to provide safe and reliable service is a

cornerstone of the utility’s obligations. Thus, the concept of replacing infrastructure,

when required, is not new or novel. Rather, this is a fundamental obligation of any

¯ gas distribution company.

Ao

If the Board decides that an accelerated replacement program is necessary, could such

a program still be undertaken within the traditional rate case process?

Yes, if the BPU believes that an acceIerated replacement program is desirable,~ then it must

decide whether to require cost recovery through the base rate case process or to permit

recovery through some other mechanism such as a rider or surcharge. In addition, it must

determine the types of costs that would be ,eligible for recovery.

What factors should the Board consider when determining whether to authorize an

accelerated cost recovery mechanism?

There are many factors that should be considered by the Board. These include whether the

utility has been reasonable in in its past investment strategies, the impact on the utility’s

shareholders if accelerated cost recovery is not authorized, the availability of other programs

from which to fund the accelerated investment program, the impact on ratepayers of an
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accelerated recovery plan, and others. It is critical for the Board to recognize that the

implementation of an accelerated investment program does not necessariIy require the

implementation of an accelerated cost recovery mechanism.

How does the recovery mechanism envisioned for ~the GSMP II fundamentally differ

from base rate recovery?

Ttie Company’s proposed GSMP 1I cost recovery mechanism is an accelerated reco~cery

mechanism - one that will require ratepayers to pay for certain costs earlier than they would

under traditional ratemaking.

What is the impact on shareholders of the Company’s proposed cost recovery

mechanism for the GSMP II?

’Contrary to economic theory and good ratemaldng practice, the proposed GSMP II will

increase shareholder return while significantly reducing risk. Shareholder return is directly

proportional to the amount of investment made by the utility. Since shareholders benefit

from every investment dollar that is spent by a utility, the proposed GSMP II wiI1 increase

overall return to shareholders and accelerate recovery of that return.

As shown on Schedule SS-GSMPII-3, each rate adjustment will increase the pre-tax

return to the Company by $16 million to $22 million. By the end of the five-year program,

the revenue requirement will include an additional $154.7 million of return, approximately

8i% of which is return to shareholders. Therefore, instead of viewing infrastructure

21
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replacement as an investment burden, investors are likely to view the GSMP rr as an

opportunity to increase their returns and to reduce their risk. Regulators should not lose sight

of the fact that the there are two primary ways that shareholders can increase their returns -

by increasing the rate base on which a return is earned or by increasing the rate of return that

is applied to that rate base. /n the current low interest rate environment, it would be very

difficult for the Company to argue that the 10.3% return on equity that was authorized in the

last base rate case should be increased. The Company has recognized this fact by agreeing to

a lower ROE for several of its surcharge mechanisms. Since the Company is currently

unable to increase the rate of return authorized for its investment, it must increase its

earnings by increasing the amount of investment on which it can earn a return. Every dollar

of investment made by PSE&G results in greater earnings for shareholders.

What is the impact of the Company’s proposal on its customers?

Pursuant to traditional ratemaking practice, plant additions are only included in rate base, and

therefore in utility rates, once the plant is completed and placed into service and the

Company files a subsequent base rate case. Between general base rate cases, plant that is

booked to utility plant-in-service is not reflected in utility rates until the Company’s next

base rate case.

However, under the Company’ s proposal, ratepayers will bear higher costs sooner, as

a result of the GSMP 1I. Pursuant to the GSMP 1I, ratepayers will experience semi-annual

rate increases related to the GSMP. From a financial perspective, these are serious
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detriments to ratepayers. Moreover, the rate impact to customers under the proposed GSMP

lr would be substantial. As shown in Mr. Swetz’s testimony, the proposed GSMP ~ would

result in increases on the total residential bill of approximately 2% every six months. By the

end of the program, the cumulative increase on a typical residential customer for the GSMP

II would be 19.62% on the total bill. This would be in addition to increases in base

distribution rates or other components of the overall bill.

Would the Company’s proposal to implement the GSMP II cost recovery mechanism

also shift additional risk onto ratepayers?

Yes, it would. The Company’s proposed mechanism would shift risk from shareholders,

where it properly belongs, to ratepayers without any commensurate reduction in the

Company’s return on equity. In addition, the Company’s proposal would require the BPU to

increase rates even if the Company was earning its authorized rate of return.

.Under the GSMP rr, shareholders will no longer have to wait for a general base rate

case to receive a return on this investment. Nor will shareholders have to wait for a general

base rate case in order to begin recovery of depreciation associated with the investment.

Nevertheless, ratepayers will experience semi-annual rate increases even though the

Company will not have annual rates cases, so other components of the regulatory triad will

not be reviewed.
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Q. Is the Company proposing any reduction to its cost of equity to reflect the lower risk

inherent in the GS~ II?

No, it is not. In spite of the fact that the GSMP II will reduce shareholder risk, and will

transfer that risk to ratepayers, PSE&G is proposing that the return authorized in its 2018

base rate case be used to calculate the revenue requirement associated with GSMP II rate

adjustments subsequent to that base rate case. However, since this return wiltbe accelerated,

the impact to shareholders is an increase in the earned return on equity between base rate

cases even though there is virtually no risk of cost recovery. Thus, the GSMP 1I provides

exactly the wrong movement in return on equity that one would expect, given the significant

reduction in shareholder risk.

Don’t shareholders bear the risk of having the BPU deny recovery in an annual

prudence review?

In my opinion, the GSMP II is essentially risk-free to shareholders. Since the BPU will have

already approved the GSMP 1I sub-programs, there is virtually no risk of disallowance unless

actual spending varies greatly from what is projected. Therefore, even though rate

adjustments will be provisional and will be subject to a future review for prudency, in all

likelihood there is very little possibility of disallowances.
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Q. Does the Company’s proposal resuIt in single-issue ratemaking?

Absolutely. The Company’s proposal clearly constitutes single-issue ratemakdng since it

proposes to increase rates for one component of the ratemaking equation without

consideration of the overall revenue requirement or revenue levels being earned by PSE&G.

Single-issue ratemaking violates the regulatory principle that all components of a utility’s

ratemaking equation be considered when new rates are established. The GSMP II would

permit the Company to impose increases twice each year on captive customers without

regard for other ratemaking components. This is especially troublesome given the fact that,

after completion of its currently pending base rate case, it may be some time before the BPU

has the opportunity to examine the Company’s entire revenue requirement as part of a base

rate case.

Hasn’t the BPU approved similar single-issue cost recovery mechanisms in other cases?

Yes, however, in my view, the existence of these other surcharge recovery mechanisms

makes.it more critical, not less critical, for the BPU to move away from single-issue

ratemaking and to return to base rate cases as the vehicle for establishing rates to New Jersey

ratepayers.

Ratemaking is supposed to be a substitute for competition. In a competitive

marketplace, a company is not guaranteed to recover costs and shareholders are not

guaranteed to earn a specific level of profit. The entire regulatory paradigm appears to be at

risk as utilities have successfully argued that the base rate case recovery mechanism, which

25



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

i6

17

18

19

20

21

The Columbia Group, Inc.. ..... BPU Docket No. GR 17070776

provided incentives for effective management and permitted shareholders the opportunity to

earn a reasonable return, should be dis’carded in place of a myriad of surcharges that

guarantee recovery, reduce shareholder risk, and remove incentives for effective cost control.

Has the Company demonstrated that the proposed cost recovery mechanism is

necessary in order to meet its service obligations to New Jersey ratepayers?

No, the Company has not demonstrated that its financial condition warrants an accelerated

recovery mechanism. There is no evidence that PSE&G has had diffigulty in the past

attracting the capital necessary to invest in reliability projects. The Company has not

provided any evidence that it has had, or will have, difficulty attracting capital if the GSMP II

is not approved, or in funding incremental projects if the BPU approves certain sub-

components of the Program. In this case, there is no evidence that either operational issues

or financial issues necessitate implementation of a new accelerated recovery mechanism for

gas replacement projects. Thus, PSE&G has not demonstrated that its financial integrity will

be jeopardized if the cost recovery mechanism proposed for the GSMP 1I is rejected by the

BPU.

Moreover, the Company’s previous base rate case was filed in 2009. While PSE&G

just recently filed a base rate case on January 12, 2018, that filing is the result of an earlier

commitment to file a base rate case and is not an indication of any financial difficulty on the

part of the Company. If the Company had been in financial jeopardy over the past few years,

presumably it would have taken action and filed for new base rates. The fact that .it did not
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make such a filing supports my conclusion that the Company’ s rates are sufficient to provide

access to the capital needed to provide service to New Jersey ratepayers.

Should the Board approve a new cost recovery mechanism associated with PSE&G’s

GSMP II?

No, it should not. If the BPU finds that an additional level of investment is required to

replace aging infrastructure, then the associated costs should be recovered by PSE&G

through the existing base rate case process. Use of a surcharge mechanism will result in a

guaranteed return to shareholders, a transfer of risk from shareholders to ratepayers, and a

further erosion of the integrity of the regulatory process. I recommend that the BPU reject the

Company’s proposal to accelerate recovery of costs associated with the GSMP lI projects.

, The GSMP lI also results in single-issue ratemaking and provides a disincentive for

utility management to contxol costs. The GSMP II will put a further (and unnecessary)

financial bi~rden on ratepayers, Infrastructure replacement should be treated no differently

from other investment that is necessary to provide safe and adequate utility service, and

should be recovered only through a general base rate case where all parties can undertake a

thorough review of the costs. Accordingly, the Company’s request for an extraordinary

recovery mechanism for the GSMP II should be denied.
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Q. What would be the impact on the utility’s shareholders if the traditional base rate case

process was utilized to fund accelerated infrastructure programs.

It is important to remember that the traditional base rate case process does not require

shareholders to forego the entire revenue requirement associated with the accelerated

program - it only requires them to forego the return of and the return on the investment until

the Company’s next base rate case. Assuming a 50-year depreciable life and an average

regulatory lag of 27.monthsSi shareholders would be responsible for funding 4.5% of the

investment prior to it being included in base rates. Thus, even if the base rate case process is

used, and even if the utility stays out for a period of three years, the impact on return would

be only 4.5%. If the Company files more frequent rate cases, the impact would be less.

If the gas utilities believe that a new regulatory mechanism is required in order to

accelerate the rehabilitation and replacement of its infrastructure, then they should also

recognize that a new regulatory paradigm may require sacrifice on the part of all parties -

both investors and ratepayers.

Do increases in utility investment benefit utility shareholders?

Yes, absolutely. It is undeniable that increased investment helps utility shareholders. The

utilities suggest that the additional financing requirements caused by accelerated replacement

programs put a strain on investors - but actually the opposite is true. Shareholders stand to

benefit from every dollar that is invested in the utility. Therefore, to the extent PSE&G

8 This lag would reflect a three-year period between base rate cases. Assuming that plant was added continually
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accelerates investment related to infrastructure replacement, shareholders can expect higher

earnings, even if an accelerated cost recovery mechanism is not adopted. Given the benefit to

shareholders, and given the fact that the Company has not demonstrated a financial hardship,

I recommend that the Company’s request for an accelerated co~t recovery mechanism be

rejected.

E. Recommendations If An Accelerated Cost Recovery Mechanism is Adopted

If, in spite of your recommendation, the Board decides to approve an accelerated cost

recovery mechanism, should the Board ensure that GSMP H investment is incremental

to the annual investment that would normally be made by the Company in the absence

of the Program?

Yes, it should. If the Board approves an accelerated cost recovery mechanism, it should also

ensure that a significant amount of infrastructure replacement costs is still recovered through

the traditional base rate-case process. In addition, the BPU should also ensure that the

Company does not shift capital resources that would otherwise be invested in the utility into

the GSMP 1/. PSE&G should continue to undertake investments that are necessary for the

provision of safe and reliable utility service regardless of whether the GSMP II is approved.

Therefore, in addition to requiring a baseline spending level related to infrastructure

repIacement projects, I also recommend that the Company be required to meet spending

commitments for other distribution-related investment.

during this period, on average, shareholders would finance I8 months of plant between base rate cases. In addition,
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What level of baseline spending do you recommend?

As shown on Schedule WEM-GSMPII-3, the Company’s capital expenditures, excluding

new business, recovered through base rates has averaged $156.7 million per year from 2012-

2016. In addition, the stipulated annual base spending under the GSMP I is $85 million.

Therefore, I recommend that if an accelerated cost recovery mechanism is approved, then

recovery of GSMP 1I costs through an accelerated rate mechanism should be contingent on~

the Company continuing toinvest $1.55 million annually in distribution-related projects other

than those that are similar to the GSMP U, as well as $85.0 million in infrastructure

replacement projects that are similar to those projects whose costs are recoverable through an

accelerated cost recovery mechanisr~.

What cost of capital should be applied to GSMP II projects that are recovered through

an accelerated ratemaking mechanism?

Mx. O’DonnelI is recommending that the Board adopt a cost of capital of 6.5008% for

GSMP 1I projects that are recovered through an accelerated cost recovery mechanism. Mr.

O’Donnell’s recommendation includes an ROE of 9.0%. Dr. Dismukes is also

recommending further adjustments to the ROE if the Company does not meet its leak

reduction targets.

a nine-month litigation period would result in a total tag of 27 months.
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Q.    If an accelerated cost recovery mechanism is adopted~ should the Board permit semi-

annual rate adjustments as proposed by the Company?

A. No, it should not. If an accelerated cost recovery mechanism is adopted, the Board should

limit the associated rate adjustments to annual adjustments. The use of annual rate

adjustments is consistent with the GSMP I and with rate adjustments for the gas utility under

the Energy Strong program. In addition, the use of annual rate adjustments will mitigate the

impact on ratepayers. Finally, given the limited resources that are available to Board Staff

and Rate Counsel, adoption of annual rate adjustments will reduce the burden placed on

these parties to review the proposed adjustments, especially if similar accelerated cost

recovery mechanisms are proposed by other utilities in the State.

If an accelerated recovery mechanism is adopted, should the Board also limit the

annual rate impact on New Jersey ratepayers?

Yes, it should. I understand that Dr. Dismukes is recommending that if the BPU approves a

GSMP ~, it should Iimit the associated costs to $650 million over three years, similar to the

existing prograzn. In addition to this limitation, I also recommend that any resulting annual

rate adjustments be limited to no more than a 2.0% increase on the typical residential

customer’s average bill. This limitation wouId provide a reasonable balance between the

Company’s need to accelerate infrastructure replacement and the need to ensure that New

Jersey rates continue to be affordable. This recommendation would stiItpen~t the Company

to increase utility rates by 6.0% over three years, which would be in addition to any rate

31



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

I5

16

17

18

19

2O

21

The Columbia Group, Nc.: BPU Docket No. GR17070776

increases resulting from base rate cases, changes in supply costs, or increases in other clause

Are you also recommending changes to the earnings test proposed by the Company?

Yes, I am. While the Company has proposed thatGSMP 1I rate adjustments be permitted

as long as the actual earnings for the prior twelve-month period do not exceed 50 basis

points, I am recommending that the earnings test be based on the most recently authorized

ROE. As long as the Company is earning its authorized rate of return, there is no reason to

provide further adjustments through an accelerated recovery mechanism. While the 13JR Rule

permits the earnings test to include a 50rbasis point cushion, the Board has the discretion to

impose a different parameter in order to mitigate the impact on New Jersey ratepayers.

Therefore, I am recommending that no cushion be included in any earnings test used to

determine whether a GSMP 1I rate adjustment should be applied.

If an accelerated recovery mechanism is adopted, when should the Company be

required to file its next base rate case?

Assuming that the BPU authorizes a three-year extension of the existing GSMP I, then I

recommend that PSE&G be required to file its next base rate case three years after the

conclusion of the currently pen.ding base rate case which was filed January 12, 2018.This

would provide the parties with the opportunity to review the GSMP 1I projects for pmdency.

It would also provide an opportunity for the parties to review all aspects of the Company’s
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financial condition and to ensure that overall rates charged to New Jersey ratepayers are just

and reasonable.

Please summarize the conditions that Rate Counsel is recommending in the event that

the Board approves an accelerated cost recovery mechanism for the GSMP II.

If the Board approves .an accelerated recovery mechanism, it should limit plant additions

recovered through the accelerated mechanism to $650 million over three years. In addition,

the Board should require the Company to maintain a baseline spending level of $155 million

in non-revenue producing distribution projects, in addition to investing $85 million in

projects that are similar to the GSMP II. In addition, the Board should adopt the cost of

capital recommendation of Mr. O’Donnell, and require an operating expense offset as

recommended by Dr. Dismukes. Rate Counsel also recommends that the BPU limit rate

adjustments to annual adjustments of no more than 2.0% on a typical residential customer’s

average bill. In addition, the annual earnings test should be based on the actual ROE

authorized in the Company’s previous base rate case., The Company should also be required

to file a base rate case within three years after the effective date of rates resulting from the

2018 base rate case. These conditions will mitigate the impact of the GSMP IT on New Jersey

ratepayers and recognize the significant benefit accruing to shareholders as a result of an

accelerated cost recovery program. The Company should continue to file all reports and

~Rs currently required for the GSMP I. Finally, allrate adjustments pursuant to the GSMP
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1I should continue to be provisional and subject to refund, pending a review for prudency of

the capital projects in a subsequent base rate case.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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Unk C~m~e~or~ CR02010047

W~nOton Gas ~ht Com~w G ~ 8B20 7/02 Rate o[

(Re~utlal)

Chef.eke U~i~es ~r~ra~ G Dela~e 01-307, Phase II 7t02 Rate Oesign
Tari8 Issues

Was~nglon Gas Lig~ ~mpan~ G M~a~d 0920 6/02 Rale of Return
Rate

T~ter ~{les, In�, W Deem 02-28 6/02 Revenue Requirements

Western Resources, ~nc,. E Kansas 01-WSREo~4S-GIE 5/02 Financial Plan

E Kansas 02-EPDE-488-RTS 5/02 Revenue Requirements

Southwestern Public .Service Company E i,i’ew Mexico 3709 4/02 Fuel Costs

Cablevislon Syster~ C htew Je~sey    CR01110706, el eL, 4!O2 Cable Rates

Po~om~ Electric Power Company E O;s~ct of 945° Phase II
Columbia

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. E Vei’mont 6545

4/02 Divestiture Procedures

3t02 Sale of W to Entero) Carp,
(Supplemental)

On Behalf Of

Division of the
Ralepayer Advocate

Ok~homa Corporation
Commission, Publir. Utility
O~vis~on S~a~

Clii~en=’ Ut~i~
Rntep~yer Boa~d

Ol~s~ of the
Rztepwer ~vocate

Division of ~e
Ratepayer ~ate

General S~ices
Ad~lnTsiragon (G~)

Diviston of the PubIIc
Advocate

General Serv{ces
Mm~lsUal~on

D~idon of Ihe Public
Adv~ate

C;tlzens’ Ut~ity
Rmep~yer Boa~d

Citizens’
Ralepaye¢ Board

Offi~ of ~e New Mexico
Attorney Ge~al

Oividon of ~e ~tegaye[
~vocale

Gene~l So.ices
~min~tra~on

Oepa~e~ of
Semite

Do,mama Power and Ltght Company G Dei’awa~e 01-348F

Vormont Yar~ee Nuclear Pews: ~, E V~ 6545

P~u~e( Wat~ ~ply Compa~ W Rhode Island 3378

~esapeage Ut[~es C~p~at{on G Oe~e 01-307, Phase l

Potomac E~c~c P~r C=m~w E M~and 8796

Kansas El~r~ P~er Coop~t~e E ~s 01-KEPE-1 ~O~RTS

1102 Gas Cost Adjustmed.

t102 Sale OI’VY to Ente~’§y Carp.

12/01 Revenue Requirements

I2/01 Revenue Requlretnen~s

~2101 D~veslilure Procedures

11R1
(Cross ~swe~ng)

OMsion of the Public
Advocate

Depagment of Public
Service

Division of Public. Uttl~tles
and Ca~s

Division of ~ Public
Advocate

Gene~l Se~ioe=
Ad~n~Uatlon (GSA)

Cff~ze~’ Ut~li~
Ra~epayer Bo=rd

We~sboro Etectdc Comply E Penns~van’m R=00016356

Kent County Water Au~ority W Rh~e Is~ 33~ 1

PeSo ~d N~ RC, ln~ E Ols~ ~ ~002
Co~mb~

Potomac Elect6c P~er Co. & E D~a~e 01-1~4
Delma~a P~r

Y~n~ee Gas Co~y G C~�~t 01-0~19PH01

11101 Revenue Requirements

10t01 Revenue Requirements
(Surrebutlal)

10/01 Me~ou Issues arKf
Pe~o~an~ Standards

1o~I Merger lssues a~
Poffo~ance S~ndards

9fo~ ~ate~ T~ansactlons

Office of Consu~ner
Advocate

Division of Public Utilities
and Can’le~ra

General Services
Adrnifllstratlon (GSA)

Division of g’~ Pubfie
Advocate

O~ce of Consumer Counsel



Columbia Gro~tp, In~,, T~timw#es of And~,ea C. Crane

Date. To~ic On Behalf Of

Penr~yivanla@~m~ican Walo:r C~m;;~o~ W Pennsyfvae~ R.00011~339

Petoma; Ele~Jr~ Power Co, &
Oelrnerw P~

Co~.c~st Cal~levision of l.o~g Beach
land, el al.

~or~ Ce ~nty W~lle ~ Aull~orily

Water Company W Pennsylvania R-00016330

W NewJe~L=t WR01030194

Hope Gas, Inc,, ~ Dominion Hope G West VirglnIe 01.0330*G-42T
01=0331-G-30C
0|-1842-GT-T
01o0665-G-PC

Western Rebus’cos, inc. E Kansas 0~-WSRE.Ng.GtE

Reven,,Je Requirements The Consumer Advocale
(Rebuttal) Obidcn of the PSC

9/01 Revenue Requkements Offi;e at Consumer
(Surtebultal} Adwca~.e

9101 Merger Issues and General Se~ces
Pe~o~=nce St~daN= Adm{nls~lon (GSA)

Ratep~yar ~vo~te

B{01 Revenue Requirements D~lo~ of Publ;c Ut~itles
and C=~e~

8/01 Revenue Requ~men~ O~ce ot Consumer

8/01 Revenue Requirements Division of th~
Cost of Cepltal Ralepayer Advocate
Rete Design

8101 Revenue Requirements The Consumer Advocate
Division of tl~ PSC

6/01 Rest~Jcturing Citizens’ Ut!lity
Flnancia! [nteg~ty Ralepayer Board
(Rebutted)

6/01 ReStnJCtudng Citizens’ UlIliI,/
Finanda~ Inlegdly Ratep~yer Board

4101 Cable Rates Divlslon of the
R=lepayer Advocate

4101 Holding Comp~,ny Olfice of the Atlorney
General

4101 Role Design DNslon of Consumer
Advocacy

4101 Revenue Requirements C~lizens’ Ulility
Nfillaled Interests Ratepayer Board
(Motion f~ StippL CI’.~mges)

WP-~ern Resources, I~:. E Ka~as 01-WSRE.436oRTS

public Service CO~ll~ny of New Mexico ~ New Mexico 3137, Part Ill

Chem.Nucle~" Syslems. LLC

SouSe Cennecltc,,~ G~s Comp~

. AtlIn~C~ CII~ Sewerage Co.’potation

SW South Ga~’ol~a 2000-366.A

G Cormectlcut 00-12=08

WW New Jusey WR(1008057~

DeI~a~va Power ar~ Light Company
dib/a Conectiv Power Ooii~ery

G Oetaw=~’¢

Senate Bill tg0 Re: Performanc~ Based
Rale,"~ing

4/01 Revenue Requlremenls Ci(Ize~s’ Utility
Affiliated Interests Ra~epayer

4/01 Slendard Offer Service Office of ~he Attorney
(Additional Oi~’ect) General

3/01 Allowable Costs Deportment.or~

3/01 Nfill~tod Inlere~t Ofii~ of
Tra.~sections Consumer Counsel

3/01 Revenue Reo~u~menLs DMslon,~i’ihe
Cost of Capit~l Ralepa, yer Advocate
Rate Design

3101 Margin B~.rlng DMslcn~’,tll~
Public AdvocaIe

2101 period’s’nonce-Based Citizens’ Uiility
Ra{em~ing Mec.hanisms Ratepayer Board

Oelmarva Powu and Light Comper~y G Delaware

Walls~eld Faystcn Telephone Company T Vunmnl

00-463-F

6417

2/01 Gas Cost Rates Otvidon of the
Public Advocate

t2/00 Revenue Requirements Department ot Public
Service
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Delaware Ele~to Coop~at~ve E Oe~awa~e 00-365

Pawtucket W~ler Supply Board         W Rh~ Island
Separation Plan

P~ Se~ ~mpa~ o~ N~ Me~ E New Me~ 3t 37. PaR

Lale Water Company W Hawaii O0.0017
SeparaUon Plan

E[ Paso Ei’ectrfc Company E New Mexico 3t70. Pert 11, Ph. i

Public Servic~ Company ~ New Mexico E New ~exieo 3137 - Part tl
Separation Pier’,

PG Energy G PennsyNanla R-~0aQ5119

Urn:erA U~te~, i~o, G K~su 00oUTCG-336-RTS

TCl C~b~sion C Missouri 9972-9146

Oklahoma= Nalural Gas Company G Oklahoma PUD 99o0o0~66
PUD g80000653
PUO 990000570

Tidewater U|il tieso ln¢.. W Delaware 99,.466
Pu~c Water Supp;y Co.

Delmarva Power and Light Company GtE Delay/are ~go582

Suburban Wa~.er Company W Penr~vania

Phl~delphla Suburban Water Company

R-00994868
R-00994877
R-00994878
R-00994879

R-00994~68
R-00994677
R-00994678
R-Q0994879

Consolid~,led Edison, Ino, end Northeast FJO Cor, r, ect~cot 00-01-’Jl
U~l~les

O~ma Nat~ Gas Compan~ G O~a~ma PUO 990000166
PUO 9~0000663
PUD 9900005?0

CermectJcut Natural Gas Com~y G Con~ectic~ g9-09-03

Time Warner Entertainment Company, C indiana

TC! Commun~r.at{ons, Inc., et eL C ln~lana

Public Service Compar=y E N~’,v Mexico 3116

New Engi’a, nd Electdo System Eastern E Rhode island 2930
Util~ Associates

11100 Code of Conduct
Cost Alloca;ion Manuel

’]O/g0 Peffotrnar~ce.Based
Ratemak~ng MechaniSms

10100 Revenue Req~rcmenis

10/00 Late P~ent Fees

glO0 St~nda~ Offer Se~l~

8t~ Rate Design

7100 Electric Restru~ur~g

7~0 Electric Restmctut~g

~C0 Revenue

4/00 Merger [~ues
(Addt’l

4100 ReVenue R~uirements

4/00 Revenue

4100 Late Fees

3/00 Pro Forma Revenue
~fil;ated Tra~a=Tons
(Rebuttal)

Revenue

3100 Cost Acco~g Ma~u~t
C~de of Coquet

¯ 00 Revenue Requirements
(Su~rebuffal)

2/00 Revenue Requirements

Pro Forma Revenue
P~ilated Transactions
(Rebut(el)

’(100 Af~ieted Transacffons

i999 Late Fees
(Affidavit)

1999 Late Fees

12/9g Merger Approval

11199 M~g e,~ Poli¢y

_O~ Beba~lLC, f

Dh~sion of the Public
A~vocete

Citizens’ Ut~i~
Ratepayer

O~vislon of Pubffc U~s
and C~ders

Karmas, Lanke~s, et

Offi~ o~ the
General

D[vislon of Consumer
~vocaw

O1~ of the Mto~y
General

O~ of lhe AtOmy
General

O~ of Consumer
Advocate

O~ of Consumer Counsel

Oiv~s~on of ~e Public
~vo~te

Citizens’ Utffity
RMepay~ Beard

Honora Epped,

OkJahama Corpara~on
Comm~ssl~, ~Ic Uti~ly
~ivisio~

O;~lslo~ of ~e Public
Advocate

O~v]slon of ~e Publ~c
~vocata

o~ of Consume~
Advocate

O~ce of Consumer
Advocate

Off~:e of Consumer Coun’sel

OP.lahoma Co~’peration
Commiss{on, Public Uti|~y
Division Staff

Ol~ce of Consumer Counsel

Kally J. Whlteman,
et aL

Franklin E, Littell, at el,,

Off~’e of thoAtlorney
General

Oepzrtment of Attorney
General
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Montague WarP-a" and Sewer Companies W/WW N~# Jersey

Ceblevlsion of Ber~n, ~ay~r~e, C New Jersey
New~k

Cablevisi~n el BaRon, Hudson, C N~w Jersey
Monmouth

Kenl Col.ffity Water Aulhm’tty W Rhode Island

Montague We~;er and Sewer Companies WtWW New Jersey

E Disld~l Df

City Pcwe., &Llgbt

D~lmu’va Pow~ an~l LIgld Company E Delaware

Leni’est Allan~
dibla Suburban Cable

Elnclr~c Resln:c:luting CommentS

re: Peyphone Ops

C

E

T

District of
Co~umbla

New Jersey

Docket

99.457 1 ’I/99

CALg8.00283 t0199

3103 10/99

9~4-t8 9199

CR99020075, el. el.. 9/99

Reg. No. 4. 8/99

9~-CVo5195

Rag. 49 7/99

9~-31 6/89

99o163 6199

945 6/99

4aCOI-9802-CP-Q~0386 6t99

T097100792 6/99
PUCOT t 1299-97N

WR9810t161 5/99
WR98101162
PUCR~ 11514,.98N

C R98111 ’~ 97-199 5199
C R9811 t t 90

CR97090624-626 5/99
c’rv 1697.93N

28S0 " 4199

WR98101161 4199
WR9810t 162

945 4/99

97-WSRff-679-MER 4/99

98-479F 3t99

CR97070479 el el.. 3/99

945 3/99

TO97100792 3/~9
PUCOT 11269-97N

Electric Restrueluring

Cable Rates

Acquldtlon Issues

Af~lated Interest

CabIe Rales
Forms 12401’[205

Filing Requkements
{Position Statement)

cabre Rates

Regulatory P olicy
(Supptementa+)

Revenue Requirements

Dl~st~lure of Get,alien

Late Fees
~d~v~)
Economic Subsidy Issues
[Sutrebut~l)

Revenue Req~iremen~
Rate
(Suppl~ental)

Cabb Rs~es
Fo~s 12401~205

Cabl= Rate=
(Rebullal)

Revenue Requirements

Revenue Requi~emen~
Rate Design

Divestltu[e el ~sets

Merger Approval
(SuffebutteB

Fuel Coals

Cable Riles

Regu~atow Poliw

Tarlg RevisiOn
Payphone Subsidies
FCC Services Test
(Rebuttal)

On Behalf Of

Div~s~n of the PubliQ
Advocate

Cynlhla Malsonelte and Die
Renee Chalman. et el..

O~ Of ~lernw General

~ of Consumer C~sel

OMslon of the
R~tep~ye~ Advo~te

~sion of the Publio
~vocale

Broil
an Indl~uol. el

DIvision of lhe Public
Ad~cate

Ad~c~te

Divlslon of th= Public
~v~le

U.S. GSA- Pu~I¢ Ulililles

Ken Hecht,

Division of
Ralepayef Adv~ale

R~lep~yet Advocate

OW~ian of ~e
Ratepay~r Advoca{e

Divis~an of t~e
Rate~ayer A~v~ate

Division ~f Publ~ U{~lli~s &
Ca~ers

Divi~on of
R~tep=yer Advocate

U,S. GSA- Pu~i¢ Ut~itie=

Citizens’ U~ity
Ralepwer Beard

O~lon o~the
~voca~e

Division Of the
Ratep~r Advo~te

U.S. G~- Pub]~� U~filies

Division of the
Rat,,payer Advocate

Western Resnurces, lnc. and Kansa= E l~ns~ 97.WSRE-676-MER 3t99 Merger Approval Ci~erW Utiliiy
City Power & Light (Answering) Retepa¥~’ Board
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Company ~ ~tate    D~cket

Light
97.W~RE~B76.MER 2/99 MergetApproval Ctt{zens’ U~lIty

Retepayer Board

C Vermor~l.     6’117.6119

Supplemenlal)

A~elphla Cable CommuNcatione C Vermo~ 6117-611g t?Jg8 Cable Rates (Forms 1240, Oepanment of Public
1205, 1235) and Late Fees Service
(Direct Supplemental)

Adel~ Cable Communications C Ve~or~ 6117.B119 12/98 Cabin Rates (Forms 1240, Oepadment o~" Public
1205, 1235) and Late Fees Service

Cor~solldated Edls~n
E New Jersey EM9 B070433 11/98 MergerApprovol DIvision of the

Retepayer PcJvocat e

Cablevision New Jersey 0R97090624
CR97090625
CR97090626

11198 C=ble Rates - Form 123fi Division of
Ra~epayer Advocate

Petitlons of BA.NJ and
NJPA re: Payp~’~e Ops.

T New Jersey TO97~00792
PUCOT 11269-97N

101~8 Payphone Subsidies Division of the
FCC New Services Test Ratepayer Advocate

W De~awars 98-98 8/98 Revenue Requirements Division o! the Pubti¢
Advocate

C New Jersey    CR9710071g, 726, 730. 8/98 Cable Rates
732                     (Oral Testimony) Ratepa~’er Advocate

Pa~cma¢ Electr~ Power Company E MarylanD’ Case No. 8791 8/98 Revenue Requirements    U,S. GSA - P~ie Ut~ities
Rate Design

Investlgation at BA-NJ
InVeLATA C~l~g Plans

T New Jersey T097100808
PUCOT 11326-97N

8/98 AntkCompetitive Prac||ces Oivlsion Of Iho
(Rebullal)              Ratepayer Advocate

InlraLATA Calling Plans
T New Jersey TO97100808

PUCOT ’~ 1326-97N
7/88. A~fi-Ccmpeti6ve Practices Olvtslon of the

Rate payer Ad,,;ocate

TCI Cable Company/ C New Jersey CTV 032C:A-03268 7198 Cable Rates Oivislon o! the
CablevLslan and c’rv 05061 Ratepayer Advocate

Moun~ Holly Wate~ Company W New Jersey WR98020058
PUC 0313t-98N

7t9B Revenue Rao, ulre~nnts DMdon at the
Ratepayer A~vocate

Pawtucket We~:~ Supply’ Beard W Rhode [gland 2674 Revenue Requirements Division of Publio
(Surrebuttal) Utilities & Carriers

Pawtucket Water Supply B~ard W Rhode Island 2674 4/98 Revenue Requirements DlvLsion of Pubic
Utilities & Carriers

Energy Iv~ster Plan Phase II P~oceoding E New Jersey    EX¢~4120565U, 4/98 Electric Restructuring Division of the
- Rest~’ucturing E097070457,60,63,66 lssue~ Ratepayet Advocate

(Supplementel Surrebuttsl)

Energy ~vtester Plan Phase 1Procee~,ng. E New J~sey EX94120565U, 3198 Eteetdc Restructuring
Restructuring EO97070457,60,63.66 issues

Oiviston of lhe
Ratepa~et Advocate

Sherelan~s Water Company

TCI Commur~ca~ions,

Citizens Tetep~ Co, of ~ksb~g

C~s~ers Penns~a Water
Short.go Va~ey ~don

Unlversa~ Se~ Fun~

W New Jersey WRg7110835
PUC 11324-97

2t,98 Reven~’e Requirements Division of Ihe ’
Ratep~yer Advo¢ate

C New Jersey    CR97030141, et aL.    11/97 Ceble Rates
(Ora~ Testimony)

Divislon of the
Ratepayer Advocate

T " Per,~sytvan~a R-0097t229 11t97 ,NtemaEve Regula~3on Office of Consumer
Networ~ Mndemlzatfon Advocate

W Pennsyivan~ R-00973972 10/97 RevenuaRequlmments Off~ce of Consumer
{Sur~ebuttal) Advocate

T New Jersey TX95120631 10/~7 Schoo]s and Ltb~r~es Division of the
Funding Ratepayar Advocate
(Rebultal)

T New Jersey TX9512063’I 9t97 Low tncome Fund DMston of the
High Cost Fund Ratepeyet Advocate

W Pe~syivan~ R-00973972 8/97 Revenue Requiremenl= Office o~’ Consumer
Advocate
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~ ~ Stale Docket

Oelmanta Power ace’ Ught Company G/E De.re 97-65

U~ve~l Se~ FuP~g T New Je~ TXg55~I

Universal Service Funclng

Kant County Water

lronl~ Telephone Compa,’~y

PEPCO an~ BGE Merger

Util~corp Un~ed,

TKR Cable Company’ of Gloucester

TKR Cable C~omp~y of

T New Jersey TX95120831

W Rhode lsl~d 5555

T Pennsylvania R,0097t t82

T PennsyP4an|a R-00971182

C New Jersey Various

WW New Jersey WRgT010052
PU~ 3164-~7N

W Rh=de ~s[~ 2555

W Peons~va~la R-00973869

W Pen~ylvanl~ R-0097~69

W N~ J~sey WR96110816
PUCRL 1t66~9EN

~ N~ Je~y WRg~80S28
PUC~ 09374-96N

N R~da l~and 2484

N Rhode Island 241~4

e.olm’nbla

W Delaware

~: Kansas ’~ga,306-U
193,307-U

FJG OIsMc~ o~ 95t
Co~mbla

G Kansas i93.787-U

C New.Jersey crv07030-SSN

C New Jersey CTV057537.95N

Code of Conduct Advocate

9197 T~ans[et o! Gee Assets C~zer~s’ Uti~ty
Ratepaye~ Boa~d

gig? S~oIs a~ L~m~es Division of the
Fund[aft Ralepayer ~v~ate
(Reb~MI)

Schools and L~rades Division of the
Funding Ra~epayer A~voc~te

8/97 Revenue Requirements Division of Public Uttlities
(Surrebutlel) end Carriers

$/97 ,Ntemativo Regulation Office of Conaumar
Network Modern~aUon Ac~vocate
(Surrebulta~)

7/97 Affematlue Regulation O~’~ce of Consumer
Nelw~ork Mod emlzaUon Advocate

7/97 CebM Rates OMsTcn o[ the
(Oral Testimony) Retepayer Advocate

7/97 Revenue .Requirements (~ivlston of the
Ratep~yer Advocate

6/97 Revenue Reo~ulrementa GIv(slon of Public Utilities
and Cat~ers

6/97 Revenue Requirements Oftice of Consumer
[SuuebuttaQ Advocate

5/97 Revenue Requirements Ofgce of Cellsume~
Advocale

5/g7 Me{get Policy ell’ice of the PuI~IIo
Advocate

4/97 Revenue Requirements Division ot the
Ratepaye~ Advocate

3/97 Purchased Sowerzga Oivlstcn ef the
Adjustment Retapaye~" Advocate

3/97 Revenue Requirements Olvislnn of Public Utilities
Cost of Copilot CeMer~

2/97 Revenue Requirements Olv]sion of Pubic UfllRlos &
Cost of Capital CaMera

t197 Regulatory Policy U.S. GBA- Public Ut~Lies

t197 Reven~e Requirements

10/96 Regulatory Policy
Cost o1" Capital
(Rebu~=Q

O~,ce of ~he Public
Advocate

GSA

10/96 Revenue Requt/ements Cit!zens’ Utility
Cost of Captlal Retapayer Board
(Supplemental)

9/98 Regulatory Policy U.$o GSA - Public Utilities
Cost of Cap|tat

8R6 Revehue RequlfemenLs Citizens’ Utll[ty
Ralepayet Beard

7FJ6 Cet~le Rates Division o[ (lie
(0~I Testimony) Ratepayet" AdvocMe

7/96 Cable Rates Division of the
(Oral Testimony) Ratep~,yu Advooale
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95.11~t6F

193,306-U
1

95-0172
95-0169

I93,30~U

WR94070319
(Remand Hearing)

WR94070319
(Remand Hearing)

94-0366

CTV01382-95N

CTV0 t381-95N

95.73

7718

W~mington Suburban Writer Corpo~,tk~n W Oela~re

~ir~t~ Disposal Co~or~n ~ New Jemw WR940703~9

Roa~g C~k ~t~ Compa~ W P~ns~vad= R~0943t77

Roaring Cr~k WaI~ Co.any W P~n~vaH~ R-GO~3177

E~l~on~al Disposal Corpora~n ~ ~ Jersey WR940703t9

~maNa P~t and Ught C~y E O~’e 94~4

D~a~ Po~r a~ Light ~mpany G O~ 94-22

Mo~ls Co~ly M~= SW N~ J~y MM1093~27
Ut~ily Autho6ly ESW ~ 42~94

US West Commun~o~ T ~a E-1051-9~183

US Weal Co~u~l~s T ~{z~ ~-1051-9~183

P~et Wa~e~ S~y Board W Rh~e Is~ 21

P~l~lon C~ol Rna~g ~t~rlty of SW ~ Jers~ SRgll117iSJ
Camden

Ro~i~ ~eek Water ~m~ W

Roa~r~ C~k WaIer Com~W W P~va~a R-00932665

5/95 Fuel Cost Recovew

5/96 Revenue RequirementS
Cost of Capital

1~6 Revenue Requirements
Rate D~lgn

1/$6 Revenue Requirements
Coal of Capilot

tl/95 Revenue Reqdrements
Rate Design
lSupplemental)

11/95 Revenue Requlrements

10/95 Revenue Requirements
Rate Design

.’~35 Basic ~ervtue Rates
(Oral Testimony)

8/95 Basle Se~lce Rates
(Oral Testimany)

7t95 Revenue Re( ulrements

6/95 Revenue Re( ui~ements

3/95 Revenue Rat ulremenL~

1/95 RevenueRequiremenls
(Supplementer)

1/95 Revenue Re( ul’rements
($un’ebut{ot)

12/94 Revenue Re=; uirements

12/94 Revenue Re= uirements

11194 Revenue Reqdfernenls

8/g4 Revenue Re{ ulrements

8/$4 Revenue Requirements

~94 Revenue Re( ulrements

5/94 Revenue Re( ulfements
(Surrebu{tal)

5/84 Revenue Re( ulrements
(Surrebuttal)

3/94 Revenue Re( ulfements

3/94 Revenue Re{ ~rements

2194 Revenue Rec uirements
(Supplemental)

9193 Revenue Re{ uirements
(Supplemental)

9/93 Revenue Re~ ~irements

On Behalf Of

Of~ce of ttte Pubfc
Advocate

Citizens’ Ut~F/
Ratepayer Board

Pdnceville at
Comm~lty Assodation

Ci~en s’ Ufi~ty
Ratepayer

OM~lon o~ the
RatepayerAdvoc~le

Otvtslon of the
Rolepayer Advecale

OMslon ef Consumer
Advocacy

Division ef the
Re[epayer Advocate

Division of the
Ratepayet Advocate

OIIice cf the Public
Advocate

Oivlstnn el’ Consumer
Advocacy

Ofi~ce of the Public
Advocate

Division of the
Ralepayer Advocate

0IT~e of Consumer
Advocate

Office of Consume(’
Advocate

OMdon o~’ the
Relepeyef AdvoCate

Office o| lhe P~;~ic
Advocate

Office of (he Public
Advocale

Citizen’ Utility
Ratepayer Board

Rate Counse~

Residential Utilily
Consumer OffiCe

DMs[on of Public
Utilities & Carders

Resid~l Uli~ly
Consumer Otto=

DMsion or Pubic
U~Iiges & Ca~ie~

Rate Coupe{

Office o{ C~nsumer
Advocate

Dirge at’ Consumer
Mvocate
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Kent C~’ltyWater ~oflty W Rhode lslana 2098

Wilmington Submban Wete~ Cumptmy W Oelsw~e 93,28

Ke~ Coun~ Water ~ly W Rhode Island’ 209~}

NewJerse’pAme~can Water Company WtWW New Jersey WR920909QSJ
PUC 7266-92S

New.Jersey Amodc~n Water Company W/WW N~v Je~ey WR9108-d 399J
PUC 8246-91

Pennsylvania-Amebean Water Company W Pennsy’~venia R-g11909

Mercer County Improvement Authority ~,W New Jersey

Ke~ Cour~y Water Authority W RP,~e Island t952

SR~004-0264d
PUC 3389-90

New Yo~k Telephone T NewYo~ 90-C-0191

SNET C~llul~o Ino. T Gonnectlm~l

($ureebuttal)

7/93 Revenue Requ~ements

7/93 Revenue Req~rement=

4R3 Revenue Requirements

4R3 Revenue Requirements

3tg3 Revenue Requtrements

2t93 Revenue R~uirements

g~2 Revenue Requirements

8t92 Revenue Retirements

7/92 Revenue

5/92 Revenue Requirements

~2 Revenue

1t92 Revere Requ~remen~

12~t Revenue Roqu~e~en~

1019t Revenue Req~mmen~

10190 Revenue Req~remenl=

8~0 Reve~e Re~g~re~ents
R~olato~ PolZcy

7RO Rwen~e Requirements
~ialed Interests

. (Supplement=}

7~0 Revenue Requirements
~ated Interesls

6190 Revenue Requlremenls
Regulato~

11t8~ Regalato~ Po~cy

818~ Revenue Requirements
Reguletow

5189 Revere Re~ements
Sched~e=

~89 RegulatoW

On Behalf Of

Dlvlslon or Public
U~litles & Carders

Once of Publt¢ Advocate

Rate Counsel

Rate Counsel

County of Nassau
T~ of Hempstead

Ra~e C~sel

R~le Counsel

Oivislon o~ Confiner
Advaca~

Rate Counsel

Rate Counsel

Rate Coupe1

Rate Co.el

Rale Co.el

O~fice ot ~ns~er
Advocate

Ra~e Couns~

OMslcn of Public

NY S~le Ccnsume~
Protection Bo={~

NY State Consumer
Pr~ecticn BoaM

OMs]on of Pubgc
U~litle~ & Canle~

Rate Counsel

UtiliZes & C~rders

R~te Cou~el

First Selectman
Town of Redding


