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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

In the Matter of

The Application of Potomac Electric Power Formal Case No. 1139
Company for Authority to Increase

Existing Retail Rates and Charges for Electric
Distribution Service

The Apartment and Office Building Association of Metropolitan Washington

hereby submits the following Issue Index to the Direct Testimony of Bruce R. Oliver.
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increase in base distribution rates just Page 5 through Page 9
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and capital structure just and Page 5 through Page 9; Page 25
reasonable? through Page 40
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Pepco be authorized to earn? Page 5 through Page 9; Page 25
through Page 40
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and appropriate?

4(a) Has Pepco reasonably and Page 54 through Page 58
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Page 40 through Page 43
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BRUCE R. OLIVER
DCPSC Formal Case No. 1139

[. INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS FOR THE
RECORD.
My name is Bruce R. Oliver. My business address is 7103 Laketree Drive

Fairfax Station, Virginia, 22039.

BY WHOM AND IN WHAT CAPACITY ARE YOU EMPLOYED?
| am employed by Revilo Hill Associates, Inc., and serve as President of the firm.
| manage the firm's business and consulting activities, and | direct its preparation

and presentation of economic, utility planning, and policy analyses for our clients.

ON WHOSE BEHALF DO YOU APPEAR IN THIS PROCEEDING?
| appear on behalf of the Apartment and Office Building Association of Metro-

politan Washington (AOBA).

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony in this proceeding is to provide the Commission
with greater perspective regarding a number of key elements of the rate increase
request and proposals for tariff changes that the Potomac Electric Power Com-
pany (hereinafter “Pepco” or “the Company”) has presented in this proceeding.

This testimony addresses numerous elements of the Designated Issues set forth
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in Attachment A to Order No. 18550, including the Commission’s Designated
Issue Nos. 1, 2.a,, 3, 3.a,, 4,4.a.,4.b., 4.c., 4d, 6, 6a, 7, 10, 10.a., 10.b.,210.d.,
10.e., 13, 13a, and 19. This testimony also responds to portions of the pre-filed
direct and supplemental direct testimonies of Pepco witnesses McGowan,
Verner, Hevert, Ziminski, Nagle, Janocha, Lefkowitz, White, Hall, and

Chamberlin.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS.

| am an economist specializing in the areas of utility rates, energy, and regulatory
policy matters. | have over 40 years experience in the analysis of energy and
utility policy issues. That experience includes employment in management
positions in the rate departments of two major utilities (the Pacific Gas and
Electric Company and the Potomac Electric Power Company), as well as service
in management and senior staff positions for three consulting firms, Revilo Hill
Associates, Inc., the Resource Dynamics Corporation, and ICF Incorporated.

As a consultant, | have served a diverse group of clients on issues encom-
passing a wide range of energy and utility related activities. My clients have in-
cluded state regulatory commissions, utilities, state Attorneys General,
state- funded consumer advocacy groups, municipal governments, federal
agencies, commercial and industrial energy users, hospitals and universities,
suppliers of equipment and services to utility markets, residential consumer inter-

venors, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), and the World Bank.
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Projects for those clients have included work on gas, electric, water, and
wastewater utility regulatory proceedings, as well as analyses and forecasts of
supply, demand, and prices for utility and non-utility energy markets. | have also
assisted a number of commercial, institutional, and industrial energy users in the
negotiation of a wide range of energy service contracts, including contracts for
the procurement of competitive electricity and natural gas services.

To date, | have presented more than 400 separate pieces of testimony in
over 250 proceedings before regulatory commissions in 24 jurisdictions. The
regulatory jurisdictions in which | have testified include: the states of Penn-
sylvania, New York, New Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, North Carolina,
Rhode Island, Vermont, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Ohio, lllinois, Wisconsin,
Arizona, New Mexico, South Dakota, and California, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
the District of Columbia, the City of Philadelphia, the Provence of Alberta,
Canada, and the U.S. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). My testi-
monies in those jurisdictions have addressed such topics as industry restruc-
turing, utility mergers and acquisitions, divestiture of generation assets, sighting
of energy facilities, utility revenue requirements, capital structure, costs of capital,
cost of service allocations, rate design, rate unbundling, incentive ratemaking,
revenue decoupling, capacity expansion planning, asset management, outsour-
cing, demand-side management, energy conservation, contracts for non-tariff
service provided to large energy users, natural gas purchasing practices, gas

transportation service, natural gas processing, competitive bidding, economic
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development rates, load research, load forecasting, weather normalization,

metering, fuel procurement, and fuel pricing issues.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY APPEARED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

Yes, | have appeared before this Commission in nearly every major electric and
gas utility rate proceeding for more than 35 years. Pepco cases before this
Commission in which | have participated include: Formal Case Nos. 759 (Phases
I, 11, and IIl), 785, 813 (Phases | and Il), 834, 869, 889, 939, 945, 951, 1002,
1053, 1053 Phase II, 1076, 1087, 1103, 1116, 1119, and 1121. | have also
testified in nearly every major Pepco rate proceeding before the Maryland Public
Service Commission (“MDPSC”) since 1980, including the Pepco-Exelon Merger
proceeding in Maryland, and Pepco’s recently decided Maryland base rate case,

Case No. 9418.

WAS THIS TESTIMONY PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR DIRECT
SUPERVISION AND CONTROL?

Yes, it was.
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[I. SUMMARY

WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF PEPCO’S FILING IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

The $82.1 million or 22.72% overall revenue increase that Pepco seeks in this
proceeding® represents a substantial burden for all District of Columbia rate-
payers and warrants this Commission’s thorough scrutiny. It is understood that
the provision of safe and reliable service has its attendant costs. However, the
magnitude of the increases that Pepco seeks in this proceeding, combined with
the prospect of additional rate increase requests in the next few years,
necessitates a careful review of the reasonableness and necessity of all
elements of the Company’s revenue increase request in this proceeding.

Pepco’s filing in this case, once again, suggests that Pepco has stretched
its imagination to inflate its size of its request. At a time when financial markets
have been relatively stable, and there is no dramatic upward trend in allowed
rates of return for utilities, the Company seeks an ROE that is 120 basis points
above its currently authorized 9.40% ROE. In addition, Pepco’s claimed test
year O&M expenses include significant non-recurring billing system expenditures
and other significant unexplained and unjustified expense increases.

Particularly important considerations in this case relate to the manner in

which the Company’s requested increase in this case would be distributed

Y The Company’s Application, filed on June 30, 2016, sought an overall increase in its distribution base

rate revenue of $85.5 million or 23.65%. The request was reduced to $82.119 million in the Company’s
October 14, 2016 Supplemental Direct Testimony. See Exhibit Pepco (2B), page 1, lines 15-19.

5
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among rate classes and among customers within each rate class. In this context,
the Commission needs to focus on the intersection of: (1) the Company’s
requested revenue increase in this case; (2) Pepco proposed plan for elimination
of negative rates of return for residential service; and (3) the Company’s proposal
for utilization of Base Rate Credits and Incremental Revenue Offsets. This
testimony shows that Pepco’s proposals for addressing each of these issues are
inappropriate and will fail to achieve their purported objectives. Furthermore, in a
case in which Pepco claims to offer a plan for eliminating negative class rates of
return, the Company’s proposal to apply less than an average percentage
increase on classes with negative rates of return cannot be justified. As
explained herein, Pepco’s plan for eliminating negative rates of return and
narrowing differences in class rates of return is poorly conceived and destined to
fail, as have Pepco’s prior efforts to address negative residential rates of return.

With the availability of substantial Base Rate Credits and the possibility of
Incremental Offsets, this Commission has more options that usual in this case to
move aggressively toward narrowing large existing differences in class rates of
return. Yet, the Company’s proposal squanders those resources to achieve
greater temporary benefits for classes of customers that presently carry none of
the burden of the returns required on the Company’s rapidly growing rate base.
These are not just issues about interclass subsidies. Rather, they are key
elements of a potential utility “death spiral.” As the costs of alternatives to utility

supplied services become increasingly more economic, further increases in C&l
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rates will simply push greater numbers of C&l customers to the point where
renewables, self-generation, and improved energy efficiency are serious options
to continued reliance on utility services. Already some of the largest users of
electricity in the District of Columbia have installed, or are in the process of
installing Combined Heat and Power facilities, and those installations negatively
impact units of service over which Pepco can recover its costs of service. As
billable units of service shrink, increases in costs for the remaining C&l
customers will push greater numbers of those customers to make similar
investment decisions. Moreover, subsequent efforts to increase rates for non-
residential customers to compensate for further service lost to self-generation,
renewables, and improved energy efficiency will simply escalate the process
making alternatives to utility service more economic to another tier of customers.

In this context, Pepco’s proposed distributions of its revenue increases
and Base Rate Credits among rate classes in this proceeding can only be viewed
as counterproductive. The Company’s proposals also are inconsistent with this
Commission’s findings in several recent proceedings, including, but not limited to
Formal Case No. 1119 and Formal Case Nos. 1103 and 1087. Although the
Commission expressed its assessment that all customers should participate in
the benefits of the Merger, Pepco’s proposals attribute no direct merger benefits
to the non-residential customers who bear the entire burden of the Company’s
return requirements plus subsidies to offset negative residential contributions to

Pepco’s required returns. The only Merger-related benefits distributed to Pepco
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customers in the District of Columbia to date have all been credited exclusively to
residential Rate R and Rate AE customers, even though those classes have now
been shown in at least four successive base rate proceedings to provide
negative contributions to the Pepco’s required returns on invested capital.

In this case, the Commission has also found the necessity of designating
issues regarding the need for revision or termination of Pepco’s BSA mechanism.
Although the issues associated with Pepco’s BSA may have had their origin in
changes in customer counts associated with Pepco’s implementation of a new
billing system, this testimony demonstrates that concerns relating to the just and
reasonableness of that mechanism and its interface with the establishment of
Pepco’s base rate are much broader in scope. If continuation of Pepco’s BSA is
to be entertained the BSA-related issues addressed herein need to be explicitly
addressed and resolved.

Finally, in Issue No. 19, the Commission has asked the parties to address
guestions relating to whether alternative ratemaking structures warrant further
investigation by this Commission. Pepco has given the Commission a decisive
answer to that question in the formulation of its rate increase request in this
proceeding. By submitting an obviously inflated revenue increase request, the
Company has signaled that regular close scrutiny of the Company’s costs and
revenues is necessary to ensure that interests of District ratepayers are
protected from waste and abuse in the rate setting process. Although fewer rate

cases may suggest savings to ratepayers as a result of reduced regulatory
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expenses, ratepayers must be provided reasonable confidence that cost in-
creases passed to consumers through alternative ratemaking structures would
not exceed just and reasonable levels. To date, Pepco’s track record does not
provide such confidence.

In each of Pepco’s base rate cases since its merger with Conectiv
(roughly 15 years ago), the difference between the level of Pepco’s initial rate
increase request and the increase ultimately judged appropriate for the Company
by this Commission has been more than sufficient to justify to costs of litigating
each case. Thus, a pre-requisite for greater reliance on alternative ratemaking
methods should be a demonstration that the Company only requests revenue
increases that it can fully or nearly fully justify when subjected to scrutiny by the
Commission and other parties. As this testimony demonstrates, the Company
has fallen well short of that mark in this proceeding.

Alternative ratemaking methods, if well-structured and implemented with
appropriate regulatory oversight may facilitate the achievement of certain
regulatory objectives, and should not be viewed as a replacement for continued
regulatory scrutiny of utility activities. Moreover, alternative ratemaking methods
are not a cure-all for existing ratemaking problems, and can require substantial
on-going review and monitoring to ensure that their structures and performance
remain consistent with appropriate regulatory objectives in an evolving economic,

political and social environment.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE KEY ELEMENTS OF YOUR FINDINGS WITH
RESPECT TO PEPCO’S PROPOSALS IN THIS PROCEEDING.
Key findings from my review of Pepco’s filing in this proceeding include the

following:

Costs of Capital and Capital Structure (Issue No. 3)

> Pepco’s cost of equity recommendation significantly overstates the

appropriate cost of equity for Pepco’s distribution utility operations.

> The cost of equity analyses that witness Hevert presents in this
proceeding are not properly developed to produce estimates that
reflect investment risk comparable to that for Pepco’s distribution

utility operations.

> Nothing in U.S. capital markets or in Pepco’s operations has
changed so dramatically since Formal Case No. 1103 that warrants
the rather substantial increase in Pepco’s authorized ROE that the

Company seeks in this proceeding.

10
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Pepco’s BSA Mechanism (Issue No. 4)

Pepco’s BSA mechanism presently incorporates a number of
deficiencies that erode the reasonableness, credibility, and equity

of the Company’s computed monthly rate adjustments.

The measures of actual numbers of customers that Pepco used
following the start-up of its new SolutionOne billing system mis-
represent the actual numbers of customers upon which monthly

authorized revenue by class should have been determined.

The forecasted monthly kWh by rate class that Pepco has used to
compute monthly rate adjustments do not exhibit the characteristics

of forecasted normal weather service requirements.

The observed variations in the forecasted monthly kwh that Pepco
has used to compute monthly rate adjustments by rate class raise
serious concerns regarding the manner in which the Company’s

measures of forecasted kWh are determined.

11
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Reflection of Merger Commitments (Issue Nos. 10, 10a, and 10b)

Given that no Merger-related synergy savings are reflected in
Pepco’s test year costs of service, no provision for the Company’s
recovery of Costs to Achieve its Merger with Exelon is appropriate

in this proceeding.

Establishment of a regulatory asset for Pepco’s recovery of Costs
to Achieve the Merger is not justifiable unless the Commission can
confidently conclude that it is probable that demonstrated Merger-
related savings will exceed the Costs to Achieve that Pepco seeks

to recover.

The commitment of Exelon and its affiliates to future charitable
contributions in the District of Columbia is not appropriately

reflected on Pepco’s books as a regulatory liability.

Revenue Increase Distribution (Issue No. 13), Pepco’s Plan to
Eliminate Negative Class RORs (Issue No. 13a), Application of
Base Rate Credits (Issue No. 10d), and Proposed Use of
Incremental Offsets (Issue No. 10e)

12
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Pepco’s Rate Schedules R and AE continue to provide negative
rates of return, and those rates of return are even more negative

than in the Company’s last case.

Residential Rate R and Rate AE customers have not contributed
anything to Pepco’s return on its investment in facilities required to
serve those customers for at least a decade (i.e., dating back to at

least Formal Case No. 1016).

Pepco’s proposal, to place less than the jurisdictional average
increases on the revenue requirements of its Residential Rate R

and Rate AE customers, is not reasonable or justifiable.

Pepco’s Plan to eliminate negative rates of return over three cases
ignores the potential, if not likelihood, of further slippage in
Residential Class rates of return that will necessarily result from the

Company’s DCPLUG program.

Pepco’s proposed use of Base Rate Credits to offset all residential

rate increases through February or March 2019 is poorly conceived

and cannot be relied upon to accomplish that objective.
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Pepco’s proposed use of Base Rate Credits to offset residential
rate increases denies Commercial customers (who pay the
Company’s entire return on invested capital) any direct Merger-

related benefits.

The Merger-related Base Rate Credits should be used to offset the
portions of approved rate increases by rate class that exceed the
overall average increase percentage that results from the Commis-

sion’s revenue requirements determinations.

The Incremental Revenue Offsets referenced in the settlement of

Formal Case No. 1119 are not necessary and should be avoided.

The only benefit of the proposed Incremental Offsets is to possibly
aid the achievement of a goal that in reality is most likely un-

attainable.

If Pepco’s plan to fully offset all revenue increases for residential
customers through February 2019 is pursued, Residential cus-
tomers in the District will face extremely large effective rate
increases when the Merger-related Base Rate Credits and Incre-

mental Revenue Offsets are exhausted.
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The magnitude of the combined revenue deficiencies for Rates R

and AE has grown significantly between rate cases.

Revenue Requirements (Issue Nos. 2a, 6 and 7)

Pepco’s efforts to develop normal weather billing determinants for
the test year do not properly compute kWh by rate block for rate

classes having blocked kWh charges.

Pepco has not reflected the impacts of its normalization of test year

billing determinants on expected revenues at present rates.

In the absence of the evidence of the achievement of actual
synergy savings in excess of Pepco’s claimed costs associated
with achievement of the merger of Exelon and PHI, no authorization
of recovery of costs to achieve that merger is appropriate in this

proceeding.

Pepco provides no justification for large increases in its claimed test

year expenses for a number of its operating expense accounts.
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Pepco has inappropriately included non-recurring transition costs
associated with the implementation of its new billing system in its

on-going test year expenses.

To the extent that billing system costs are deemed to be
reasonable and appropriately-incurred billing system transition
costs, those costs should be removed from Pepco’s on-going
operating expenses and amortized over a period of not less than 5
years starting from the initial activation of the Company’s new

billing system in January 2015.

Alternative Ratemaking Structures (Issue No. 19)

Any effort to move toward the adoption of alternative ratemaking
structures is inappropriate if it inhibits efforts to timely address the
current unacceptably wide disparity in class rate of return in the

District and/or the elimination of negative class rates of return.

Performance Based Ratemaking generally provides greater

expected benefits to the utility than its ratepayers.
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The adoption of ranges of authorized return is unnecessary and

unjustified.

Without first establishing a clear track record regarding the
Company’s ability to reasonably forecast future service require-
ments and costs (a track record that does not presently exist),

reliance on fully forecasted test year data is inappropriate.

Given uncertainties regarding such factors as the direction of future
grid modernization activities, it is inappropriate to assume that
Pepco can reasonably forecast its future service requirements and

costs.

Although substantial value may be extracted from the efforts of
other jurisdictions and utilities to address Standby rates, Back-up
rates, and related regulatory policy issues, policies adopted for the
District of Columbia should be tailored to reflect the energy policy
goals of the District and the current, and expected future, attributes

of Pepco’s distribution system in the District.

Policies adopted to support the offering of Back-up and/or Standby

services must consider the impacts of such policies on the
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maintenance of competitive retail energy markets and should not
result in the re-introduction of Pepco’s offering of bundled electric

utility services.

> Careful consideration must be given to the appropriate role of
competitive service providers in the provision of Standby and Back-

up services.

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMMISSION ACTIONS
WITH RESPECT TO PEPCO’S FILING IN THIS PROCEEDING?
A. Based on the findings in this presentation, | urge the Commission to take the

following actions:?

Costs of Capital and Capital Structure (Issue No. 3)

1. The Commission should reject the Company’s requested 10.60%
ROE in this proceeding as not reflective of returns for investments
having risk comparable to that for Pepco’s distribution utility

operations.

2 Omission from this list of a recommendation presented elsewhere in this testimony is unintentional

and does diminish or negate the importance of a recommendation not included in this list.
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2. The Commission should authorize a ROE for Pepco of 9.25% and

an overall rate of return for the Company of not greater than 7.31%.

3. The Commission should monitor the relationship between Pepco’s

authorized rate of return and Exelon’s DCF rate of return.

Pepco’s BSA Mechanism (Issue No. 4)

4, The Commission should either take steps to remedy problems
associated with Pepco’s existing BSA mechanism or terminate the

Company’s use of that mechanism.

5. If Pepco’s BSA is to be continued, the Commission needs to take
several steps to improve the reasonableness of monthly rate

adjustments that result from that mechanism.

6. The Commission should require a detailed audit of Pepco’s credit-

ing of revenue by rate class in the initial months of its new billing

system operations starting with January 2015.

7. If Pepco’s BSA is to be continued, the Commission should require

that the Count of Contracts data Pepco employs in the design of
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rates and development of BSA revenue targets is also used in the

computation of Pepco’s monthly BSA rate adjustments.

The Commission should require Pepco to re-compute its authorized
revenue by rate class for each month since the start-up of its new
billing system for which measures of Active Billed Customers rather
than Count of Contracts data were used and the Company should

adjust its deferred balances accordingly.

The Commission should takes steps to ensure reasonable consis-
tency in measures of kWh by rate class by month that Pepco uses
to compute the cents per kWh charges applied by rate class each

month.

The Commission should seek more appropriate reflection of BSA-
related revenue adjustments to base rates in it's assessment of

over- and under-collections of revenue by rate class.

Revenue Requirements (Issue Nos. 2a, 6 and 7)

11.

The Commission should find that Pepco has not accurately com-

puted its normal weather adjustments to test year billing deter-
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minants and revenues for rate classes with blocked charges for
kWh usage, and inappropriately assumes that weather-related
changes in kWh use will impact usage in each rate block propor-

tionately.

The Commission should require that Pepco’s normal weather
adjustments to test year billing determinants be reflected in the
Company’s computed revenues at present rates for the purpose of
determining the Company’s requirements of additional test year

revenue.

The Commission should deny Pepco’s request in this proceeding

for recovery of costs to achieve the merger of Exelon and PHI.

The Commission should find that Pepco fails to identify, explain and
justify significant increases in a number of its operating expense

accounts.

The Commission should find that Pepco has inappropriately

included non-recurring billing system transition costs in its test year

expenses in this case as on-going operating expenses.
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The Commission should direct Pepco to remove all non-recurring
billing system transition costs from its test year expenses and
amortize those costs over a five year period starting in January
2015 (i.e., the month in which the Company’s new SolutionOne

system was first used to bill customers).

The Commission should limit Pepco’s recovery of rate case
expenses for this proceeding and all subsequent proceedings in a
manner that reflects the proportion of the Company’s overall
revenue increase that the Commission ultimately finds to be

justified for implementation.

Rate Impacts (Issue Nos. 13, 13a, 10d and 10e)

18.

19.

The Commission should find that Pepco’s plans for the elimination
of negative rates of return and utilization of Base Rate Credits and

Incremental Offset are inappropriate and unrealistic.

The Commission should use Base Rate Credits for two purposes:
(a) to offset rate increases in excess of the system average
increase; and (b) to provide for improved customer service to

Pepco’s Non-Residential customers in the District.
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The Commission should seek to avoid the need for Incremental
Offsets; and if any Incremental Offsets are used, the costs of those
offsets should be borne by the class or classes receiving direct

benefits from those offsets.

Alternative Ratemaking Methods (Issue No. 19)

21.

22.

23.

The Commission’s consideration of alternative ratemaking methods
should not precede determinations in Formal Case No. 1130
regarding the scope and direction of efforts to modernize Pepco’s

distribution system in the District.

The Commission should find that existing negative class rates of
return and large differentials in existing class rates of return
represent major impediments to the implementation of alternative

ratemaking methods for Pepco.

The Commission should ensure that any steps taken toward the

adoption and implementation of alternative ratemaking methods do

not impede achievement of the Commission’s goals of eliminating
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negative class rates of return and narrowing differences in class

rates of return.

24. The Commission should conclude that alternative ratemaking
methods are not a replacement for continued regulatory oversight
and regular substantive input to the regulatory process by customer

representatives.

25.  The Commission should conclude that the development and imple-
mentation of well-considered stand-by and back-up rate policies
should be pursued, but the complexity of the operational, cost-of-
service, ratemaking, and regulatory policy issues associated with
such rates is not likely to be readily accommodated in a base rate

proceeding.

[Il. DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

HOW IS YOUR DISCUSSION OF ISSUES RELATING TO PEPCO’S FILING IN
THIS PROCEEDING ORGANIZED?

This discussion of issues is presented in six sections. Section A addresses
Pepco’s cost of equity and its overall costs of capital. Section B investigates

the historical operation of Pepco’s Bill Stabilization Adjustment (“BSA”) mech-
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anism, the current attributes of that mechanism, and appropriate steps for the
Commission in its efforts to remedy problems identified in the current operation of
that mechanism. Section C evaluates elements of Pepco’s requested revenue
requirement determinations in this proceeding and recommends certain adjust-
ments to Pepco’s test year costs and revenues. Section D provides an
integrated assessment of (a) Pepco’s proposed plan to eliminate negative rates
of return; (b) the Company’s proposed distribution of its requested revenue
increase in this proceeding; and (c) Pepco’s proposed use of Base Rate Credits
and Incremental Offsets. Section E considers issues relating to the appropriate
reflection of the Merger in this proceeding. Finally, Section F responds to ele-
ments of the Commission’s designated Issue No. 19 and appropriate approaches

to the Commission’s consideration of alternative ratemaking methods.

A. PEPCO’S COST OF CAPITAL

WHAT ARE THE MAIN ELEMENTS OF YOUR DISCUSSION OF COST OF
CAPITAL ISSUES?

This section of my presentation addresses several key elements of Pepco’s cost
of capital presentation in this proceeding. Those elements include: (1) Pepco’s

Cost of Equity; and (2) Pepco’s Overall Cost of Capital.
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DO YOU ACCEPT THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED CAPITAL STRUCTURE?
Pepco’s proposed capital structure in this proceeding is reasonably similar to the
capital structure the Commission accepted in Formal Case No. 1103. Based on
my review of the Commission’s capital structure determination in Formal Case
No. 1103, | find no need for future challenge of the Company’s proposed capital

structure in this proceeding.

1. Cost of Equity

WHAT RATE OF RETURN ON COMMON EQUITY (“ROE”) DOES PEPCO
SEEK IN THIS PROCEEDING?
Pepco has requested a ROE of 10.60%. Witness Hevert testifies that his recom-
mended ROE range is actually 10.00% to 10.65, and his 10.60% recommen-
dations is near the high end of that range. This contrasts with Witness Hevert’s
position in Formal Case No. 1103. In that case Witness Hevert advocated a
ROE range of 10.25% to 11.00%, but he recommended the Commission
adoption of a ROE at the low-end of his recommended ROE range.

The Company’s requested ROE is noticeably above the 9.40% ROE that
this Commission granted Pepco in Formal Case No. 1103.% It also represents a
marked increase over the 10.25% ROE the Company requested in Formal Case

No. 1103.

3

Order No. 17424, page 224, paragraph 566.hh.
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SHOULD THE COMMISSION ACCEPT WITNESS HEVERT’S ROE RECOM-
MENDATION?

No. The 10.60% ROE that he supports is well above the cost of equity that
Pepco requires for its comparatively low-risk distribution utility operations.
Witness Hevert's analyses and rationales do not properly consider the compar-
ative risk of Pepco’s distribution utility operations. Instead, his 10.60% ROE
recommendation is driven by the results of scenarios that generally reflect return
requirements for higher risk investments. Where Witness Hevert's recom-
mendation suggests the need for a significant 120 basis point upward adjustment
to Pepco’s current authorized ROE, my analyses indicate that at least a 15 basis

point reduction to Pepco’s currently authorized ROE is appropriate.

WHAT METHODS ARE USED BY WITNESS HEVERT TO ESTIMATE THE
COST OF EQUITY FOR PEPCO’S DISTRIBUTION UTILTY OPERATIONS?

With one exception the ROE estimation methods that Witness Hevert employs in
this proceeding are essentially the same as those he presented for the Company
in Formal Case No. 1103. His methods include Discounted Cash-Flow (“DCF”)
analyses, Capital Asset Pricing Model (“CAPM”) analyses, and Bond Yield Plus
Risk Premium analyses. The one exception is that his Discounted Cash-Flow

analyses now include use of both Constant Growth and Multi-Stage DCF models.
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DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING THE MULTI-STAGE DCF
ANALYSES THAT WITNESS HEVERT PRESENTS?
Yes. Witness Hevert's Multi-Stage DCF analyses add little of value to the
discussion of Pepco’s equity return requirements. As noted in withess Hevert’s
response to AOBA Data Request 9-11b in Formal Case No. 1137 currently
pending before this Commission, “Mr. Hevert does not state anywhere in his
testimony that his multi-stage model is an improvement over the constant growth
DCF model.” Moreover, the 55 pages of Witness Hevert's Exhibit Pepco (D)-2
are testament to the vast amounts of forecasted data and assumptions on which
an analyst, such as Witness Hevert, must rely to compute estimates of Multi-
Stage DCF returns. The speculative assessments of future cash-flows upon
which such Multi-Stage DCF analyses depend are not discernibly more accurate
or reliable than the assumptions upon which Constant Growth DCF analyses are
premised, and therefore provide no greater insight regarding Pepco’s equity
return requirements. In this context, Witness Hevert's complex and data
intensive Multi-Stage DCF analyses deserve little weight in the Commission’s

cost of equity determinations in this proceeding.

DO YOU CHALLENGE THE PROXY GROUP THAT WITNESS HEVERT
EMPLOYS FOR ROE ESTIMATION PURPOSES IN THIS PROCEEDING?
Given the current structure of the industry, issues associated with proxy group

selection have become less important than questions regarding the manner in
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which proxy group results should be adjusted to develop reasonable and
appropriate estimates of equity return requirements for distribution utility
operations. The fact is that mergers and acquisitions within the industry have left
few, if any, pure distribution utility operations for which market-based obser-
vations are available.* Thus, proxy groups used in cost of equity analyses must
rely primarily if not exclusively on data for holding companies, many of which own
substantial non-utility operations and/or have considerable investment in inte-
grated utility operations. This is true of most if not all of the 22 companies in the

proxy group that Witness Hevert employs in this proceeding.’

Q. DO ANY OF THE COST OF EQUITY ANALYSES THAT WITNESS HEVERT
PRESENTS DEPICT THE RISK AND RETURN REQUIREMENTS OF PEPCO’S
DISTRIBUTION UTILITY OPERATIONS?

A. No. All of Witness Hevert’'s analyses are premised on either analyses of holding
company data or general market data that are presented without any effort to
address the relationship between Pepco’s distribution utility risk and return
requirements and those of the companies or markets for which cost of equity

estimates are developed. Importantly, Witness Hevert fails to address the

4 Pepco Witness Hevert recognizes this fact at page 14, lines 8-10, of his Direct Testimony, Exhibit

Pepco (D), and then concludes that reliance on vertically integrated electric companies is reasonable
without addressing any impacts of the differences between vertically integrated electric companies and
“pure play” distribution utilities. This is like substituting a bulldog for a blood hound in a fox hunt and
assuming both will have the same hunting abilities. There is a difference between accepting that we must
rely upon a less than representative proxy group and assuming that use of such a group will have no
impact on the direct applicability of resulting cost of equity estimates.

See the companies included in Exhibits Pepco (D)-1, (D)-2, (D)-4, (D)-7 and (D)-8.
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generally higher risk nature of holding company operations and investment
activities and the operations of integrated utilities with substantial investment in
generation assets. During the Exelon-PHI merger proceedings in Maryland and
before this Commission, AOBA documented the differences in rating agency
assessments of credit ratings for distribution utilities and their parent companies
noting that in numerous instances the credit rating of the distribution utility was
adversely impacted by the credit rating of the parent. A key objective of ring-
fencing the PHI utilities was to protect them from adverse impacts of the holding
company on their finances and credit ratings. The Company’s cost of equity
analyses in this proceeding are presented as if ring-fencing does not exist and
the risk and return requirements of holding companies are the same as those for

Pepco.

DOES WITNESS HEVERT’'S USE OF BETA COEFFICIENTS IN HIS CAPM
ANALYSES ACCOUNT FOR DIFFERENCES IN RISK AND RETURN
REQUIREMENTS BETWEEN DISTRIBUTION UTILITY OPERATIONS AND
THOSE FOR THE BROADER MARKET FOR EQUITY SECURITIES?

No. Witness Hevert's use of “Beta Coefficients” may provide a partial indication
of differences in risk and return between the utility holding companies that
comprise his proxy group and the risk and return requirements of the general

market for equity securities, but they do not assess differences in risk and return
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requirements between a distribution utility, such as Pepco, and those for the
utility holding companies that comprise his proxy group.

Beta Coefficients are intended to measure the volatility in the price of a
stock relative to the overall price volatility in the stock market. As such the Beta
Coefficients only provide an indication of one type of risk that investors may face
(i.e., stock price volatility). Measures of Beta can vary noticeably depending on
the time period over which stock price volatility is observed. (This difference is
the primary source of differences between the Value Line and Bloomberg
measures of Beta that Witness Hevert employs).® This Commission has
previously expressed its concerns regarding the limitations of Beta coefficients.
Specifically, the Commission has found “the use of betas as the single predictor
of comparable risk for long-term investment to be too simplistic.”” That finding is
equally applicable to witness Hevert's use of Beta coefficients in his CAPM
analyses in this proceeding.

Finally, the problems associated with reliance on Beta Coefficients as
measures of differences in risk have another another dimension. Since Pepco
has no publicly traded stock, we no longer have the ability to assess either the
relative price volatility that Pepco-issued stock would experience in the market
place or differences in the price volatility of Pepco stock versus the price volatility

of holding company equity issues. In other words, there is no current information

® As stated at page 31, lines 17-19, of Witness Hevert's Direct Testimony, “Value Line calculates the

Beta coefficient over a five-year period, whereas Bloomberg’s calculation is based on two years of
data.” (Emphasis Added.)
Order No. 17132, paragraph 46, pages 19-20.
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regarding the relative price volatility of equity investments for Pepco’s distribution
utility operations. This is a problem that utility regulators must not ignore in their
efforts to determine appropriate measures of equity return requirements for
distribution utilities that do not issue publicly traded stock.

As AOBA demonstrated in the Exelon — PHI merger proceedings,?
distribution utility risks are generally less than those for more diversified utility
holding company operations. In the case of Exelon’s acquisition of Pepco, it is
clear that a key element of the attractiveness of Pepco’s utility operations to
Exelon was the perceived ability of Exelon to use more predictable utility
earnings to offset variability in the earnings of Exelon’s non-regulated generation
and wholesale energy marketing activities. Thus, there is substantial evidence
that the appropriate Beta coefficient for assessing Pepco’s relative risk (based on
market price volatility considerations) should be lower than that for Exelon or
other more diversified utility holding companies. Yet, witness Hevert’'s present-

ation in this proceeding ignores those risk differentials.

DO WITNESS HEVERT’S BOND YIELD PLUS RISK PREMIUM ANALYSES
EXHIBIT SIMILAR PROBLEMS WITH RESPECT TO ASSESSING RETURNS
FOR COMPARABLE RISK INVESTMENTS?

Yes, they do. The regression equation Witness Hevert relies upon to estimate

equity returns under that methodology are, once again, derived from market

®  Formal Case No. 1119 before this Commission and Case No. 9361 before the Maryland Public

Service Commission.
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observations which have no demonstrated ties to the risk and return require-
ments of Pepco’s distribution utility operations. Moreover, unlike the CAPM
method which at least made some attempt to account for risk and return
differences between Witness Hevert’s proxy group and the general market, his
Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium includes no explicit risk adjustment factor.
Rather, the implicit assumption in Witness Hevert's Bond Yield Plus Risk
Premium methodology is that all utilities, both today and in the past, represent a
common level of risk. This ignores the rather dramatic changes that have
occurred within the industry since 1980, including but not limited to, the
unbundling of utility services and the substantial consolidation that has occurred
within the industry as a result of mergers and acquisitions. As a result of these
changes there are now more significant differences in risk and return
requirements for fully unbundled distribution utilities and for integrated electric
utility operations. It is also inappropriate to compare the risk and return relation-
ships for companies that operated in the 1980s and early 1990s and companies

that operate on an unbundled basis in today’s markets.

DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER CRITICISMS OF THE COST OF EQUITY
ANALYSES THAT PEPCO WITNESS HEVERT PRESENTS?

Yes. The 30, 90, and 180 trading day measures of stock price that Witness
Hevert employs in his DCF analyses are not reflective of the measures of stock

price on which investors typically rely in their assessments of dividend yields, and
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should be viewed cautiously by this Commission. The 30-trading day, 90-trading
day, and 180-trading day periods that he employs do not correspond to one-
month, three-month and six-month calendar periods. Rather, his 30 trading day
period represents a period that runs approximately one and a half months. His
90 trading day period covers a period of about four and a half months, and his
180-day period covers a little less than nine months of trading activity. These are
not periods typically used by investors to evaluate dividend yields or stock price
performance, and Witness Hevert offers no compelling argument for why his
chosen stock price averaging periods are appropriate substitutes for averaging
investors and analysts more typically reference.

Witness Hevert explains that he employs those three measures of aver-
age stock price purportedly to balance concerns regarding: (1) the potential that
results might be skewed by anomalous events; and (2) the desire to produce
results that are “reasonably representative of expected capital market conditions
over the long term.” However, the averaging periods he employs accomplish
neither of those objectives. The more traditional approach is to use stock prices
averaged over an annual period. Witness Hevert's use of shorter averaging
periods provides no protection against the inclusion of anomalous data within his
averages. Rather, shorter stock price averaging periods actually expose his
analysis to greater risk that the stock prices during those periods are not

reflective of longer-term assessments of stock prices for the companies included

9

The Direct Testimony of Pepco witness Hevert at page 18, lines 22, through page 19, line 3.
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in his proxy group. The use of shorter averaging periods actually increases the
potential that the resulting average is dominated by a comparatively short-lived
market surge or down turn that is not reflective of longer-term market price

expectations.

WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDED COST OF EQUITY FOR PEPCO IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

| recommend that the Commission authorize a return on equity (“ROE”) for
Pepco of 9.25%. That recommendation represents the average of my DCF and
CAPM results. Overall my DCF and CAPM results portray a range from 9.03% to
9.77%. While the mid-point of that range is 9.40%, | urge the Commission to
adopt my 9.25% recommendations as a reflection of the lower risk of Pepco’s
distribution utility operations relative to the overall risk of the holding companies

that comprise the proxy group.

HOW DID YOU ARRIVE AT YOUR ROE RECOMMENDATION?

The analysis for my ROE recommendation in this proceeding is presented in
Exhibit AOBA (A)-1. As shown in that exhibit, the ROE that | recommend is
based on a combination of the results of DCF and CAPM analyses. Page 1 of
Exhibit AOBA (A)-1 provides a summary of the analyses underlying my cost of

equity recommendation. Supporting detail for my DCF analysis is found in page
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2 of Exhibit AOBA (A)-1. Pages 3 and 4 of Exhibit (A)-1 set forth the data and

computations supporting my CAPM.

IS THE PROXY GROUP THAT YOU USE IN YOUR DCF AND CAPM
ANALYSES THE SAME AS THAT USED BY PEPCO WITNESS HEVERT?

It is with one exception. That exception is the exclusion of data for First Energy
Corp. Recent earnings growth projections from each of the sources | have used
(i.e., Zacks, CNN, and Yahoo) have reflected negative projected earnings growth
rates for First Energy Corp, and on that basis | have judged that inclusion of First
Energy Corp. would unnecessarily and inappropriately bias cost of equity
estimates downward. With the exclusion of First Energy Corp., the proxy group

still includes data for 21 companies, which is a rather sizable proxy group.

IN YOUR CAPM ANALYSIS HOW DO YOU COMPENSATE FOR THE LACK
OF MARKET DATA ON WHICH THE ASSESSMENT OF DIFFERENCES IN
RISK AND RETURN REQUIREMENTS BETWEEN PEPCO AND THE PROXY
GROUP AND/OR BETWEEN PEPCO AND THE GENERAL MARKET?

In the absence of publicly traded Pepco stock, differences in risk associated with
stock price volatility are not observable. Witness Hevert attempts to address this
problem by assuming that the risk of his proxy group companies can be
differentiated from the general market through the use of Beta coefficients. | take

a different approach, recognizing that appropriate Beta coefficients and/or other
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market-based measures of risk cannot be computed for a company that does not
have publicly traded stock, | have elected to account for such risk differentials
through adjustments to the assumed risk premiums. Although that may be a less
elegant approach, it has produced ROEs that tend to be closer to commission

approved ROEs than Witness Hevert's recommendations.

DO YOU ANY FURTHER OBSERVATIONS REGARDING THE INFORMATION
PRESENTED IN EXHIBIT AOBA (A)-1?

Yes. Page 2 of 4 in Exhibit AOBA (A)-1 includes computation of a DCF based
cost of equity for Pepco’s new parent company, Exelon Corp. of just 7.84%. The
Commission should question why Witness Hevert represents that Pepco needs a
10.60% ROE when the computed DCF cost of equity for its parent company is
only 7.84%. Although | believe most cost of equity witnesses and regulatory
Commission’s would be reluctant to advocate or approve a ROE for a regulated
utility in the range of that computed for Exelon, | would encourage the
Commission to monitor the relationship between Pepco’s authorized ROE and
Exelon’s market-based DCF results. If the current relationship persists, the
Commission may need to consider narrowing that difference in Pepco’s next

base rate case.

37



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BRUCE R. OLIVER
DCPSC Formal Case No. 1139

2. Overall Cost of Capital

WHAT OVERALL RATE OF RETURN DOES PEPCO REQUEST?
Based on its requested 10.60% ROE and the Company’s proposed Capital
Structure, Pepco Witness McGowan computes the Company’s requested overall

rate of return to be 8.00%.*°

HOW DOES THE COMPANY’S REQUESTED OVERALL RATE OF RETURN
COMPARE WITH THE OVERALL RATE OF RETURN APPROVED BY THE
COMMISSION IN FORMAL CASE NO. 1103?

The Company’s requested 8.00% ROR in this proceeding is 35 basis points
above the overall rate of return authorized for Pepco in Formal Case No. 1103.
That result is driven almost exclusively by the Company’s requested increase in
its ROE. Given that the Company’s requested percentage of Common Equity is
slightly (5 basis points) lower than the Commission approved in Formal Case No.
1103 and Pepco’s cost rate for long-term debt has declined 48 basis points (i.e.,
from 5.96% to 5.48%), the sole driver of Pepco’s requested increase in its overall

rate of return is the 120 basis point increase that it seeks in its ROE.

10

Exhibit Pepco (B)-5, page 1 of 4.
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WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF YOUR ROE RECOMMENDATION ON THE OVER-
ALL COST OF CAPITAL THE COMMISSION SHOULD APPROVE FOR
PEPCO?

Exhibit AOBA (A)-2 shows the calculation of an overall rate of return for Pepco
with the ROE recommended herein inserted in the Company’s requested capital
structure. As shown in that exhibit, my ROE recommendation lowers the overall

cost of capital for Pepco from the Company’s request of 8.00% to 7.31%.

WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF YOUR ROR RECOMMENDATION ON PEPCO’S
REVENUE INCREASE REQUEST IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Exhibit AOBA (A)-3 calculates the impact of AOBA’s rate of return
recommendations on Pepco’s revenue increase request in this proceeding. As
shown in that exhibit, the combination of AOBA’s recommended cost of equity,
and Pepco’s capital structure lower the Company’s revenue increase request in

this proceeding by more than $18.0 million.

B. PEPCO’S BSA MECHANISM

Issue No. 4

Should Pepco’s BSA Mechanism be continued and, if so, what
changes to the mechanism, if any, are necessary and appropriate?

a. Has Pepco reasonably and appropriately developed the
revenues per customer that will be used in BSA determinations
subsequent to the conclusion of this proceeding?
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b. If the BSA is continued, what forecasts of kWh per rate class
should be used in the monetary computation of monthly rate
adjustment ($/kWh)?

c. Are Pepco’s test year numbers of customers and revenues
developed in a manner consistent with the actual data
presented in its BSA filings?

d. How would the BSA mechanism be adjusted if MMA customer
count changes from number of dwelling units to the number of
buildings?

DOES PEPCO PROVIDE ANY EVIDENCE THAT ITS PURPORTED BILL
STABILIZATION ADJUSTMENT (“BSA”) HAS ACTUALLY SERVED TO
STABILIZE BILLS FOR ITS DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CUSTOMERS?

No. The Company’s BSA actually serves primarily as a Revenue Assurance
Mechanism (“RAM”) for Pepco and could reasonably be re-labeled as such. The
primary function of that mechanism is to ensure that Pepco is able to recover its
authorized revenue requirements, as adjusted for numbers of customers, and the
Company provides no support for a conclusion that its BSA actually provides

direct and traceable benefits to its customers in the District.

SHOULD PEPCO’S BSA BE CONTINUED?
Continuation of Pepco’s BSA is not critical to the Company’s ability to maintain
the financial health of its District of Columbia operations. In that context, whether

Pepco’s BSA should be continued is a question that should be determined on the
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basis of how successfully the numerous problems associated with the
mechanism can be resolved in this proceeding. When the Commission began its
investigation of the Company’s BSA mechanism, the focus of that investigation
was primarily on the unexplained fluctuations in reported numbers of customers
by rate class. However, as will be explained below, there are additional

problems associated with Pepco’s BSA that need to be addressed.

WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS IN PEPCO’S BSA THAT NEED TO BE
RESOLVED?
This testimony identifies at least five problem areas with the current BSA rate

adjustment process that need to be remedied. Those problems include:

(1) The current lack of consistency between BSA adjustment calcu-
lations and the Company’s development of its proposed rate

designs and BSA revenue per customer targets;

(2) The need for greater consistency in the manner in which the

forecasted kWh used by the Company to compute monthly BSA

rate adjustments are developed;
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(3) Double counting of the influence of weather in the determination of
base rate revenue requirements by class and the establishment of

monthly BSA revenue targets;

(4) The need for modification of BSA determinations to address the

establishment of a separate rate class for MMA customers;

(5) The need for a detailed audit of Pepco’s crediting of revenues by

rate class.

1. Customer Count Issues

HAVE THE NUMBERS OF CUSTOMERS BY RATE CLASS THAT PEPCO
USES IN ITS MONTHLY DETERMINATIONS OF “ALLOWED REVENUE” BY
MONTH STABILIZED SINCE THE INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION OF PEPCO’S
NEW BILLING SYSTEM?

No, they have not. Significant month-to-month fluctuations in the numbers of
customers by rate class continue to be observed. Exhibit AOBA (A)-4 compares
BSA reported numbers of customers for five of Pepco’s largest classes in the
District before and after the implementation of the Company’s SolutionOne billing
system. The data indicates that in the twelve-month period prior to Pepco’s

activation of its SolutionOne billing system no class had a differential between its
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maximum and minimum number of customers by month that was greater than
4% of the annual average number of customers for the class. However, in Post-
SolutionOne Implementation periods, monthly variations in numbers of cus-
tomers have increased dramatically. The Commission should understand that
relative stability in annual averages means nothing. If the weighting of monthly
authorized revenue per customer amounts for a class is skewed, then the
accuracy of annual authorized revenues by class will be eroded and total author-

ized revenue requirements for the class on an annual basis will be misstated.

IS THERE PRESENTLY ANY MECHANISM WITHIN THE MONTHLY BSA
RATE ADJUSTMENT PROCESS FOR ADJUSTING THE COMPANY’S
COMPUTATIONS OF “ALLOWED REVENUE” BY RATE CLASS?

The Company’s monthly rate filings include a line (line 2.a. in Section I.A.) for the
entry of adjustments, but such adjustments require manual input and are not
automatic. Within the last year a couple of adjustments have been made to
Residential revenue requirements, but none have been implemented for

commercial customers.

HAVE PEPCO’S TEST YEAR NUMBERS OF CUSTOMERS AND REVENUES
BEEN DEVELOPED IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH THE DATA FOR
ACTUAL NUMBERS OF CUSTOMERS PRESENTED IN ITS MONTHLY BSA

FILINGS?
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No. For the months of the test year, Pepco’s monthly BSA filings have used
measures of “Active Billed Customers,” but its filings in this proceeding have
relied on “Count of Contracts” data to represent the Company’s numbers of
customers for rate design and revenue determination purposes. Although Pepco
has expressed a willingness to use its Count of Contracts data in monthly BSA
filings going forward, it did not do so during the test year, and there is no indica-

tion that it has implemented such a change to date.

WHY IS USE OF COUNT OF CONTRACTS DATA IN BOTH THE DEVELOP-
MENT OF BASE RATES AND THE COMPUTATION OF MONTHLY BSA
IMPORTANT?

Proper development and adjustment of monthly authorized revenues requires
that both monthly authorized revenues and adjustments to those revenues be
developed on a consistent basis. The measures of Active Billed Customers that
Pepco has used to adjust monthly authorized revenue for BSA purposes (since
the introduction of its new billing system) do not provide such consistency.
Instead, that data allows for distortion of the actual numbers of customers
served. That, in turn, produces distortions of monthly authorized revenue levels
by class as a result of the often unpredictable timing of billings and billing
adjustments. If for any reason a customer is billed for multiple months of usage
within a single month, the customer can be counted as multiple customers in that

month, but may not be counted at all in other months.
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Since the Company’s revenue per customer targets are not uniform
across the months of the year, a shift in the month in which a customer is
recognized for billing purposes can impact the overall level of annual authorized
revenue for which a class is held responsible through the BSA process.
Furthermore, once an inappropriate adjustment to monthly authorized revenue
for a class is folded into the Company’s BSA deferred revenue accounting, there
is no mechanism for ensuring that such a distortion is subsequently eliminated or
offset by upward or downward adjustments to the recognized numbers of
customers and computed “allowed revenue” in subsequent months. In other
words, there is no process for reconciliation or removal of the distortions of
authorized revenue by class that result from the Company’s over- or under-
representation of monthly numbers of customers for a class.

Exhibit AOBA (A)-4 depicts the considerable monthly fluctuations in
measures of monthly numbers of customers by class that Pepco’s transition to its
SolutionOne Billing System and its concurrent shift to use of measures of Active
Billed Customers have introduced in the BSA process. For each class shown,
the volatility in reported numbers of customers over the course of a year has
increased sharply. Prior to implementation of Pepco’s new billing system, none
of the classes shown had a difference between the high and low monthly
numbers of customers of greater than 3.94%. Since January 2015 (the month in
which the Pepco began using the SolutionOne system for billing retail customs),

all but one of the classes for which data are presented Exhibit AOBA (A)-4 have
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significant double-digit ranges of variations in their reported numbers of
customers. For the GT-3A class the observed variation in reported monthly
customer counts grew from 3.5% of the average number of customers for the
class in 2014 (i.e., prior to the start-up of the SolutionOne billing system) to
97.33% for calendar year 2015.

Even in 2016, the second year of the Company’s use of the SolutionOne
system, monthly fluctuations in the reported numbers of customers were
unacceptably large. For the GT-3A class which is comprised of comparatively
large accounts served at primary voltage, the difference between the number of
customers reported by month has varied in 2016 (through October) from 132
customers to 198 customers. The buildings served by these accounts do not
enter and leave the system on a frequent basis, and that type of variation is not
at all indicative of the numbers of customers actually served on a month-to-
month basis.

Given that this element of the BSA process is not subject to reconciliation
to actual numbers of accounts served in each month, this level of variation is
unacceptable. It also substantially erodes the reliability of Pepco’s monthly
calculations of “Allowed Revenue” by rate class. Since monthly “allowed
revenue” determinations effectively alter the Commission’s revenue determin-
ation in the Company’s last base rate case, these computations warrant the
Commission’s close monitoring and should reflect a high level of precision.

However, the actual accuracy of the current determinations must be questioned.
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For example, witness Janocha’s rate design exhibit in this proceeding shows
1,855 customer billing units for the GT-3A class during the test year, but the
Company’s monthly BSA filings reported “actual” numbers of customer months
for that class totaling 1889 customer months, an increase of 34. Multiplying that
increased number of customer billing units by the average allowed revenue per
customer per month for the test year, | find that the BSA process overstated the
test year revenue requirement for the GT-3A class by approximately $902,000.
Moreover, that $902,000 amount not only increased the deferred revenue
balance for the GT-3A class, it is also added to the revenue requirement for the
GT-3A class that witness Janocha uses to compute charges at the Company’s
proposed rates. In other words, GT-3A customers are asked to both pay
additional charges for erroneously computed “allowed revenue” amounts in the
BSA process and inappropriate additional annual charges on an on-going basis
under the Company’s proposed rates. Furthermore, these inappropriate
additional charges are over and above the Company’s requested rate increase in
this case and will not be mitigated in any way by a reduction of Pepco’s
requested revenue increase.

This problem does not appear to be unique to the GT-3A class. To
varying degrees it can be expected to impact the accuracy of both BSA revenue
adjustments for all classes for which monthly BSA rate adjustments are
computed. Moreover, since the Company’s rate design proposals adjusts class

revenue requirements to reflect the BSA calculations of “Allowed Revenue” for
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the test year, the Company’s proposed base rates for all BSA classes are

affected by this problem.

2. BSA kWh Forecasts

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF KWH FORECASTS IN THE COMPUTATION OF
MONTHLY BSA RATE ADJUSTMENTS?

In the Company’s monthly BSA filings, the amount of any revenue over- or
under-collection for a class in the month just completed is divided by a forecasted
measure of kwh for the month in which the rate adjustment will be applied. This
calculation (subject to cap limitations) determines the dollars per kWh adjustment

that is applied in the subsequent month.

WHY ARE THE KWH FORECASTS PEPCO HAS USED IN ITS CALCUATION
OF MONTHLY BSA RATE ADJUSTMENTS A MATTER ON WHICH THIS
COMMISSION SHOULD FOCUS?

My review of the Company’s BSA filings finds unexpected variations in the
forecasted kWh that the Company uses to compute BSA dollars per kWh rate
adjustments. Month-to-month variations in forecasted kWh for a class are to be
expected. However, given that normal weather conditions should not change
dramatically from year-to-year (particularly where normal weather is computed on

the basis of 30-year average degree days), the monthly distribution of kWh from
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year-to-year should not reflect large fluctuations. Yet, my examination of Pepco’s
BSA forecasted kWh measures finds numerous large and unexplained variations
in monthly measures of forecasted kWh that Pepco has used. These variations

are documented in the pages of Exhibit AOBA (A)-5.

WHAT SHOULD THE COMMISSION OBSERVE FROM THE DATA PRE-
SENTED IN EXHIBIT AOBA (A)-5?

Each page provides a comparison of Pepco’s forecasted kWh by rate class for
the month of a calendar year with the comparable forecasts used by Pepco in its
prior year's BSA filings. At the bottom of each page the percentage change in
forecasted kWh from the same month of the prior year is computed for each rate
class and month. The computed monthly changes often vary dramatically. For
example page 1 of 6 in Exhibit AOBA (A)-5 compares the Company’s BSA
forecasts of kWh by month for calendar year 2016 with its forecasts of kWh by
month from its 2015 BSA filings. For Pepco’s Residential Rate R class, these
comparisons show very irregular patterns of changes in monthly kWh. For the
month of July the Company’s 2016 kWh forecast for Rate R is 4.6% below its
2015 forecast for the same month. However, for August Pepco’s 2016 forecast
is 20.1% lower than its forecast for the same class for August of 2015. 1 also
observe that for the RTM class we find that the Company’s forecast is 17.6%
lower in 2016 than in 2015 but for December 2016 the Company’s forecasted

RTM kWh are 8.4% higher than in the prior year. Forecasts developed on the
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basis of Normal Weather requirements should not be expected to display such
irregular changes. The Commission should further note that for unexplained
reasons Pepco elected to use the same forecasted kWh for all classes for the
months of March and April of 2016 that it used for those months in 2015.

Additional comparisons are provided in Exhibit AOBA (A)-5 for changes in
forecasted kWh by rate class by month for calendar years 2015, 2014, 2013, and
2012, and each year provides numerous examples of inexplicably large and/or
irregular patterns of year-to-year changes in forecasted kWh by rate class by
month.  Greater than 10% changes (either increases or decreases) are
highlighted. However, even among the changes of less than plus or minus 10%
there are many instances in which observable changes still do not appear to

constitute appropriate reflections of normal weather kWh usage patterns.

WHAT MEASURES OF KWH BY RATE CLASS SHOULD BE USED IN THE
COMPUTATION OF MONTHLY RATE ADJUSTMENTS IN TERMS OF
DOLLARS PER KWH?

The kWh used in computing dollars per kwWh by rate class should be reflective of
normal weather kWh requirements. Moreover, to be consistent with the Commis-
sion’s rate determinations, the normal weather kWh used for BSA rate
adjustment calculations should be the same as those approved by the Com-

mission in the Company’s most recent base rate proceeding. Given the
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expectation that Pepco will be filing rate cases on a relatively frequent basis,™

the Company’s estimates of Normal Weather kWh requirements will be regularly
updated. As a result, reliance on test year estimates of Weather Normal kWh are
not likely to introduce variations in the Company’s forecasted kWh by rate class
that rival the magnitudes of the variations observable in Pepco’s BSA filings. If,
however, the Commission believes that more forward-looking estimates of kWh
are necessary, then | would recommend that annual kWh by month for each rate
class be adjusted in proportion to the Company’s projected change in total
annual kwWh for the class. This presumes that normal weather conditions (i.e.,
the distribution of normal weather heating and cooling degree days by month)

should not change significantly between rate cases.

3. Double Counting of Weather Impacts

WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PEPCO’S BSA RATE ADJUST-
MENTS AND THE COMPANY’S EFFORTS TO REFLECT REVENUES AT
PROPOSED RATES UNDER NORMAL WEATHER CONDITIONS?
The Company’s adjustments for Normal Weather and its BSA rate adjustment
process are at least partially duplicative.

The BSA is designed to compensate the Company for any fluctuations in

its revenue collections. Only changes associated with additions or losses of

Pepco’s history suggests that it files rate cases at least every two to three years. However, the
Company’s capital spending plans and its representations in Formal Case No. 1119 suggest that more
frequent rate case filings may be anticipated over the next several years.
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numbers of customers are earmarked for separate consideration through adjust-
ment of each class’ monthly “Allowed Revenue.” Whether changes in usage and
billed revenue are the result of changes in the numbers of appliances, the
configuration of appliances/facilities, energy conservation/energy efficiency
programs, changes in customer work or vacation schedules, loss of tenants
within commercial buildings, or variations in weather is not important for the
determination of BSA rate adjustments. The BSA mechanism treats the effects
of all such factors on billed revenue in a uniform manner. There is no current
process for determining the portion of observed differences between Actual
monthly billed revenue for a class and “Allowed Revenue” for the class that is
attributable to weather as opposed to other factors.

Pepco’s weather normalization of kWh, on the other hand, is intended to
focus specifically on the effects of weather, as measured by Heating and Cooling
degree days, on the Company’s expected revenue collections. Yet, it is impor-
tant to note, that my review of the Company’s weather normalization methods
finds nothing that identifies and segregates the effects on kWh use of factors
other than weather. Thus, there is nothing that ensures that Pepco’s weather
normalization adjustments do not incorporate some measure of changes in kWh

use that are not actually weather driven.

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION ADDRESS THE OVERLAP IN THE

COMPANY’S BSA AND REVENUE NORMALIZATION ADJUSTMENTS?
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A. While | understand and support the Commission’s efforts to set rates on the
basis of normal weather, I encourage the Commission to find that efforts to
include both BSA and Normal Weather adjustments in Pepco’s development of
proposed rates represents an inappropriate double counting of at least the
weather-related portion of changes in usage by rate class. In this context, |
recommend that the Commission should take two actions. First, it should require
Pepco to net weather normalized adjustments to revenue by class against its
‘BSA/Revenue Annualization” adjustments to revenue requirements by rate
class. Second, the Commission should require that the kWh measures that are
used in the Company’s determination of monthly dollars per kWh rate adjust-
ments by class should be the same as those computed for base rate deter-

minations.*?

4. Assignment of Revenue by Rate Class

Q. HAS YOUR REVIEW OF PEPCO’S BSA IDENTIFIED ANY CONCERNS
REGARDING THE MANNER IN WHICH REVENUES HAVE BEEN CREDITED
TO RATE CLASSES SINCE THE COMPANY’S NEW BILLING SYSTEM WAS

ACTIVATED?

2" This assumes that the Commission can identify a set of normal weather kWh estimates that it finds

reasonable and acceptable for ratemaking purposes. As explained further in my discussion of the
Company’s estimation of normal weather revenues in the next section of this testimony, there are
significant problems in the data and methods Pepco has used to compute normal weather kwWh in this
proceeding that undermine the reliance on those estimates, particularly for several of Pepco’s smaller
classes of service in the District.
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Yes, it has. In the early months of the Company’s use of its new billing system
there were a number of problems that surfaced. Although Pepco claims that
most of those problems were resolved in subsequent months, | find reason to
believe that certain revenues may not have been appropriately recorded by rate
class. | also do not find any evidence of efforts to adjust or compensate for such
concerns in subsequent months.

A key example relates to Company’s commercial rate classes. In the
cover letter accompanying Pepco’s February 23, 2015 monthly BSA filing, the
Company explicitly recognized that customer counts for January 2015 were

“lower than normal,” and it attributed those differences to:

(1)  The new billing system shifted the posting of customers (and
presumably revenues) associated with the Company’s final
billing cycle for each month to the next month (e.g., the final

billing cycle for January 2015 was posted in February);

(2) A higher number of exceptions was found in the month of

January due to new system implementation and some

accounts with pending supplier charges. This also pur-
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portedly caused the rendering of some bills to be delayed for

a month or longer.*®

HOW DID THE IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS IMPACT REPORTED NUMBERS OF
CUSTOMERS AND REPORTED REVENUES BY RATE CLASS?

In general both reported numbers of customers and reported revenues were
noticeably lower for January 2015 than those reported for the preceding and
subsequent months. Perhaps the most dramatic change was observed for the
GT-3A class, where the reported number of customers for January 2015 was
only 47 while in the prior 12 months that class was consistently reported as
having between 143 and 149 customers. This is documented in Exhibit AOBA
(A)-6, page 4 of 4. The data in that exhibit, which were derived from Pepco’s
monthly BSA filings, also depict dramatic reductions the reported Actual Monthly
Revenue for the GT-3A class and in revenue per customer. The reported cus-
tomer count for the GT-3A class fell to 31.5% of the number shown for the prior
month (Dec 2015), but Actual Revenue dropped to just 25.2% of the level of
revenue for the class in the prior month.* Similar, although less dramatic

declines in customer counts and Actual Monthly Revenue are observable in the

AOBA’s understanding is that some customers went multiple months without receiving a bill when the
Company’s new billing system was activated.

It appears that the GT-3A class was particularly affected by the referenced shift in the reporting of
data for the final billing cycle to following month. However, it is unclear how much of the observed decline
in actual revenue for the class is attributable to that shift in reporting and how much is attributable to other
factors. Although the numbers of customers and revenue affected by the shift in the Company’s reporting
of data for its final January 2015 billing cycle to the next month, Pepco has never offered any assessment
of the numbers of customers and actual revenues affected by that shift.
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pages of Exhibit AOBA (A)-6 for the Residential Rate R, GSD, and GT-LV
classes.

The one notable exception, however, is found in the reported Actual
Monthly Revenue for the GSD class. Although the reported Customer Count for
the GSD class declined by 10% from the prior month the reported Actual
Revenue for that class increased 42% from the prior month and 79% from the
actual revenue level reported for January 2014. Moreover, actual revenue per
customer soared. As a result of the decline in reported customers and the sharp
increase in reported actual revenue, revenue per customer for the GSD class for
January 2015 was 58% above the level of December 2015 and nearly 102%
above the actual revenue per customer for the GSD class in January 2014. This
rather dramatic and unexplained increase in reported Actual Monthly Revenue
for the GSD class in January 2015 in the context of a decline in the class’
reported number of customers is a matter of particular concern. In my assess-
ment it suggests that revenue from other classes may have been misapplied to
the GSD class. If in fact that occurred it could have a significant impact on
deferred revenue accounting within the BSA for all affected classes that may

have impacted BSA rate determinations for multiple subsequent months.

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION ADDRESS THIS CONCERN?
Given that Pepco has not been forthcoming with its own assessment of these

matters, the Commission should require a detailed audit of Pepco’s assignment
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of revenue by rate class since the startup of its new SolutionOne billing system
with particular focus on the accounting of revenues for the Company’s General
Service and General Service Time Metered rate classifications. Further action

should be dependent upon the outcome of that audit.

5. Separate BSA Treatment for MMAS

HOW WOULD THE BSA MECHANISM NEED TO BE ADJUSTED IF THE MMA
CUSTOMER COUNT CHANGES FROM NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS TO
THE NUMBER OF BUILDINGS?

As discussed in greater detail in the MMA rate design section of the direct
testimony of AOBA witness Timothy Oliver, Pepco proposes to change the MMA
customer count for rate design and billing purposes from numbers of dwelling
units to numbers of accounts. This change is not reasonable or equitable and
fails in both concept and execution. However, any effort to establish MMA
customers as a separate class (or classes) of service,™ will require adjustment to
the Company’s BSA mechanism. However, if despite the substantial inconsis-
tencies and inequities in the data and methods underlying Pepco’s proposed
MMA rate designs, those rates are approved, considerable complexity will be
added to the Company’s current monthly BSA rate adjustment process. The

tiered customer charge structure that Pepco proposes with the vastly different

* The establishment of separate rate classes for MMA-R and MMA-AE customers is reasonable and

appropriate.
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customer charges applied to each tier does not mesh well with the current use of
uniform revenue per customer adjustments for all changes in numbers of
customers within a class. Rather, it would appear that the Company would need
to track changes in numbers of MMA customers by customer charge tier since
the revenue impacts of the addition or loss of a customer would differ sub-
stantially depending on the tier to which a customer is assigned. No other class
has such large differences in the levels of customer charges than can be billed to
customers within the class. Further, while usage per dwelling unit for MMA’s
may fall within reasonably limited and predictable ranges, the usage of MMA
accounts will differ greatly with the number of dwelling units served through an
account.

AOBA also recognizes that regardless of the rate design adopted for a
separate MMA class (or separate classes for current MMA-R and MMA-AE
customers), noticeable adjustments to the BSA process will be required. For
example, the Commission will need to determine whether adjustments to
authorized monthly revenue for MMA customers will be determined on the basis
of numbers of accounts served or numbers of dwelling units. In addition, the
Commission will need to determine the portion of the current deferred revenue
balance for the Rate R and Rate AE classes that should be attributed to MMA
customers. Arguably MMA customers have contributed to current over-collection
balances within the Company’s most recent BSA filings, and should share in the

benefits of those balances. Further, if the Company’s tiered approach to the
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establishment of monthly customer charges for MMA accounts is accepted (a
position AOBA does not support), the Commission will need to address the
manner in which monthly BSA revenue targets for MMA customers will be

determined.

HOW SHOULD PEPCO’S DETERMINATION OF BSA RATE ADUSTMENTS
BE MODIFIED TO REFLECT THE ESTABLISHMENT OF SEPARATE RATE
CLASSES FOR MMA-R AND MMA-AE CUSTOMERS?

The Commission is strongly encouraged to adopt AOBA’s approach to the design
of MMA rates, and in the context of AOBA’'s MMA rate design proposal, the
Company’s current practice of developing authorized monthly revenues on a
dollars-per-customer basis can be readily applied to MMA customers on a dollars
per dwelling unit basis. Moreover, the over- or under-recovery balances for Rate
R and Rate AE can be easily apportioned to the MMA class on the basis of
numbers of customer equivalents where (as has been done for a number of
years) each dwelling unit is treated as the equivalent of an individually metered

residential customer.

6. BSA Continuation

SHOULD PEPCO’S BSA FOR ITS DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SERVICE BE

CONTINUED?
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Considering the problems discussed herein and the general lack of evidence that
Pepco’s BSA provides benefits to its District of Columbia customers, | do not find
a compelling case for continuation of the Company’s BSA mechanism.

When the BSA was first adopted, one of the key benefits that Pepco
attributed to that mechanism was a reduction in the frequency of rate cases.
That benefit has not materialized. Although there was a period of nearly 40
months between Pepco’s filing of its applications in this case and in Formal Case
No. 1103, the period between those filings was extended voluntarily by the
Company to avoid filing a rate case during the pendency of its Merger pro-
ceeding.’® It now appears that the Company will be making almost annual rate
filings, and in the context of such frequent filings of base rate proceedings, the

continuation of monthly rate adjustments between rate cases is difficult to justify.

DOES PEPCO HAVE INCENTIVE TO REFINE ITS BSA PROCESS TO
ADDRESS RATEPAYER CONCERNS REGARDING THE ACCURACY AND
EQUITY OF MONTHLY BSA RATE ADJUSTMENTS?

No. To the extent that issues associated with the Company’s focus on questions
impacting the accuracy and equity of rate adjustments for individual rate classes
and/or customers within rate classes, Pepco has little incentive to ensure their
resolution. This is evidenced by the Company’s failure to take timely action to

replace its use of Active Billed Customer data with Count of Contracts data.

18 Apparently, it was important to the Joint Applicants that their Merger proceeding not be considered a

rate case.
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Although it is obvious that Count of Contracts measures of numbers of customers
are more stable and more consistent with the concepts underlying Pepco’s
monthly adjustment of “Allowed Revenue” by class, Pepco has not seized the
initiative to make that change. As stated previously, it appears that Pepco views
its BSA as primarily a Revenue Assurance Mechanism (“RAM”). As long as that
mechanism provides assurance of the revenue the Company can record on its
books, its concerns are satisfied.

To date most of the burden of assuring the reasonableness of the Com-
pany’s BSA rate adjustment has fallen on the Commission Staff. Although those
efforts are appreciated by District ratepayers, any continuation of Pepco’s BSA
mechanism should require that Pepco assume greater responsibility for the
reasonableness and accuracy of monthly rate adjustment calculations. In this
vein the Commission should require Pepco at its expense to re-compute its
Allowed Revenues and its Deferred Revenue balances by rate class for each
month since the cut-over to its new billing system in January 2015 using Count of
Contracts data in place of Active Billed Customer data. | have reviewed all of the
Company’s District of Columbia BSA filings to date for this proceeding, and | do
not believe that a requirement for Pepco to perform the re-calculation suggested
above would be an unduly burdensome task. However, it might help to re-
establish a measure of confidence in the Company’s BSA rate adjustment

process, if the Commission elects to continue that mechanism.
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C. REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

Q. WHAT REVENUE REQUIREMENT ISSUES DO YOU ADDRESS IN THIS

SECTION OF YOUR DISCUSSION OF ISSUES?

A. This section of my testimony addresses a limited number of additional revenue

requirements related issues. As AOBA’s resources are limited, it has not under-
taken a detailed review of all elements Pepco’s rate base, expenses, revenues,
and ratemaking adjustments in this proceeding. Thus, AOBA will rely on the
evidentiary record developed through hearings, as well as the testimony of
witnesses for the Office of People’s Counsel and other parties to develop
revenue requirements issues not addressed in this testimony. In addition, to the
revenue impacts that result from the cost of capital recommendations, presented

above, this section of my testimony will address:

> Pepco’s failure to properly reflect Normal Weather billing
determinants in its assessment of expected revenue at
present rates when computing its need for additional

revenue in this proceeding;

> Pepco’s ratemaking adjustment for Costs to Achieve its

merger with Exelon;
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> Pepco’s request for recovery of inappropriate amounts of

rate case expense for this proceeding;

> Pepco’s failure to identify, explain and justify significant

increases in elements of its test year expenses;

> Pepco’s inclusion of non-recurring billing system transi-
tion costs as part of its claimed on-going expenses for

ratemaking purposes;

> Pepco’s unjustified request for ratemaking adjustments
related to deferred and on-going credit-related discon-

nect and reconnect costs.

AOBA also observes large percentage increases in a number of the
Company’s operating expense accounts since its last base rate case that have
not been explicitly identified, explained or justified as part of the Company’s
direct and supplemental direct testimony in this proceeding. The increases to
which | refer are increases in excess of 20% (although several far exceed that
level) that cannot be accepted as simply a reflection of the influences of cost

inflation over time. The burden of justifying those significant cost increases must
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be placed squarely on the Company. Thus, any such increases that the

Company has not justified as part of its direct case, must be denied.

1. Reflection of Normal Weather Revenue at Present Rates

Issue No. 2:

Are Pepco’s proposed operating revenues, test year sales, and
number of customers, as adjusted, just and reasonable?

b. Is Pepco’s weather normalization study reasonable and in
compliance with the previous Commission directives?

HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE TEST YEAR SALES, NUMBERS OF CUS-
TOMERS, AND REVENUE ON WHICH PEPCO PREMISES ITS REVENUE
INCREASE REQUEST IN THIS PROCEEDING?

| have. My review included examination of both the Company’s actual test year
data as well as its development of estimates of weather normalized billing

determinants and weather normalized revenue.

ARE THE NUMBERS OF TEST YEAR CUSTOMERS BY RATE CLASS THAT
PEPCO USES REASONABLE?

In general, | believe they are. It appears that the test year numbers of customers
Pepco has employed reflect data from its “Count of Contracts” report, and | find
those measures of numbers of customers to be appropriate for use in represent-

ing the Company’s actual numbers of customers for the test year. The key
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concern | have is that the numbers of Master Metered Apartment (“MMA”)
customers should be represented in numbers of dwelling units served not in
terms of numbers of accounts. This matter is also addressed in the testimony of

AOBA Timothy Oliver.

DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS REGARDING THE TEST YEAR MEASURES
OF KWH ON WHICH PEPCO RELIES?

Yes. | find large and inexplicable variations in Pepco’s actual and estimates of
weather corrected (i.e., weather normalized) kwWh by month. It appears that
Pepco made no effort to ensure that it'’s reported actual kWwh data by rate class
reflect measures of actual kWh use in each month and are not distorted by
either: (1) large billing adjustments which may impact reported kWh for a given
month based on substantial upward or downward adjustments of billed usage in
prior months; and/or (2) data processing errors or reporting errors. Although
kWh measures for larger classes may be sufficient to mask the influence of such
problems, the impacts of billing adjustments can become quite apparent for
smaller classes. Moreover, my experience suggests that where large fluctua-
tions appear in the reported usage for small classes the potential increases that
less readily discernible distortions in reported data for larger classes may also
exist. Examples of the types of problematic data found in both the Company’s

actual and Weather Corrected kWh data are presented in Exhibit AOBA (A)-7.
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Exhibit AOBA (A)-7 highlights observations for two classes. Those are the
MMA-AE class and the GT-3B class. For the MMA-AE (a customer group for
which AOBA has particular sensitivity), the Company’s reported actual and
weather corrected kWh suggest that the customers in that class had negative
usage in three months of the test year (i.e., the months of April, June, and
September of 2015). It also shows unexpectedly large fluctuations in kWh use
for other months. Similar observations are made for the GT-3B class. Pepco’s
purported actual test year data for the GT-3B show 91% of total annual kWh use
for that rate class in two months: May 2015 and October 2015. The Company’s
also data also reflect substantial negative kWh usage class for two months, and
zero kWh use in two other months. Moreover, the Company’s estimates of
weather corrected kWh for the GT-3B class suggest that when normalized for the
effects of weather months with zero reported actual kWh would have negative

kWh consumption.

WHY SHOULD THE COMMISSION EXPRESS CONCERN REGARDING THE
COMPANY’S TEST YEAR DATA FOR THESE COMPARATIVELY SMALL
CLASSES OF SERVICE?

First, these observations raise concerns regarding the reliability of the data and
methods Pepco has generally applied to produce its estimates of weather
corrected test year billing determinants. Second, incorrect monthly distributions

of actual test year kWh use cause the Company’s applications of degree day
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based adjustments to that usage to be distorted. Third, Pepco’s weather
corrected kWh influence the Company’s assessment of usage by rate block
and/or usage for summer and winter seasonal periods, and those estimates
directly affect the Company’s computations of revenue at both present and
proposed rates. Fourth, distortions in Pepco’s representations of kWh use by
month impact its development of proposed BSA revenue targets by rate class by
month that it proposes to use in the computation of monthly BSA rate
adjustments. Fifth, distorted representations of actual and weather corrected
kWh by month can be expected to influence the reasonableness and appro-
priateness of the projections of kWh by rate class that Pepco uses as the

denominators for its calculation of its BSA cents per kwWh rate adjustments.

DOES PEPCO’S COMPUTATION OF ITS REQUIRED REVENUE INCREASE
IN THIS PROCEEDING REFLECT THE INFLUENCE OF NORMAL WEATHER
ON EXPECTED REVENUES AT PRESENT RATES?

No. The only elements of Pepco’s filings in this case in which the Company
incorporates consideration of the effects of normal weather on revenues are
witness Janocha’s revenue increase distribution and rate design analyses found
in Exhibits Pepco (G)-1 and Pepco (2G)-1, and in those exhibits the Company’s
Normal Weather billing determinants are only used to compute revenue at

proposed rates.
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SHOULD THE COMMISSION ACCEPT PEPCO’S DECISION NOT TO COM-
PUTE REVENUES AT PRESENT RATES USING ITS NORMAL WEATHER
BILLING DETERMINANTS?

No. If the use of estimates of Normal Weather billing determinants is deemed
necessary to appropriately assess the revenues Pepco can expect to collect in
the rate effective period at its proposed rates, then the same billing determinants
must be judged appropriate for use by the Company when assessing the
revenue it can expect during the rate effective period at present rates. Pepco

has not performed such an analysis.

ARE THERE OTHER PROBLEMS IN PEPCO’S COMPUTATION OF ITS TEST
YEAR REVENUES AT PRESENT RATES?

Yes. The Company has computed kWh by rate block that is inconsistent with the
manner in which it is billed under its current tariff. For Pepco’s R, AE, MMA-R,
and MMA-AE classes, the Company has inappropriately assumed that adjust-
ments to billed kWh would impact usage in the First 400 kwWh rate block and its
rate block for Over 400 kWh per month proportionally. That assumption is
incorrect. Weather normalization adjustments should be applied to the last kwh
billed to each customer each month. Thus, when kWh by rate block are properly
adjusted, most of the adjustment should be applied to tail block (over 400 kWh
block) usage. Although there are some customers whose usage does not exceed

400 kWh in a given month, those customers are less likely to have substantial
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weather sensitive electricity use, and therefore, there is no need for application of
weather related adjustments to their usage. For this reason, | have re-computed
the Company’s rate block distribution of its Weather Normalization adjustments
for the Company’s R, AE, MMA-R, and MMA-AE customer classes in a manner
that assigns all of the estimated kWh adjustment to the Company’s Over 400

kWh rate block.

WHAT IS THE SIGNIFICANCE OF YOUR RE-CALCULATION OF THE RATE
BLOCK DISTRIBUTION OF PEPCO’S NORMAL WEATHER KWH ADJUST-
MENTS?

Since usage in the Over 400 kWh rate block is billed at higher charges than
usage in the First 400 kWh block, this change amplifies the magnitude of the
Company’s computed Normal Weather Adjustments to revenue for classes

having blocked kWh charges (i.e., Rate R, AE, MMA-R, and MMA-AE).

HAVE YOU IDENTIFIED ANY OTHER FACTORS THAT IMPACT THE
COMPANY’S REVENUES AT PRESENT RATES?

Yes. The Company has also incorrectly calculated its revenue at present rate for
MMA-R and MMA-AE customers. Exhibit Pepco (2G)-1, page 5 of 19, indicates
that 657,840 MMA-R customers are used in the Company’s computation of
customer charge revenue for that class at present rates. For the MMA-AE class,

8,304 customer billing units are used. Yet, the Company’s exhibit suggests that
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for the summer and winter months combined MMA-R customers used a total of
5,245,736 kWh in the First 400 kWh block and 312,068,278 kWh in the Over 400
kWh block. This is not possible. Dividing the First 400 kwWh block usage by the
number of MMA-R customers (dwelling units), we find that Pepco’s reported first
block usage only accounts for an average of about 8 kWh per dwelling unit per
month. However the Over 400 block reflects an average of 474 kWh. This
implies that each MMA-R dwelling unit used an average of 482 kWh per dwelling
unit per month. Thus, on average 400 kWh per dwelling unit should have been
billed at the First block rate and only 82 kWh per dwelling unit should be billed at
the Over 400 block rate. Clearly, the Company’s presentation has not properly

reflected a multiple application of the Company’s residential rate.

DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER CORRECTIONS TO PEPCO’S DETERMINATION
OF REVENUES AT PRESENT RATES FOR MMA CUSTOMERS?

Yes. The number of MMA-R customers that Pepco uses to compute MMA-R
customer charge revenue at present rates is understated. Where Exhibit (2G)-1
uses 657,840 MMA-R customer months billed, the Company’s workpapers and
BSA filings reflect 679,738 MMA-R customer months. Thus, it appears that the
Company’s number of MMA-R customer months for the test year is understated
by 21,898. Based on a customer charge of $10.25 per month, an additional
upward adjustment of $224,454.50 to total MMA-R revenues at present rates

should be made.
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DO YOU RECOMMEND THAT PEPCO’S ESTIMATES OF NORMAL
WEATHER BILLING DETERMINANTS BE USED TO ASSESS REVENUE AT
PRESENT RATES FOR THE PURPOSE OF DETERMINING PEPCO’S NEED
FOR ADDITIONAL REVENUE IN THIS PROCEEDING?

No. | would support the use of appropriate estimates of Normal Weather billing
determinants in Pepco’s assessments of expected revenue at both present and
proposed rates when computing its need of additional revenue. However, as
explained herein, the Company’s Normal Weather billing determinants have not

been properly developed for classes having blocked kWh charges.

WHEN CORRECTED NORMAL WEATHER BILLING DETERMINANTS ARE
USED TO COMPUTE PEPCO’S REVENUE AT PRESENT RATES, WHAT IS
THE EFFECT ON THE COMPANY’S REVENUE INCREASE REQUEST?

Exhibit AOBA (A)-8 indicates that kWh by rate block are properly computed,
revenue at present rates would yield a $3,613,916 reduction to total revenue at
present rates. That is a $2,559,813 greater reduction than Pepco’s normal

weather billing determinants by rate block in Exhibit Pepco (2G)-1 produce.
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2. Recovery of Merger Costs to Achieve (Adjustment 19)

Issue Nos. 10a and 10b
a. Is Pepco’s proposed treatment of the costs to achieve and
merger synergy savings just and reasonable and consistent with
Merger Commitment 27?
b. Is Pepco’s request to establish regulatory assets for costs to
achieve appropriate and reasonable?
WHAT RATE TREATMENT DOES PEPCO REQUEST FOR ITS MERGER-
RELATED COSTS TO ACHIEVE?
Pepco Witnesses McGowan and Ziminsky both address the Company’s plan for
recovery of Merger-related Costs to Achieve (“CTA”). Pepco’s ratemaking
adjustment for Merger-related cost is found in Adjustment 29 at page 34 of 45 in
Exhibit Pepco (E)-1. Adjustment 29 seeks to establish a regulatory asset for a
test year average balance of $8,391,000 dollars, which after adjustment for
accumulated deferred taxes would yield a $4,467,000 addition to rate base. The
Company asks that it be permitted to amortize its CTA regulatory asset over five
years for an annual amortization expense of $1,678,000. According to Pepco
Witness McGowan, the Company is also “proposing an adjustment to reflect the

first year synergy savings.”’

IS PEPCO’S PROPOSAL FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A REGULATORY

ASSET FOR MERGER-RELATED CTA AND AMORTIZATION OF THAT

17

Exhibit Pepco (B), page 4, lines 20-21.
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ASSET OVER FIVE YEARS A REASONABLE AND APPROPRIATE
REQUEST IN THIS PROCEEDING?

No. | cannot reconcile the Company’s proposal in this case with the testimony of
Witness Khouzami for the Joint Applicants the was filed in support of the Non-
Unanimous Settlement in that case.'® Witness Khouzami stated at page 7, lines
14-17, of that testimony that the Company commits “not to recover an annual

CTA amount that exceeds an annual synergies amount in_any test period.”

(Emphasis Added). Yet, Witness McGowan’s testimony in this proceeding
explicitly recognizes, “there are no merger synergies reflected in the unadjusted

test period...”°

In an effort to accelerate the Company’s recovery of Merger-
related CTA, Witness McGowan indicates that Pepco is proposing an adjustment
to reflect “projected net synergy savings, that based on the current forecast, are

expected to be allocated to Pepco-DC in the first year.”?

IN THE CONTEXT OF THE FOREGOING, SHOULD THIS COMMISSION
PERMIT PEPCO’S RECOVERY OF CTA THROUGH A REGULATORY ASSET
AMORTIZATION?

No. Pepco’s proposal is inconsistent with the substance and spirit of the Joint
Applicant’'s representations in Formal Case No. 1119. The suggestion that
“projected net synergy savings” be viewed as an acceptable substitute for actual

realized synergy savings during the test period should be rejected, and the

18
1
2

o ©

Formal Case No. 1119, Joint Applicant’s Exhibit (5A).
Exhibit Pepco (B), page 4, lines 22-23.
Exhibit Pepco (B), page 5, lines 3-4.
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Company should be denied recovery of CTA until it can demonstrate actual test
year synergy savings in excess of the amount of CTA for which it seeks
regulatory asset treatment. Furthermore, no CTA costs should be added to rate
base or in any way added to the Company’s test year costs of service until actual

synergy savings of equal or greater value are demonstrated.

3. Recovery of Rate Case Expenses (Pepco Adjustment 10)

WHAT IS THE NATURE OF PEPCO’S ADJUSTMENT 10?

Pepco’s Adjustment 10 identifies over $3.6 million of current rate case costs that
the Company seeks to place in a regulatory asset to be amortized over 3 years,
with the unamortized balance net of those costs, net of deferred taxes, included

in the Company’s rate base.

IS THE COMPANY’S PROPOSAL REASONABLE?
Only in part. Although Pepco’s proposal appears to generally follow past
precedents, it offers no incentive for the Company to limit the amount of rate
case expense incurred.

A frequently expressed concern from many parties is the expense of
litigating rate cases. However, in the context of the increases Pepco has re-
guested in his proceeding as well as prior proceedings, the level of rate case

expense is easily justified by achieved reductions in the Company’s initial rate
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increase requests. In base rate proceedings before this Commission over the
last decade, Pepco’s approved revenue increases have on average equaled only
about 49% percentage of the amount initially requested. (See Exhibit AOBA (A)-
9). Given the size of the Company’s initial rate increase request in this
proceeding, the Company’s $3.6 million current rate case expense claim in this
proceeding equates to only about 8% of the rate reduction in revenue require-
ments that ratepayers can expect to achieve through litigation of the case.
Stated in other terms, the expected ratepayer benefit cost ratio is nearly 12:1.

Thus in an effort to control rate case litigation expenses, | recommend that
the Company’s allowed recovery of rate case expenses should be tied to the
proportion of the Company’s initial request that ultimately receives Commission
approval. With the proviso that no disallowance would apply to approved

amounts that are within 10% of the Company’s initial request.

4. Non-Recurring Billing System Transition Costs

DO PEPCO’S CLAIMED TEST YEAR EXPENSES IN THIS PROCEEDING
INCLUDE SIGNIFICANT NON-RECURRING TRANSITION COSTS ASSO-
CIATED WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ITS NEW BILLING SYSTEM?

Yes. Although Pepco has offered no identification of such non-recurring costs in
its direct testimony in this case, such costs were identified by the Maryland

Commission Staff and other parties in Pepco’s recently completed base rate
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case in Maryland (MDPSC Case No. 9418). On a system basis Pepco has
incurred $11.57 million of non-recurring transition costs directly associated with
the implementation of its new billing system, as well as $1.151 million of non-
recurring transition costs associated with its legacy billing system. Of those
amounts, $4,473,000 of non-recurring new billing system transition costs
associated with its new billing system and $438,000 of non-recurring legacy
system non-recurring transition costs are attributable to its District of Columbia

jurisdictional service.

HOW SHOULD SUCH NON-RECURRING TRANSITION COSTS BE TREATED
FOR RATEMAKING PURPOSES?

Those costs significantly overstate the billing system operating expenses Pepco
expects to experience during the rate effective period and should be removed
from the Company’s claimed operating expenses in this proceeding.
Furthermore, in Maryland the Commission Staff recommended and Pepco, as
well as other parties (including AOBA) and the Commission, ultimately agreed
that the Company should recover those transition costs through a five-year
amortization. A similar treatment of the DC portion of those transition costs is

appropriate in this proceeding.
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5. Remote Disconnect Costs (Adjustment 29)

HOW MUCH DOES PEPCO SEEK TO RECOVER FOR AMI-RELATED
DEFERRED DISCONNECT COSTS?

The Company’s request for recovery of Deferred Remote Disconnect/Reconnect
Costs is set forth in the direct testimony of Pepco Witness Ziminsky at page 23.
Table 1 on that page identifies $2,827,598 of Deferred Disconnect/Reconnect
Costs that Pepco seeks to include in a regulatory asset that would be amortized
over five years. Of the claimed $2.8 million, Witness Ziminisky states the $1.736
million reflects amounts deferred through the end of the test year (i.e., through
March 31, 2016. An additional $1.091 million represents further deferrals that
Pepco anticipates between the end of the test year and the start of the rate
effective period. The Company also presents a proposed adjustment to increase
its test year expenses by $873,000 to reflect an ongoing annual level of expense
for “credit-related manual disconnect and reconnect of customers”. Witness
Ziminski cites the testimony of Pepco Witness Lefkowitz and asserts that her
Direct Testimony indicates that in Formal Case No. 1103, “the Commission
approved the Company’s treatment of costs associated with credit-related
manual disconnect and reconnect of customers.” However, that is exactly what
either Witness Lefkowitz states in her direct testimony in this proceeding or what

the Commission stated in Order No. 17424 in Formal Case No. 1103.
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The direct testimony of Pepco withess Lefkowitz also addresses cost
claims. Witness Lefkowitz explains that the cost of labor required to perform
disconnections and reconnections and (unspecified) savings related to the
remoted connect and disconnect functionality of its AMI system were removed
from the Company’s test year costs in Formal Case No. 1103 as part of the
Company’s Adjustment 7 that was accepted by the Commission in Order No.
17424. However, under 15 DCMR 8§ 312 the Company is still required to
physically visit a premise and knock on the door prior to disconnecting a
customer for credit purposes. Due to this requirement, Witness Lefkowitz claims
that Pepco has not been able to achieve the full benefit anticipated from its AMI

remote disconnect/reconnect functionality.

DO YOU QUESTION PEPCO’S CLAIM FOR RECOVERY OF DEFERRED
REMOTE DISCONNECT/RECONNECT COSTS?

| do. Pepco’s response to AOBA Data Request 6-20, indicates that the
requirements of 15 DCMR § 312 predated the Company’s deployment of AMI.
As a utility frequently engaged in credit-related disconnect/reconnect activities,
Pepco was aware, or should have been aware, of the constraints imposed by 15
DCMR § 312 at the time it proposed Adjustment 7 in Formal Case No. 1103.
Thus, at best, it appears that Pepco knowingly claimed AMI savings in Formal
Case No. 1103 that it could not achieve and misrepresented the value of

functionality within its AMI system.

78



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BRUCE R. OLIVER
DCPSC Formal Case No. 1139
Furthermore, my review of the Company’s testimony and exhibits in
Formal Case No. 1103, as well as the Commission’s discussion of Adjustment 7
in Order No. 17424,?* finds that neither Pepco’s presentation of its Adjustment 7
nor the Commission’s discussion of that Adjustment in Order No. 17424 included
any specific reference to disconnect/reconnect costs or related savings. In fact,
Witness Hook’s testimony in support of Adjustment 7 in Formal Case No. 1103
comprised a single sentence which offers only a generalized reference to “on-

going AMI-related savings, net of on-going incremental costs.”?

DOES 15 DCMR § 312 RESTRICT THE COMPANYS USE OF AMI FOR
RECONNECT ACTIVITIES?
No. The requirement under 15 DCMR § 312 for an in-person visit to the

customer’s premises only applies to credit-related disconnects.

IN RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY REQUESTS HAS PEPCO PROVIDED ANY
COST DATA IN SUPPORT OF ITS CLAIMED COST DEFERRALS AND ITS
ADDITION TO TEST YEAR EXPENSES FOR ON-GOING CREDIT RELATED
DISCONNECT/RE-CONNECT ACTIVITIES?

Yes. Pepco’s responses to AOBA Data Requests 6-20 and 6-21 offer

information relating to the Company’s cost claims.

21
22

Order No. 17424, pages 200-201.
Formal Case No. 1103, Exhibit Pepco (C), page 12, lines 8-10.
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DOES THE DATA PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO AOBA’S DATA REQUESTS
SUPPORT THE COMPANY’S CLAIMED COSTS?

No, they do not. The attachment to AOBA Data Request 6-20 provides historical
disconnect and reconnect cost data for the years 2010 through 2015 and the first
three months of 2016. However, the DC disconnect and reconnect costs shown
reflect an “Assumed Percentage to DC” without any explanation or documen-
tation of the basis for the percentage assumed. For the years 2013 through the
end of the test year, the Company provides what is labeled as Field Collection
Costs for Pepco DC with separate entries for “Disconnects/Door Knock” and
“‘Reconnects.” However, the data for the twelve months of the test year (i.e., the
twelve months ended March 2016) only reflect Disconnect/Reconnect costs
totaling $125,424. That reflects an average monthly expense of only a little over
$10,000. Yet, Pepco’s response to AOBA Data Request 6-21, claims that the
Company’s on-going level of expense of $873,000 per year is based on its
claimed average monthly cost of $72,762.38 for the first four months of 2016
multiplied by 12 to arrive at Pepco’s claimed on-going level of annual expense.
However, the Company’s claimed average cost for the first four months of 2016
is at best curious for two reasons. First, the Company offers no support for its
claimed costs for the first four months of 2016. As previously noted, its
response to AOBA Data Request 6-20 only provides data for the first three
months of 2016 and the average for those three months is only about $60,000

per month. Second, Pepco offers no rationale for its use of data for only four
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months of 2016 when its response to AOBA Data Request 6-20 provides
substantial historical data. | can only surmise that reliance on a broader set of
historical data would almost necessarily require use of some or all of the 2015

data, and that information does not support the Company’s cost claim.

DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER OBSERVATIONS REGARDING PEPCO’S
ADJUSTMENT 29 AND ITS REQUEST FOR BOTH RECOVERY OF COST
DEFERRALS AND ON-GOING COSTS FOR CREDIT-RELATED DISCON-
NECTS AND RECONNECTS?

Yes. The Company’s claimed $1.736 million for amounts deferred through the
end of the test year and the additional $1.091 million of deferrals for its projects
for the period between the end of the test year and the start of the rate effective
period, both appear to represent extrapolations from the $873,000 on-going
expense that Pepco claims to have developed based on data for the first four
months of 2016. The $1.736 million figure equates to two full years at $873,000
per year (or 24 months at $72,762 per month). Similarly, the $1.091 million of
projected deferrals equates to 1.25 years at $873,000 per year or 15 months at
$72,762 per month. In other words, the historic period cost deferral for which the
Company seeks recovery are not based on actual prior period costs or estimates
of savings developed for presentation in Formal Case No. 1103 when Pepco
claims to have received approval for its treatment of credit-related disconnect/

reconnect costs and savings.
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WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION FOR THE COMMISSION REGARDING
THE DISCONNECT/RECONNECT COST CLAIMS INCLUDED IN THE
COMPANY’S ADJUSTMENT 29 IN THIS PROCEEDING?

| find that the Company has failed to provide compelling and substantial support
for these cost claims and the Commission should reject both the Company’s
request for amortization of deferred costs and its claimed on-going level of

disconnect/reconnect expense.

D. RATE IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS

WHICH COMMISSION DESIGNATED ISSUES DO YOU ADDRESS IN THIS
SECTION OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

As discussed in the Summary at the beginning of this testimony, the distribution
of rate impacts in this proceeding must be addressed in the context of a broader
set of considerations than in most base rate proceedings. For this reason, my
discussion herein will necessarily involve matters relating to Issue Nos. 13, 13a,

10d, and 10e.

WHAT ARE ISSUE NOS. 13, 13A, 10D, AND 10E AS SET FORTH IN ORDER
NO. 185507

Attachment A to Order No. 18550 specifies those issues in the following terms:
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Issue No. 13:

Is Pepco’s proposed allocation of its revenue requirement
just and reasonable?

Issue No. 13a:

Is Pepco’s proposed plan for eliminating negative class rates
of return reasonable??

Issue No. 10d:

Is Pepco’s proposed allocation of Customer Base Rate
Credits and the new Rider CBRC just and reasonable?

Issue No. 10e:

Is Pepco’s proposal for an Incremental Offset just and

reasonable?
WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF PEPCO’S PROPOSALS FOR
DISTRIBUTION OF RATE IMPACTS AMONG CLASSES IN THIS PRO-
CEEDING?
The Company has been provided a unique opportunity to make progress on a
difficult issue in this proceeding (i.e., obtaining real progress toward having
significant portions of its customer base make positive contributions to the Com-
pany’s return requirements). However, the Company has, once again, dropped
the ball. Although aspects of the Company’s proposal may have superficial
appeal, key elements of the proposals that Pepco presents have little or no

likelihood of success.

83



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BRUCE R. OLIVER
DCPSC Formal Case No. 1139

The unique opportunity in this case is provided by the availability of $25.6
million of Base Rate Credits and $1 million per year of Incremental Offsets. But
Pepco squanders those credits by attempting to fully insulate residential
customers from any immediate effects of the largest overall revenue increase the
Company has ever requested. This is pure folly. The benefits of Base Rate
Credits are only temporary, and the rate increases they disguise will continue on
long after rate credits are fully expired. Moreover, given Pepco’s capital
spending plans, the Company’s own presentations suggest that additional rate
increase requests can be expected within a short period following this rate case.
Thus, within a few months of the Company’s expected exhaustion of Base Rate
Credits (and Incremental Offsets) effective rate increases that Residential
customers will experience when those credits go away will be compounded by
another rate increase and further progress toward elimination of negative rates of
return will be stymied, not facilitated. In addition, Pepco’s assessment of the
expected duration Base Rate Credits fails to include a provision for growth in the
number of residential customers.

Pepco’s myopic plan for the elimination of negative rates of return ignores
basic fundamental cost of service facts. Most importantly, the Company’s plan
inappropriately assumes that there will be no slippage in Rate R and Rate AE
class rates of return between rate cases. Yet, despite the Commission’s efforts
to improve the relative rates of return for those rate classes in Formal Case No.

1103, Order No. 17424, Pepco’s computed rates of return in this case are more
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negative than they were going into Formal Case No. 1103. Pepco ignores the
impacts of the Company’s DCPLUG program on future residential class rates of
return. As this Commission is aware, the legislated design of DCPLUG charges
requires that those charges for Residential customers be set at levels that will
necessarily fail to recover the costs that will be allocated to the Company’s
residential classes in future base rate proceedings. Thus, the DCPLUG rate
design virtually ensures that, all other things being equal, the UPC revenues
received from Pepco’s residential classes will under-collect appropriately
allocated costs for those classes in the Company’s next base rate case.

In this context, it should be obvious that more substantial efforts to
improve revenue recovery from Rate R and AE customers are needed. Yet,
Pepco’s proposals represent little more than a “business as usual” approach.
Ignoring the growth in the Company’s negative Rate R and AE rates of return
between cases, as well as the Commission’s precedent of placing a substantially
greater than average increase on Rate R and AE customers in Formal Case No.
1103, Pepco proposes in this case to apply an overall rate increase for its Rate R
and AE customers that in combination is less than the overall average increase it
requests. Where the Commission found it appropriate to place 47% of the
Company’s approved increase in Formal Case No. 1103 on the Company’s
residential classes, Pepco’s proposals in this case assign only 21.1% of the
overall increase to its Residential classes. It appears the Company has greater

interest in extending the period of no effective rate increases for Residential
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customers than it has interest in achieve real progress toward narrowing the
current differences in class rate of return in the District and/or eliminating

negative rates of return.

1. Pepco’s Proposed Revenue Increase Distribution

HOW DOES PEPCO PROPOSE TO DISTRIBUTE ITS REQUESTED REVENUE
INCREASE IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The Company’s proposal was initially presented in Exhibit Pepco (G), the direct
testimony of Pepco Witness Janocha, and Exhibit Pepco (G)-1 accompanying
that testimony. The Company’s subsequently provided a revised revenue
increase distribution in Exhibit Pepco (2G)-1 that was submitted with Witness
Janocha’s supplemental direct testimony. As detailed by Witness Janocha on
page 1 of Exhibit (2G)-1, the Company’s revised revenue increase request
represents an overall 22.72% increase. With certain limited exceptions, the
Company’s proposed distribution of that increase does not deviate significantly

from an across-the-board revenue increase distribution.

IS PEPCO’S PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION OF ITS REQUESTED REVENUE
INCREASE AMONG RATE CLASSES REASONABLE?
Although | am supportive of efforts to narrow differences in class rates of return

as well as efforts to specifically address classes with extremely high ROR’s at
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present rates, the limited increases witness Janocha places on the Residential
Rate R and Rate AE classes are inappropriate and inconsistent with this
Commission’s policies and precedents. Despite the substantially negative rates
of return at present rates for the residential classes, Pepco’s proposals result in a
combined average increase for Rate R and Rate AE customers that is actually
slightly less than the system average increase. As a result, the percentage of the
total increase allocated to Pepco’s overall residential classes in this proceeding is
only 19.6% where this Commission applied 47% of the overall increase to
Residential customers in Formal Case No. 1103.% It is also notable that the
Company takes a very different approach when determining the proposed
increase for the other class with a substantially negative rate of return, Street
Light — Energy service. For that class Pepco proposes an increase of 2.3 times

the system average with no offer of offsetting base rate credits.

2. Pepco’s Plan for Eliminating Negative Rates of Return

WHAT IS PEPCO’S PLAN FOR ELIMINATING NEGATIVE RATES OF
RETURN?

The Company’s plan for eliminating negative rates of return is discussed in the
direct testimony of Pepco witnesses McGowan. In that plan, Pepco proposes to

reach 0.0% rates of return for its Residential Rate R and Rate AE classes over

Formal Case No. 1103, Order No. 17424, paragraph 437, page 173. It should also be noted that the
data presented in Exhibit Pepco (2G)-1, page 1, indicate that the same residential classes account for
22.3% of Pepco’s total base rate distribution revenue at present rates.
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three rate cases. In approximate terms the Company’s proposal is to move from
a -4.5% current ROR for the combination of the R and AE classes to a -3.0%
ROR for those classes at the end of this case. In subsequent cases Pepco
targets similar 1.5% per case ROR improvements in the Rate R and Rate AE
RORs with the hope of achieving a -1.5% ROR combined ROR at the end of the

second case and a 0.0% ROR by the end of the third case.

DOES PEPCO’S FILED PLAN FOR ELIMINATING NEGATIVE RATES OF
RETURN REPRESENT REASONABLE AND APPROPRIATE EFFORTS TO
MEET ITS COMMITMENT TO ELIMINATE NEGATIVE RATES OF RETURN
AND NARROW DIFFERENCES IN CLASS RATES OF RETURN?

No. Itis a plan that lacks sound conceptual and analytical foundations. It is also
a plan that realistically has no greater likelihood of achieving real improvements
over time than the plans for gradual adjustment to class rate of return that Pepco
has offered in past proceedings. In addition, it is a plan that appears to view a
zero rate of return of its residential Rate R and Rate AE classes as the ultimate
objective, rather than a plan that sees the elimination of negative rates of return
as an important step in the process toward more equitable rates, but not an end-
point. The Company’s plan also lacks consideration of other known factors that
can be expected to impact progress toward eliminating negative rates of return in
future cases, such as the influences of the DCPLUG program and historical

slippage in residential rates of return between rate cases.
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The case-to-case slippage in residential rates of return (i.e., a problem not
generally experienced for other classes) suggests that there may be fundamental
problems in the Company’s pricing of service to residential customers that
contribute to the erosion of residential rates of return between rate cases. One
observable difference between the Company’s treatment of residential and
commercial customers that may contribute to this problem, may be found in the
differences between the Company’s service connection and line extension
policies for residential and commercial customers. The Company’s present
policies often require commercial customers to absorb a greater portion of the
up-front costs of facilities (either through contributions in aid of construction
(CIAC) and/or the customers installation of facilities) than it requires from
residential customers.

In addition, the Company’s plan offers no consideration of other possible
measures to foster improvements in residential rates of return between rate
cases. | have previously encouraged the Commission to consider measures
such as inflation-based adjustments to residential rates between rate cases. The
Company’s “plan,” however, elects to address this problem only in more narrow
terms that lack dynamic consideration of the problem and factors contributing to
the difficulties in achieving real progress in efforts to improve residential rates of
return over time. This is not unexpected for a firm that is virtually assured its

collection of an approved level of revenues and, as a result, is less sensitive to
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guestions regarding the customer classes from which it must collect those
revenues.

As | have previously stated, the Company’s plan is destined for failure.
Moreover, if Residential Rate R and Rate AE RORs are found in the next case to
have slipped backward, the Company will face an even greater problem. Without
the availability of Base Rate Credits, the larger adjustments to residential rates
that will be needed to achieve the next step in its three-step plan will be even
more difficult for those customers to absorb. Thus, the Commission could be
faced with the difficult question of placing much larger rate impacts on residential

customers or abandoning the Company’s plan as presented in this case.

3. Application of Base Rate Credits and Incremental Offsets

HOW DOES PEPCO PROPOSE TO USE THE BASE RATE CREDITS AND
INCREMENTAL OFFSETS THAT ARE PROVIDED BY THE MERGER
AGREEMENT?

Pepco’s proposal is to use all of the available Base Rate Credits and Incremental
Offsets to protect Residential and MMA customers from the entirety of the
Company’s requested base rate increase until the early part of 2019. Witness
McGowan explains that the Company expects that those Base Rate Credits and
Incremental Offsets will not be exhausted until February of 2019 for Residential

customers and until March 2019 for MMA customers. Despite this Commission’s
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assessment that all customers should participate in the benefits provided by
available Customer Investment Funds, Pepco proposes no direct benefits for

customers in any of its non-residential rate classes the District.

DO YOU SUPPORT THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED USE OF BASE RATE
CREDITS AND INCREMENTAL OFFSETS?

No. Pepco’s proposal for use of available Base Rate Credits and Incremental
Offset is poorly conceived, counterproductive and inconsistent with the
expressed desires of the Commission. Pepco apparently has no concerns
regarding denial of any opportunity for commercial customers to participate in
direct merger-related benefits even though it is the Company’s commercial cus-
tomers who bear the entirety of Pepco’s return requirements. The Company
mantra must be something like “Let’s bite the hand that feed us.”

Additionally, there is no compelling reason to use the proposed
Incremental Offsets. Those funds are simply an unwise form of deficit financing
that should be avoided. If Incremental Offsets are used, they will only be used
for the benefit of residential customers, and thus, the Company’s Residential
classes should bear full responsibility for the returns that must be paid for the use
of those funds. Yet, it must be questioned how residential classes that currently
provide no contributions to the Company’s return requirements on its rate base
investment, will pay the costs of required returns on Incremental Offset funds

without further eroding the overall earned rates of return for those classes. Thus,
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the Commission is strongly urged to deny any and all elements of the Company’s

proposals that are dependent upon the use of Incremental Offsets.

4. AOBA’s Rate Plan and Revenue Increase Distribution

HOW SHOULD THE COMMISSION EQUITABLY DISTRIBUTE PEPCO’S
REVENUE INCREASE REQUEST WHILE MAXIMIZING THE BENEFITS OF
ADDITIONAL FUNDS MADE AVAILABLE THROUGH THE MERGER?

AOBA recognizes that the extent of current negative rates of returns for the
Residential R and AE classes have grown to the point that elimination of those
negative RORs represents a substantial challenge. Moreover, AOBA is more
than willing for the Commission to deploy the available Base Rate Credits in a
manner that at least cushions some of the impact of measures necessary to
achieve real progress toward eliminating negative rates of return. However, the
representations of Pepco witness McGowan that “the commercial customer class
will see its share of the revenue requirement decrease as the negative RORs on
Residential and Residential-AE class are eliminated over the next three base rate
cases,” is little more that meaningless posturing. In the context of Pepco’s
proposals in this case, the combined Rate R and Rate AE classes would receive
slightly less than that the average increase, as well as a much smaller share of
Pepco’s overall revenue increase than the Commission assigned to those

classes in Formal Case No. 1103. Witness McGowan’s suggestion of benefits
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for commercial customers is little more than a distant mirage in what is little more
than a regulatory “desert.”

With this backdrop, | present an illustrative revenue increase distribution in
Exhibit AOBA (A)-9 which attempts to make greater progress toward narrowing
class rates of return while using Base Rate Credits to offset a portion, but not all,
of the increase assigned to classes with negative rates of return. Following the
example, presented by the Joint Applicant’s Witness Khouzami in his October 30
2015 testimony Formal Case No. 1119, Exhibit AOBA (A)-9 assumes that Pepco
is ultimately granted approval of half (i.e, 50%) of its initial $85.48 million revenue
increase request in this proceeding. That would produce an overall percentage
increase for the Company of 11.8%. From that overall (or average increase)
increases are distributed among rate classes to foster the narrowing of class
rates of return.

First, the two classes with the most extreme RORs at present rates (i.e.,
the TN and GS-HV classes) are provided reductions in their revenue
requirements that are intended to lower their post-increase rates of return to not
more than 2.5 times the system average. While the resulting reductions in the
RORs for those classes are substantial, the dollars required to achieve those
results are not. For those two classes the combined revenue reduction is less
than $63,000.

Second, to facilitate greater movement in the RORs, the revenue

requirements for all classes having negative rates of return are increased by 2.5
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times the overall average increase percentage. This would raise their revenue
requirements by 29.6%. However, provision is made for all portions of their
increases in excess of the overall average to be offset through the application of
Base Rate Credits for an estimated period of 21 months or approximately
through the end of March 2019. With Base Rate Credits netted out, the effective
rate increase for those rate classes (Rates R, AE and SL) would be only 11.8%.
The remaining revenue requirements are distributed uniformly to all other classes

resulting in a 7.85% revenue increase for those classes.

WHAT PERCENTAE OF THE OVERALL REVENUE INCREASE DOES THIS
PROPOSAL PLACE ON RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS?

The entire residential class, including residential R, AE, RTM and MMA customer
would receive 47.8% of the overall increase. This is only slightly more than the

Commission assigned to those classes in Formal Case No. 1103.

ARE THE BASE RATE CREDITS THAT YOU PROPOSE FOR CUSTOMERS
IN CLASSES RECEIVING GREATER THAN AVERAGE REVENUE INCREASE
PERCENTAGES USE ALL OF THE AVAILABLE BASE RATE CREDITS?

No. | estimate that over the period through the end of March 2019 only about

$22.55 million of credits would be required for those classes.
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HOW SHOULD THE BALANCE OF THE AVAILABLE BASE RATE CREDITS
BE USED?
Those funds should be used for two purposes.

First, a portion of the remaining funds (e.g., $500,000 to $750,000 per
year) should be earmarked to provide improved customer service to non-
residential customers. Pepco has agreed to a similar use of a portion of
incremental merger Customer Investment Funds in Maryland, and a similar
program would provide DC’s non-residential customers a similar benefit. Non-
residential customers and their representatives spend considerable time and
resources trying to deal with a call center and customer service system that are
not particularly well-designed to meet their needs and answer their questions.
Additional assistance in this area would be greatly appreciated, and funding of
the proposal would still require only a small percentage of the overall direct
merger benefits.

Second, | recommend that the balance of these funds be held in reserve
to address potential growth in the Company’s residential class such that there will
be greater assurance the credits for residential customers will not be forced to
terminate earlier than proposed herein. Again, | see this as a more financially
sound alternative to a plan that relies on funding credits through Incremental
Offsets without any allowance for growth in the number of customers receiving

credits.
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E. REFLECTION OF MERGER COMMITMENTS (Issue Nos. 10, 10a, and 10b)

Issue No. 10

Are all Formal Case No. 1119 Merger Commitments properly
reflected in the Application?

ARE COMMITMENTS TO MAKE FUTURE CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS
ON PEPCO’S BOOKS?

No, they are not. The Merger Settlement Agreement accepted by this Com-
mission clearly indicate that the pledge of over $18 million in future charitable
contributions for the District of Columbia represent a commitment by Exelon and
its affiliates, not a commitment made by Pepco. In that context, it is inappropriate

for that commitment to be reflected on Pepco’s books.

F. ALTERNATIVE RATEMAKING STRUCTURES

ARE THERE ANY CAUTIONS THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONSIDER IN ITS
ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE RATEMAKING STRUCTURES?

Yes. The Commission needs to ensure than any ratemaking alternatives it may
adopt are compatible with its existing polices and priorities. For example, the
Commission should be hesitant to advance incentives that might encourage a re-

bundling of utility services or further narrow the portion of the Company’s
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customer base that presently carries the burden of Pepco’s entire required return
on investment. We have entered into an era in which the costs of alternative
sources of energy supply are becoming increasingly competitive with utility
provided services, and in that context, the Commission must guard against
actions that might drive away the very customers on whom the system relies for
maintenance of its financial health.

In an evolving industry alternative ratemaking structures should not be
viewed as long-term solutions. Rather, the Commission may view alternative
ratemaking structures as tools for facilitating the achievement of specific, reason-
ably near-term, goals. However, it must also recognize that once such goals are
achieved, revision or termination of alternative ratemaking structures may be
necessary. Goals that are too easily achieved by utilities generally cannot be
relied upon to generate substantial ratepayer benefits. Further, alternative
ratemaking structures should not be viewed as a replacement for rigorous
regulatory oversight. Effective regulation requires a knowledgeable and involved

Commission that continues to serve a leadership role.

IS THE COMPANY’S REQUEST FOR THIS COMMISSION TO INVESTIGATE
THE USE OF A FULLY FORECASTED TEST YEAR REASONABLE?

Not at this time. The record in this case raises numerous questions regarding
the data and methods the Company has employed to forecast kWh use by its

customers and to compute weather normalization adjustments. Until those
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issues are fully resolved and the Company provides the Commission with sub-
stantial evidence of its ability to reasonably forecast future costs and revenues,

consideration of the use of a fully forecasted test year is not warranted.

SHOULD THIS COMMISSON UNDERTAKE A FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF
PERFORMANCE BASED RATEMAKING METHODS?

Again, not at this time. Until more substantial determinations are made regarding
the future structure of Pepco’s distribution utility operations in the District, it is
difficult to identify many specific behaviors and/or performance measures for
which incentives would be appropriate. However, one area in which a
performance based ratemaking measure can be productive at this time is the
implementation of the incentive structure | have outlined in this testimony for
encouraging reductions in rate case expenses. The incentive can be approved

now for application to the Company’s next base rate filing.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes. It does.
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Page 1 of 4
Potomac Electric Power Company
DCPSC Formal Case No 1139
Cost of Equity - Proxy Group Analysis
Average Dividend Adjusted Earnings Indicated
Dividend Growth Dividend Growth Rate of
No Analytic Model Yield Component Yield Rate Return
DCF Cost of Equity
Zacks 3.52% 0.19% 3.72% 5.49% 9.20%
CNN 3.52% 0.19% 3.71% 5.37% 9.08%
Yahoo 3.52% 0.19% 3.71% 5.33% 9.04%
Average of DCF Results 9.11%
Projected
Current Long Term
Risk-Free Risk-Free
CAPM Analysis Rate Rate Average
Value Line Betas
@ 7.00% MRP 8.28% 9.78% 9.03%
@ 8.00% MRP 9.02% 10.52% 9.77%
Average of CAPM Results 9.40%
Average of DCF and CAPM Results 9.25%

Exhibit AOBA (A) - 1

Recommendation

9.25%
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Exhibit AOBA (A) - 4

Page 1 of 1
Potomac Electric Power Company
DC PSC Formal Case No. 1139
Comparative Fluctuations in BSA Numbers of Customers by Rate Class
Min Max Range
Ln Less Less %
No Rate Class/Year Minimum Maximum Average Average Average Range Average
1 Residential
2 Pre-SolutionOne
3 2014 233,075 236,651 234,252 (1,177) 2,399 3,676 1.53%
4 Post-SolutionOne Implementation
5 2015 218,053 250,080 241,782 (23,729) 8,298 32,027 13.25%
6 2016 230,311 258,148 243,999 (13,688) 14,149 27,837 11.41%
7 GSD
8 Pre-SolutionOne
9 2014 5177 5,385 5,282 (105) 103 208 3.94%
10 Post-SolutionOne Implementation
11 2015 4,760 5,631 5,280 (520) 351 871 16.50%
12 2016 4720 5,664 5,221 (501) 443 944 18.08%
13 GT-LV
14 Pre-SolutionOne
15 2014 2,910 2,992 2,944 (34) 48 82 2.79%
16 Post-SolutionOne Implementation
17 2015 2,343 3,325 2,976 (633) 349 982 33.00%
18 2016 2,892 3,511 3,162 (270) 350 619 19.58%
19 GT-3A
20 Pre-SolutionOne
21 2014 143 148 147 “4) 1 5 3.40%
22 Post-SolutionOne Implementation
23 2015 47 187 144 (97) 43 140 97.33%
24 2016 132 198 157 (25) 41 66 42.15%
25 MMA (Dwelling Units)
26 Pre-SolutionOne
27 2014 55,198 55,904 55,521 (323) 383 706 1.27%
28 Post-SolutionOne Implementation
29 2015 52,086 56,705 56,278 (4,192) 428 4,619 8.21%

30 2016 54,328 59,529 56,100 (1,772) 3,429 5,201 9.27%



%€}~
%28
%90~
%S0
%.'8
%EC
%E6
% LL-
%88~
%G8

Bj0L

(z91'85E'9EL)
oL6'072'81L
(»01'180'G4)
86'668'2Z
0/e'sel
288'220'7)
192'66b'ST
(L02's7L'2)
(819's528'2Y)
(2£6'509'261)

el

1..2'609'972'0L
6le'eél'lze
€15'686'6v5'T
295'880'LLL'Y
198'8EP'L
9E9'£99'GL9
05€'568'7.LC
Gv8'80'6)
0/9'cl9'88y
6v5'9v0'2G68'}

el

601'052'0+9°0L
GEL'BE6'GHT
69'v05'085'T
0Z0'vi6'6EL'Y
LEL'YOS'L
8LG'kv.'629
219'v6E'00€
¥r1'EE6'oL
250'88.'Sty
£10'17p'669'L

lejoL

9 jo | abeq
G - (V) vaov uaiyx3

%02 < abueyn
%02 > pue %0} < abueyd

o
s

%E"0- %' T %G} %.°2- %0 %0°0 %00 %L

%9°'9Z %SEL %92 %E'L %.'T %00 %00 % 8e ge19

%6°E %2 Z- %0°L %G1 %t v %0°0 %00 %E'TL- VELD

%22 %0'S %6°E- % 0 %0°€ %0°0 %00 %z 0 AL

%y LL- %9'T %9'G %ET %90 %0°0 %00 %0°66 AH SD

%17} %Z'T %L€ %bE %Gz %00 %00 %ET aso

%69 %1°GL %L %E'L %09k %00 %00 %291 aN 89

%8 %l €2 %80 %TLL %5 e %00 %0°0 %6}~ W1y

%Z'9L- NETE HZ 02 | %9'9- %8L %00 %00 %1 ay

%10 b0 %9t~ %8'El- % 9L- %00 %0°0 %1k S}

aag AON 100 deg By nr unp Aepy ady -0 qed uep
JEA JOUd 10 YIuo|y umnn._nnEDU 10} YA PR)SEBI3I04 yYSH J9AD Umous) %

(oBz'ase'z)  (6€8'699'))  Lz8'6kS'y  (E15'691'GO)  (BM'L60'Sz)  (GZz'eal'st)  (evE'vis'er)  S6E'L.9'S = - (eLe'0e8'LL)  (522'e€8) lejol
126'152's 988'212'9 90v's89's  (LEV'ZEE) GBR'GSE'C (0z6'985'L) 666'CHE'L 0L0'608 - = 295'99L'2  (L0P'POE'8) gE19
186'099'L (0e0'zr2’))  evL'eG8'Y  (BLG'BLYPL)  (22G'EL2'S) 169'2EV'9L (182'292'¢)  vlc'0z8'8 = = (Gor'phL've)  (ze0'265'€) VELD

(v62'88E'0L)  LpL'8p6'LL  605'00Z'LL  (0£@'Z08'9) 0L9'9¥6'LZ (poe'eet'st)  (2¥'0ES'L)  60G'¥PE'0L - - (519'259) 60L'V2E'Y ALD

(187'91L) ZrL'er 8/9'0L LEE'C .62'y (se6's) l0L'e 508 - - pTL'EL 9E6'el AH 89
965'0€S Lo8'gle’e sLe'zeL't  (g6v's0l) 198'18€'L £0.'694'C goz'seL't  (zeS'orh'l) - - 290'v0L'L $SE'L0B'T aso
Z62'109'} ¥9.'282'e 92r'060'C 2£6'G69 DE6'0£0'Y 6.1'€S0'E z/z'e6e 9E0'68%'E = - 169'/6}'E ovr'6GL'e aN 89
€r9'sLL (Pop'9e) (r99'vLE) (ze6'zey) (ove'oor) (89'v1) (080'¥52) (8y.2'ege) 3 = (zoz'Le) (ovp'ees) WLy

(oz0'0v8'2)  (ovi'evs'2)  (ose'oso's)  (0Ep'v80'S) (oe8'Ly8'8) (091'506'2) (ovl'seo'z)  0/8'2.8'L = . 158'220'e 118'886'C Iv
9z0'szL (6e5'1es'LL)  (s1o'ess'zh)  (vL'zeo'ss)  (zso'sel'se)  (L5Z'691L'6) (zv6'L21'02)  (9B'PES'BL) . - (968'0€9't)  (O¥L'€L9'2) |

23Q AON jisTe) dag Bny ne unp few 1dy 1ey gad uer
dea\ Jolld JO Yluo w_nmhwnEOO woll YA palsedalod ysg ul yymols

¥OL'P0L'198  €0V'989°'L/. B06'699'8/8  LOG'000'6L0'L LSE'ZCK'/PO'L  1E6'GE6'bYO'L E€9'OLL'Z/8  PBS'0ST'YS. OVO'EOE'S6. ¥LL'€..'008 69S'€56'C/8  IpL'ZLE'9ZE  |BlOoL
Z86'GLL'6L  PSB'GSE'OL  TEB'6ES'ZL  PEBTIY'0Z 6vy'691'LL 290'210'L2 le8'9ge'8l  /81'/00'6L  8EZ'ZLL'BL  6B6'/6L'0C  B882'099'8L  2G1'LZ6'6L g8e19
9e9'LGP'86L  JEL'C0L'96)  EVV'TLL'EZT 129282052  vEY'YOC'L9Z  TOL'069'€ET  1G8'/98'WLZ  ¥ZE'0BE'86L  /¥6'S62'L8L  9/6'682'S8L  8LZ'€98'SEL  +TZ'808'M0C VELD
TLO'LLY'LBE  BS0'000'6EE  €Z9'0/9'06€ £/6'298'LEv  6CL'¥99'8EY  €LG'E.S'POY  GiP'LIE'SSE  SOS'GYP'09E  /GL'T/E'EOE  BLO'€66'08€  869'LOB'LJE  1OL'SL6'66E A1LD
YE9'PYL 8.v'80L L1281 GET'95L LeR'LoL £ry'a/L 8LT'OEL 18Z' 271 829'9L1 £€L'28 0Ly'v. gEL'cl AH SO
99€'/9Z'/F  06L'GBE'LY  E66'CLG'ZS  6EP'96L'RG 280'82€'€9 8€6',0.'8S IPB'S0S'ES  PGO'6BP'Or  8SL'9S9'¥y  286'990'BY  €6Z'6vS'Sy  S¥0'LLP'ES aso
9zy'SLL'eC  LEl'Le0'0Z  [/2'199'€C  vEe'sle'sT 86%'L0L'92 259'e49'vT 6E€'220'€C  PEB'0L8'LZ  0L0'208'LC  6v9'TE9ZZ  ¥0S'Z9L'6L  0S¥'/8T'TT aN 89
T.6'E8E'L BLH'PPE'L LE6'2€G") 9614'678'L GB'E66'L 116'G28'L PLG'PLY'L ¥LE'80Z'L 95L'E0r'L £58'0/6'L 912's29't 650'LLE'L W1Y
LE6'ELZ'8Y  129'T/9'LE  166'850'6Z  LOE'L99'BE LLE'69E'6E L£6'250'6E LLL'ELY'LE  LLB'098'EZ  1GS'Z6T'SE L2L'IG6'LS  OLB'OVE'SS  0Z8'E66'6G EX
SPL'088'LYL  60°GLP'¥EL  £v6'6BG'OVL  818'PS9'0BL  LL9'69Y'86L  282'LAL'LOT  LE9'66'Skl  Piv'LI8'ZLL  L9E'092'8Z1 €29'62v'SSL  C/S'SLZ'ISL  BAY'059'SSL EEl

54 280 ShASN 51190 gy desg g4 Gy Gt Inr G unf 51 few S idy SL e 5L g8 g uep
GL0T JeaA Jepuajeld - ﬂtnn_wm VSH woll YA palsedasod

818'5v.'958  $9S'910'04. 9E.'6lT'€88 B8G'0EB'ES6  Z8L'LEC'TZO'L  69.'7..'620'L  GBE'TYZ'ES8  6.2'706'68. 9YO'SOE'S6L  bL2'€L/'9098 9SZT'EEL'L98  T/E'BI6'SZ6  [BJOL
€06'/20'GC  OVB'€/9'EC  BBE'STO'EZ  £05'6L0'0T yee'sza'sl Trl'ser'sl 9e9'699'6L  /6L'OLG'6L  8EZ'/ZLL'8L  6B6'/6L'0Z  SGE'/28'ST  0GE'ZGG'LL aclo
L1T'TLL'90C  04'196'V6L  Z6G'LE0'8CC  TOL'BOE'9ET  2TE'0SS'SSZ  €BE'EZL'0ST  0/6'009'MiZ  869'0LZ°/0Z /¥6'G6.'18L  9/6'68.'S8L  €SL'8PL'LIL  ZEL'LLT'LOZ veLO
8LZ'120'1.€  0BL'SPE'0SE  LEV'ZZ8'LOY  €PL'090'STY  662'0L9'09F  60Z'ObP'Ovy  8T0'LBL'98E  PLO'06E'LIE /G/'TJE'EIE  BLO'E66'08E  €S0'60Z'LLE  028'6€Z'VOV ALD
£51'824 0zz'1zh S6E'62L zL5'85) 760'991L 805'894 GBE'6EL 98}'8vL 8Z9'9LL £€L'28 ¥61'8rL 690'.5 AH 89
T96'L6L°F  1B6'LIT'SY  LIELWZ'YS  €06'/89'BG ¥56'60.'79 1#9'128'09 0LT'LOE'SS  ZOP'TYE'SY  BEL'OE9'PP  2GG'890'8F  GGE'ES9'6y  66£'8L2'SS aso
8L2'9VL've  I6P'BLE'EC  €0L'162'SC  198'PLG'9T 8Zy'eeEL'0E LEL'2eL'ie LI9'SIE'EZ  0.8'BSE'ST  0.0'208'vZ  6v9'789'TZ  S6L'09E'ZZ  068'9¥0'9Z aN 89
G19'66¥'} vLL L0V 292'€9l’} ¥92'99e' | GO9'EES'} £rp'198°L pev'oce'L 995'vZ6 952'€0p'L €68'025'} 7L0'v6G'L £19'289'} INLY
198'CEr'OF  1BY'6ZL'EC  L19'866'0Z  LE6'92G'0E 18Y'£25'0E LL2'ZGL'LE LLG'8BE'6T  LBL'EEL'ST  LGS'ZET'SE LEL'[S6'LS  199'€LO'ES  1£9'286'79 EX
121'800'2FL  OPS'EBB'00L  B2E'1L00'8CL 699'2Z0'SSL  G95'p/9'8GL  LEG'Z00'TEL  069'GZ8'SZL  S0S'9/T'P6  L9E'092'8ZL  €29'6ZY'SSL  9.8'9.5'BYL  8GE€'2/6'Z9L o

81 980 81 AON 91 190 gl dsg 9| Bny 8L Inr g) unp 9\ ke ol Jdy gl Je 91 Qa4 9L uep

910Z Jea ) Jepuaje) - spoday ySg Woly YMY pa)sesaloy

GL0Z PUB 9102 S1ea4 Jepudje) 10f sbulji4 ySg AlLpuop Wwoui Yy uognquisiq pajsednlo4 g o0adad jo uosueduio)

6€4} "ON 8SEQ [eWio4 OSd 04
Auedwog Jamod 9u393|3 Jewo}od



(L0211 '622)
¥€6'Z61'6
(Sv2'626'601)
(992'82€'004)
(825'252)
(6€5'272'02)
€21'621'€2
(zee'ye8)
829'05L'L
(L2v'z62'08)

IEjoL

T.6'b2L'6L6'01
G8Z'S00'8LC
81E'S15'659'2
BZE'L9V'L18'Y
S6E'169°L
SLL'LIP'9ED
122'99.'L5¢
281'£90'02
Zro'eor' .8y
0zo'see’'288")

IejoL

1/2'809'0v. 0L
8lT'86lL'Lee
£.G'G8G'GPS'T
795'880'ZLL'Y
/98'8er'L
9€9'£99'G19
0S€'568'7.2
Sv8'820'6)
0.9'c19'88Y
6p5'9¥0'258"|

et

9 Jo g abed

%0Z < abueys %02 < aburyc
%02 > pue %01 < abueyn %02- > PUB %0}- < 2bueyy
%Z'L- %10 %20 %E'0 %2 %T b~ %6'2- %8z %6°b- %E P %L P %S - lejoL
%59 %S %8°2- %9'EL %0'9- %9'€C %T'E %89 %0°€- %99 %00 %2'0 el
%82 %b'Z %Z'L- %8E %E'E %1'6- %9'g- %6°G- %2 EL- %9'vL- %8'Z- YELD
%2’ L- %EZ- %Z'0 %L %G 0 %0'E %5°¢- %8'Z- %0°L %G~ %G°G- ALD
%1°GlL %t %9 TR %16 %0°0L- %E - %9l L ez ; AH 89O
%LT %6'€E- %E'T %80 %ET %8t %G L- %81~ %0 %0'L- %8°LL- aso
%8y %8°01 %064 %9YL %2y %1L'S %G°1T %1°62 %822 %91} %8°Th- an so
%L L~ %8'¢ %b'0)- %Y 0L~ %L b~ %9'e- %b'0L- %6°Th- %02 %L'E %6'} INLY
%0°L %6°L %l'L %19 %Z'G %8y %661 %E'G %6y %0°€- %G8 av
%l g~ %E'0- %2 b Yob - %G°ZL- %E"€- %G '€~ %'t %6'C %0°EL %86°€ o
Jag] AON 190 dag By inr unp ey Jdy Jew qad uep
JE3A JOMd 1O Yluop w_nEmﬂEOO 40} YAAY Palsedalod ¥Sq JaaD Uimous) %,
(Log'os2'0L)  (250'599) (zee'oe6't)  6zv'E69'T (vee'sye'zz)  (68'262'2))  (e80'Pe6°G2) (8V2'6/1'z2) (2ve'ive'sl) (ecs'els'ee) (BvE'S00'28) (s6e'zze'sy)  [el0L
1BE'202'L 8.5'205 (zzp'ser) Oby'vip'T (oe1'02L')) 250'600'% 622'095 poL'pie’L (169'696) €8E'OVT'L (eL2') zzl'Thl €EL9
(6ez'1€L'S)  gLe'seey  (J27'022'7)  68Z'SET'6 0ZL'SLE'S (vev'sos'ez)  (e26'0sz'st) (es6'1zs'zt) (189'969'22) (viz'slz'ie) (969'669'S)  (990'88Z'2) vELD
(86'7P9'y)  (82£'986'2) 99%'999 (€85'596'S) (9z¥'LSL'e) 1€2'509'e) (2zo'sse'yl) (ezL'eze'ol) 88€'092'€  (2S0'v90'€Z)  (621L'PE0'ZZ)  (€£50'850'92) ALD
€206l 288 852's (sze'tg) £r0'ey (eg8'61) (502'2e2) 0.2'8L (o08'02) (veL'ce) (pge'es) (rps'101) AH S9
(€02'210'V)  (spe'B29'L)  evZ'99l’L kA4 915'zap'L (522'e96'2) (Ler'Le) (1ee'zL8) (1eg'Le) (es8'e09's)  (eT'86Y'D)  (L9L'tve'Q) aso
ZLE'PSO'L ¥80'996'} 195'e82'e yoe'zae's GL6'220'L LPE'E0T L SLL'820'% 659'E6E'Y ¥70'050'% lee'l6e'c (181'e08'2)  (BES'E0E’L) an so
(882'€L)) zoL's¥ (eve'sLL) (921'512) (svo'ae) (29e'02) (eeo'zLL) (152'821) ¥09'22 218'ly 129'0€ (626'L5) LY
1SL'PSL'E 190'22€'C 120'616'} 166'712'T (682'v¥1L'2) 162'LBL'} Lv9'eze’s Lie'01e'L bL2'ev'L (150'685'L)  (Lev'€09's)  (£££'066'8) ELd
(roc'clo'y)  (959'60p) (sor'ver'a)  (zLL'svl's) (8e0'z9z'82)  (ve6's82'9) (606'eee's)  (2L6'viT'S)  Pi8'Be9's ¥6Z'PER'.L  BEL'2GO'G €L6'LL0'8 |
28 ADN 120 dag By np unp few Jdy JEN giid ugef
1EDA JOlid jO tpuoly ajqeiedwoD Wolj Ypmy Palsedsalod ySe Ul Yimols
S09'vSY'2.8  09Y'LGT'Z.L  LOE'909'088  T/0'Z0E'9LO'L LOE'LE'0Z0'L  L68'€29'2G0'h QLL'0LL'S06  2E9'0L¥'908  BEB'0SS'OLE  /p9'/8T'G06  LL6'Z96'606  ZYS'PEL'0/6  |EJOL
109'€/6'8L  9.E'BPP'OL  PLP'BLL'LL  vEY'896'LL 625'685'81 010'€00°2} 859'992'Z1  €ZO'E6LLL  6Z6'989'BL  909'LS6'8L  095'999'8L  SE£0'6/.'6L €19
G/8'C8L'¥0Z  TTZ'LVD'T6L  02Z'S68'STC ZEE'ZSS'LYZ  VLE'BY6'TSZ  9EL'66L'2GT  PTE'BLLOSZ  CLE'ZIB'0LZ  8T9'Z6F'60Z  O06L'80G'ZLT  ©L6'29G'10Z  062'960'2L2 vELD
966'950'98€  LI¥'986'OVE  95L°0L0'0BE 99G'8C8'/Ey  GSG'SLA'OVY  ZvE'/96'0Sy  205'68S'20v  VEZ'P.S'0LE  GOE'TLO'6GE  0G9'2G0'VOF  Z8'SEE'BEE  ¥LZ'S16'/ZF ALD
L19'szL 968'€01L BSP'ELL 095°202 762'6L1 G62'86L £86'8G1 L15'82L 8Zv'LBL 16v'50L ¥eL'lel 19711 AH SO
690'S82'8F  GEG'V/0'EY  GPL'IYE'LS  8TZ'20E'BS 125'626'19 £91'659'L9 COE'/IE'YS  GBE'LOE'LY  696'L99'WF  SOV'ZL9'LS  LES'IVO'SS  ZIT'PS.'BS Qaso
pSO'LO0'ZZ  E€p9'GZL'8L  9LL'2/8'6L  09S'9ES'TZ £85'829's2 LLE'0LP'ET vez'vpe'el  GLV'A/p'LL 920'iSL'LL TOT'LEE'0Z  6BY'S96'LZ ©86'06S'EZ aN 9
022'256'} 9.0's62'L eLZ' L2 TLE'Y90'T 065'260'Z 82'9¥6'L Ly§'eve’L §90'28€'L TSL'9LE 9/6'225'L G65'76S'L 886798} NLY
0BL'6LL'GY  09G'SYE'ST  0/6'tbl’.Z  0LE'SvP'oe 009'ELS'LY orL'eLz'Le 0/0'i¥e'9z  OVS'0S9'2C  OV8'8Y9'EE  T/L'TPS'ES  LYT'PPS'GY  €G1'vR6'8S ay
6VE'CEY'OPL  GEL'YT'VZL  BYE'VEL'OPL  06S'00V'66L  GS9'9E.'9ZC  9LL/G6'I0Z  9¥S'LZE'LSL  98E'920'SL  I¥S'LZL'SZL  62E'SS'/EL  PER'JGS'SYL  G96'9/G'/SH o
¥l 999 PL ADN vl 100 ) dag i By vl o bl unp vi Aoy pi idy viJEW piged ¥i uer
Y102 JeaA Jepusje) - spoday ySg Wolj Ymy paisedalod
vOL'P02'198  €0v'989'L.. 606'699'9/8 LOG'000'SL0'L L9E'TTH'LO'L  ¥E6'SEE'VVO'L €E9'91L'JJR  YBE'OETYB. SVO'EOE'SS. FLL'€/2'998 69S'€S6'Z/8  [rl'Zie'9ze  |ejoL
786'S/1'6L  ¥SB'GSE'9L  TEB'6EE'LL  PEB'ZLY'OZ 6Yy'69F' 21 290'210'1Z lg8'9ze'sl  /84'/00'6L  BEZ'lLL'BL  686'/6L'0C  ©82'099'8L  IS.'IZ6'6L €19
9€9'L57'86F  LEL'S0L'96L  EVP'ZLL'€ZZ  LT9/BLOST  PBY'Y9Z'L9T  TOL'069'SECT  LSE'/98'PLZ  CE'06E'BBL  /P6'SHL'LEL  9/6'68/'GBL  8,2'€98'SEL  $2Z'808'b0T VELD
TLO'LLY'LBE  6E0'000'6EE  TZ9'9/9'06E €/6'299'LEy  6CL'¥99'8EP  €IS'E.S'YOY  G/P'LIE'88E  SOG'SPP'09E  LG/'TIE'E9E  919'€66'08€  969'L98'//€  LOL'SL6'66E ALD
YES' Pl 8.¥'801L L1184 GET'951L 2€8'19L evy'all 8/Z'9E} 182 L 829'9LL €EL'T8 0Lv'v. ecl'el AH SO
99€'/9Z'.F  06L'GBE'MY  €66'ELG'TS  6EV'962'8S 280'82€'€9 8E6'10L'8S LP6'S0S'ES  pSO'6BY'SP  BEL'OE9'WP  255'B90'8y  €6Z'6vG'Sy  Sv0'LiLY'ZS ass
9ey'SkL'eC  12l'Ve0'0z LL2'199'ET vEe'ele'se 86v'L02'9 269'e29'vC 6E£'7Z0'€C  PEB'0L8'LZ  0L0'08'VZ  6v9'789'ZZ  $OS'TOL'SL  OSv'28Z'ZZ an 89
2/6'e8E'L 8LL'vrE'L LE6'LES"L 961'6v8'} SY6'E66'L 116'G28'L PISYLY'L ¥LE'BOZ'L 95.2'€0p'L £58'025'L 912'629'} 6501181 NLY
\e6'eL2'8y  129'TL9'lE  166'850'6C  L9E'199'8E LLE'69€E'6E 1L€6'250'6E LIL'RIV'LE  LLB'09B'€Z  LSS'TEZ'SE LTL'/G6'LS  OLB'OV6'SS  0Z8'E66'6S v
SvH'088'\YL  6.0'SHr'¥ZL  €¢6'6BS'OFL  818'YS9'0BL  L19'69'S6L  ZBL'LLL'LOZ  JE966'Shl  PIV'LIB'THL  LOE'092'8ZL  £2O'6Z'SSL  ZJS'GLZ LS 8BY'0S9'SS) Y
51 %80 91 AON S1L190 5| dss g) By Skinp Gl unp Gl ke g| ydy 5L el c| gey G} uer

6 - (v) vaov uqyxg

$102 13 JBpUS|E) - SH0d3Y YSE WOl UMW Pelsedaiod

PL0Z PUE GLOZ SiedA tepUdlR) 104 SBulld ¥Sg ALpUOW WO} Ymy uonnqulsiag paiseasio4 Hg 09dad o uosuedwon

6€44 ON 8SeQ [ewio4 O9Sd 04
Auedwog 19mod 2u329]3 2ewWwo)od



%8'€E-
%be-
%S9
%S
%SG

%E'9-
%01~
%6°L

%49
%LE

el

(o0€'cee'gey)
(285'595'2)
(s85'sze'e8))
(9eg’2£5'522)
0vz's8
(2e'695'2y)
(020'z29'2)
168'19€
(Ly8'er.L've)
08Z'e9r'29

1ej0L

8.2'550'v0V 11
298'045's2¢
€06'CY/'8ER'C
¥99'v00'EV0'S
G51'809'L
225'086'8.29
1Z'88E'vSe
162'189'6
688'902'225
Ov.'S/8'618'L

lejoL

T.6'122'5.6'04
§8T'500'84C
BLE'GLG'S59'T
82€'/9V'L18'y
G6E'LBY'L
SLL'LLP'9E9
122992152
281'€90'0Z
2r0'e9y' /8P
0z0'6e€'288'}

1ejoL

9 Jo ¢ abed

%02 < abueyn
%02 > pue %ol < sbueyn

Y%elZ- <3

%G %t L= %9'p- %8'Z- %9} %L'E- %E e %9'L- %P %2
%6~ %L EL" % - %b'L %G°€- %9'z- %0t %E'S- %2 L %08~
%8°6- %08~ %b LL- %19 %L %8'9- %8°L- %L~ %G'P- %0'9-
%E'G- %62 %2 b~ %8 b~ %70 %L'T %E b %SG 0 %)°2- %L'e-
%86°0 SeriDE: %0'61 YT LE %0°LL . %v'L9L %LTEL %S'T %0°9Z %48
%02~ %0°€EL- %G'G- %L '€~ %9°G- %87~ %9°6 %8 %ET %8y~
%S'E %ZT %Z'E %Z ) %LT %6'€ %STh- %L '8 %901~ %b'L-
%8’} %E"€- %6'E %l L- %G’} %G8 %E0 %E b~ %0’ %ZPh
%02~ %.'9\- %L 2L~ %9 %C 0L~ BBV %E"9L- %E'E %L'6 %90}
%0'L %L 0 %Z'S %0'S %€ %S¢ %Gy %9'E %5'e %6°€
280 AON 190 dag Bny Inp unp few Jdy JBN qad uer
Jea), Jold Jo Yyuopy sjqesediod 10j YA PRISEIBI0L YSH J9A0 YIMOID Y,
(sos'ver'ey) (eos'see’L9) (cze'osr'eo) (svz'iie'ay)  (gzz'eic'os)  (v06'Z60'2L)  (1BE'@SL'ZE) (/8v'2L0'ME)  (bOS'zBE'22) (280°6.8'L) (082'0cv'ee) (086'00'12)
(569°'L56) (1pe's09'2)  069'csy (zh1'9€8) £9'€5C (002’1 29) 225'606 (89%'6.p) LS'YTL (692°292'y)  (sezv'esy't)  (¥69'122'L)
(890'10L'z2) (918'089'9L) (ezi'vEL'2l) (989'BYO'LE)  (zvZ'hvv'ol)  (s8e'seg’zy)  (2ze'sze'vl)  (vee'zee'st) (98G'ses'e)  (959'089'0L)  (9e1's09's)  (eez'bei'el)
(119'095'12)  (L0v'o9s'sz) (618'869'2€) (186'66L'6))  (€02'0/€'22)  (£B9'OBE'E) (eso'ssL'al) (L.p'0z)'0b)  (z9e'i66'Gh)  (v2e'soz'z)  (929'269'08)  (169'0S9'EL)
96L'L (989'92) (siv'oL) 080'€E (ev8'0L) 85.'82 (zoe'sel) 969'ElL 199'00} 096'C 0ZE'9Z viz's
(r8o'ev9'e)  (L5e'Lob')  (¥80'069'9)  (BLL'LIP'E) (e5E'90v'2) (£ep'689'E) (eov'6ls'2)  (1go'zee’s)  (esg'zos'v)  (2e9'zee'y)  vee'sez't (1¥0'956'2)
ovy'6EL gze'vee 251'008 16¥'L0L 00Z'06.'C 929'909 (veL'L8) €19'L99 (162'ses'e)  (z+2'626't)  (2v'e6s'2)  (L62'968'L)
£v9'L2 (861 ') Lzo'se 1€6'2L (zoo'091) Svl'62 Z0E'06L 686'801 oLL'y (192'29) (e8¥'L01) ¥59'LET
(t6L'sip'e)  (zee'eds's)  (2L2'066'9)  (S91'L00'S) (1e8'€B9'2) (z99'L52'Y) (180'229'9)  (099'208'2)  (0Sb'2G5'9)  6LL'LEL'L p.8'028's 658'229'9
B6¥'20p"} (oo€'0gl) £10'622'S v.E'€LL'6 T96'SLL'0} T86'LTY'9 0£.'821'6 06.'S96'E BS8'V9E'S G£8'G9L'y 152'296't 6.2'8Y8'S
280 AON il dag by inr unp few Jdyy Jeny Qa4 uep
Jea) Jolid Jo Yjuol ajqeiedwod wolj YMY PaISeaalod ySy Ul Ymols)
0LL'LGB'1Z6  €CF'0SS'EER  €29'Z61'TW6  ZLE'BIZ'S90'L 6ZS'WPL'00L'L  GB2'LIL'GL0'L  1B0'6/Z'SE6  BLL'SCH'IE8  COE'SE6'/EB  PEL'TIR'GLE  /pO'CSC'ZPE  C6V'6E.'LE6
962'GeS'6L  LLB'€S0'6L  ¥OL'YEZ'LL  909'%08'BL 9£6'GEE'8L oLz'ves'lL 9el'/G8'9L  Z6¥'ziZ'8L  BL¥'Z98'ZL  G/E'6LZ'0z  B886'6LL'0Z  6T2'005'LZ
Ey6'S8Z'02Z  8S0'969'80Z EVE'[Z0'CPZ  210'109'7.7  OLO'06E'69T  £25'vER'69C  LSL'BYYPPC  LE9'PRT'OTZ  PLT'BZZELZ  BYR'SRL'BZZ  0S0'89L'LIZ  £25'065'6ZZ
L09'019'20F  ¥ZB'OVR'OLE  G/6'80.'/2v  /PG'8Z0'.SP  BSC'9BL'ESP  GTS'VSE'WSP  09G'L/E'LEY GOL'¥BL'0BE  LEL'6D9'SIE ¥IS'EOZ'O0F ES'EES'OSF  GOB'EZY'Liv
SSh'veL 285'0EL v/8'€2L 08r'vLL 9£9'06L 2£5'691 she'vee S18'pl 197'08 268'201 0r'L0b £9v'S01
£62'826'LG  9BE'GES'6F  628'266'2G  9OK'ELL'LS ¥26'LEE oF9'rPe'se GZ8'OEB'OS  9EO'PPL'6Y  SCSOEV'Sy  Z¥Z'SES'9S  L6L'LLB'ES  €6Z'0LL'L9
BO9'LZE'LE  SLE'LELZL  ¥OG'Z/E'6L  690'GES'LZ €8E'8E8'CC SB9'€98'Ze 856'L00'6L  ZOS'SLB'OL  LLE'Z6Z'0Z  ¥I6'09T'TT  [CS'W9S'VZ  S8Z'SeY'sT
129'625'} v.T'8EE"L TsT'Tee’t L¥'e88'L 259'252'T £EL'216'Y GPZ'95H'L 9,0'8/2'} rrLLE'L 2€4'06G"} 820'969'L PEE'LE'L
LI6'VES'SY  2GG'6EZ'SE  L89'VEL'YE  GES'iPY'LY LEV'LBL'FP 208'225'Ly l9L'p/8'2E  00Z'BSL'OE  06Z'90Z'0F  £6G'LL8'LS  €/E'€Z.'6G  ¥6Z'L9E'ZS
0S8'S80'SPL  GED'SBE'VZL  GEE'S6Y'LYL  91Z'/Z9'68L  €69'0Z0'OLZ  PEL'GEG'LOZ  9IB'ZvL'ZPlL  965'090'FLF  889'9G.'6LL  P6V'6Z8'TEL  L/G'G00'0VL  902'0E.'LGL
£l 920 £} AON £1 1P0 £l dag £l fny 4 Inr £ unp €1 Aep g1 Jdy €1 Jep £l 984 €1 uep
€102 JeaA Jepusje) - suoday ySa Wolj) YMY Pajsedalod
S09'vG'zi8  09v'LST'T/.  LOE'909'0B8  T/0'Z0E'SL0'L  LOE'LZE'0/0'L  168'€.9'2G0'L 9LLDLL'E06 ZE9'0LP'OD8  BBE'0SS'0LE  Lb9'/BZ'GOS  /16'Z96'606  ZPSVEL'0.6
109'eL5'8L  Qle'8bb'oL  PIb'BLL'2L ¥BY'B96'ZL 6.5'68G'81 010'€00'2L 859'992'2)  €TO'E6l'LL  626'989'BL  909'LG6'8)  095'999'8L  GE0'6LL'6L
G/8'28I'Y0T  TTT'lY0'T6L  0TT'€68'STe  CEE'TSSLPE  p/E'6P6'TST  9EL'66L'/GC  PTO'BLL'OEZ  ELE'ZLE'0LE  829'Z6V'60Z OBL'BOS'ZLZ  16'795'L0Z  06Z'960'ZLZ
966'G50'98€  LL'0B6'OVE  9G1'0L0'0BE 995'8Z8'/€F  SSS'SIB'OPY  ZvE'/96'0SP  Z0S'6ES'ZOF  PEZ'PIO'DLE  BOE'TLO'GSE  0S9'/S0'VOF  /T'G6S'66E  VIZ'E/6'iTY
119'5Z} 968'€0L 6SY'ELL 095'202 62611 G62'861 £86'85) 115'8Z4 82r'/8) 26%'50L ¥zL'leL 2L9'7bL
690'S82'8F  SES'V/0'EY  GPLIVE'LS  82Z'Z0E'8G 125'526'L9 £91'669'19 T9E'LLE'YS  SBE'LOE'LP  696'299'WF  SOV'TL9LS  LES'ZV0'SS  ZT'wSL'8S
¥50'190'22  €p9'szL'Bl  9b.2/8'6L  095'985'zC £85'829's L1E'0/p'e2 veT'ype'st  SLV'/MP'LE 920'252'Z) TOT'IEE'0T  GB9'S96'LZ 896'06G'€T
0£2'285'} 9/0's62'L LTI TLE'PI0'T 065'260'C 8.2'9v6'L LpS'9r9'L S90'28€E'L TSL'9LE'L 9/6'225'} 665765l 886'298'L
08/'6LL'GP  09G'SYE'6T  0L6'EVl'ZT  OLE'SvP'SE 009'E}S' LY orL'ese e 0/0'/¥2'9C  0PS'0S9'2C  OFB'SPY'EE  2LL'TPS'ES  ZPZPYS'SS  €51'p86'89
BYE'EBY'OVL  SEL'PTE'YCL  BYE'VEl'OyL  06G'00P'66L  SS9'9SL'0ZZ  912'/G6'20C  9¥S'LZE'LGL 9BE'9Z0'SLL  LbS'MTL'SZL  BZE'SEG'IEL  ES'UGS'SPL  S86'S15'/SL
bl 930 PL AON vl 120 i dsg vl By FLinr L unp L fEp pi tdy ¥l e 7l 84 1 UEL

G - (V) vaov yaiyx3g

¥10Z JeaA Jepuaje) - sploday ySa Woly Ymy pajsesaiog

%02- > PUE %0}~ < abuey)

fejol
aeLo
YELD
ALD
AH S9
asso
ON 89
W1l
v
]

lejoL
ge19
VELD
ALD
AH 89
qaso
aN s9
LN
v

lejoL
ge19
vELD
ALD
AH SO
ase
aN S©
[QAR-}
v

€10Z PUE pL0Z Sied/ Jepus|e) Joy sBuljld ¥Sg Alpuoy Woi Ymy uonnquasiq pajsesnio4 Hq o0adad jo uosieduio

6€4 1 ‘ON 8SEQ jeuLod OSd 04
Auedwog 1amod 9u32a|3 JeWo)od



%02 < 3bueyo %02~ < abueyy
%02 > PUB %0} < abuey) %02- > PUe %0}- < abueyn
%ty %L'0 %Ll %8C %92~ %L} %8'0- %8 }- %20 %l L lejoL
%1'0 %L'S %E"8" %6°¢- %9'0- %87~ %0'pL- %1°C- %L'0 %92l ae1o
%S'S %19 %9'L- %EE %6'G- %60~ %27 %2 % v %9°LL VELD
%0'9 %S’} %Z'E %8y %EL- %2~ %60 %8°0- %L'C AL
%0°LL %L €S %LLL %L°€T %Z'6 %80 %G8 WGV srez- AH 89
%'z %l °Z- %L0 %Z°G- %9'G- %1 b %0°G- %G %E'D aso
%8°L1 %E - %0 %b G- %.'G- %L %0°G- %G°G- %E0 aN 89
%16 %9'E %8G %8'0- %EL %E 2 %E €~ %G %99 INLY
%yl %20 %62 %E'0- %6 L~ %62 %00 % - %0°L EXY
%12 %8’} %B'S %8'C %L %0} %9 %6’ |- %9T o
|leloL gag] AON 120 dag Bny nr unp few 1dy JEW ga4 uepr
Jeap Joldd jo iuop u—aﬁwwnﬂ-no 403 UMY Palsedalod ySg JSAQ YiMmoln) o,
865'E€0'/9 0.0'z.0'6€  (906'6v2'9) 06v'0€0'9L  9/8'6pv'6z  (686'62L'62)  (62€'L0L'ZL)  (06E'V09'Z)  (98T'ZE9SL)  0E9'89Y') 0ZT'LEP'ZL  629'6L0'9T  €ES'6TE'EL leloL
0Zy'6hL'4T G9Z'Th 090'920'L (zoL'sss't)  (Bse'262) (060°214) (¥€1'968) (e09'Lv2'2)  (122'68¢) 10941 S/€'6L2'0Z  99€'Z60'E 118'212'¢ 8E19
§.2'089'eS le'ope'tl  (Lpg'oss'el)  (ges'e90'y)  pog'olLl'e (ove'oes'ol)  (006'125°2) (ev6'seL'01) (zoi'si8'y)  (z0.'zze's)  veZ'PEE'ST  £Z2'SSY'ZE  €£9'C9L'EE VELD
0.9'66€'v¥T €/8'8sl'e  219'08p'S geg'/ze'el  ziv'szi'lz (Lep'sez'o) (zz8'2LY's) 6LL'vio'e  (162'068'2)  €£21'60L'2 G0L'EEE'TS  695'08L'99  €16'760'99 AL
€95'v.L €5ETL 205’28 26£'CL 08L'ze 9E0'SL Sre'l 129'z€e) (s1L9'08) (e8y'6¢2) GST'EL 585'GL ¥82'SL AH 89
(zez'z69'161)  (Ge¥'L/2'L)  (8PO'vBO'L)  (18S'i2H) (¥8S'vLE'E) (Pe2'LEB'E) (res'L8L'2) (zve'z00'e)  (8v0'6¥8'T)  ¥OG'WSL (Lpo'so8'09)  (/89€'965'S)  (2v6'zes'LS) aso
(180'0Z0'69) 089'45Z'Z (0eL'eLy) (sov'epL) (es8'zve't) (zzg'eLe'l) (912'086) (zie'100'l)  (e6€E'CLE) 816'19 (eze'1ze'ee)  (186'Lv2'8l)  (BEL'ZVS'ZE) aN 89
(Lg0'cel) §19'/¢) §66'SY G96'68 (66E'0L) 955'€G1 (0sz'051) (v67'67) (r98'89) (z6v'96) (vLv'cy) (602'€2) (526'L04) WLy
(595'910'}1) 268'20L'9 9e2'08 £5.'€.6 (LLb'224) (sv9'008'e) (€99'652'1) (ers'ey) (189'62€'1) 7€6'68€ (9/9'9v€'t)  (902'686't)  (£88'269'9) av
6v9'G25'6) (000'%L}'E) £08'851'C L12'618°2 §€9'960'S 1BV'626'T SbE'096'} 2/6'962'9  (Z6v'eec'?)  ve8'6B0'E  (969'ZTLY'E)  6L2'ST9'L (0e2'1¥9'2) o
|lelo) 23(Q AON 190 dag Bny ne unp ey Jdy ey B uep
1e3 )\ Jold Jo yjuol ajqesedwos woly YA pajsedalod ysg Ul Ymols)
089'L20'LEE° L Ov0'6/8'Z88  62C'008'668  £EL'29.'9Z6  LyY'89L'SE0'L BLG'P/B'STL'L  bTL'ELZ'/80'L  LBP'EBE'TYE  GOP'SOL'ES8  ZOL'69'9E8  PLG'LEV'/06  BOG'EOE'OLE  6G6'G0V'8.6  [EIOL
LbY'LSY'r0T JE0'ELS'6L  168'/20'8L  926'258'8L  ¥96'L95'6L 9Z0'esY's L ¥re'0Z5'8L 6€.'866'6L  €£97'299'BL  L18'0S6'LL = 229'220'/L  8S8‘TET'8l ae1o
829'€90'98.'z  OLL'/EV'VlZ  6/8'viZTEC  G/0'L60'/pZ €S9'068'€9T  956'08Z'98C  E£ZV'9SE'Z/Z 00L'YPT'SSZ  6EL°ZOL'LEZ  OL6'0GO'EZC  vSG'VE2'86L  JZE'TLL'8/L  068'/28'L6L VELD
v66'v09'86L'y  VEL'/GY'PEE  L0C'99E'LLE  LEV'IBE'VIF  GEL'O06'SEY  S69'LGY'69Y  [vE'[TA'6SY  LYB'ZOL LY  OB6'PRY'ERE  BSZ'006'.9E ROV'OEG'ESS  PBA'ZLY'VOS  266'BZS'SIE ALD
265'820'L 20L'ZhL 080'86 vl 00L'LyL 009'pLL z61'891 819'151 £EV'S6 0sz'oLL Zv9'e8 618'G8 629'68 AH SO
¥08'2/9'0.8 88L'00C'ES  ¥EE'6LO'0S  OLp'SZK'eS  000'980'G9 859'€91'89 081'9Z}'89 299'vv8'65  ¥BO'E6S'ZS  120'9.Z'6F  €88'00V'LLL  ¥8S'90P'80L  S61'CES'6LL aso
B82€'80V'€2¢ 826'690'6L  GbO'GPL'BL  696°025'6L  226'1.0'€Z G0e'ZhZ've LOP'PPR'ET 0/2'800'0Z  1L96'/BL'LL  BBE'0ET'0C  26T'ZBL'OY  BOS'SOE'SF  €2¥'/20'8p AN S9
rE'EL8'sl zLo'zorL 6.2'€62'L 182'2vS") 0¥8'200'C 960'660'C £8€'290'C BEL'G0G'L 096'9vE’L 6€6'290'L L12'eE9't 282612 60E'CEL') WLy
¥S¥'€CZ'EES 6/0'/2¥'ZF  918'BYL'SE  PEB'OIL'EE  9P9'PLG'LY 9.0'866'LY Sob'28L'Ty v/9'088'26  188'/ES'LE  BSE'OLB'GE  69Z'8SL'ES  60'€LA'€9  LL1'¥L0'69 av
LB0'0GE'008'L  0S@'BGT'ePL  CET'9ZR'ZZL  BI9'GZ9'EEL  LBS'OES'PBL  90Z'LYO'€LZ  6BE'G/S'66L  6£9'GE8'SEL  860'P6Z'OLL  ¥08'999'9LL  06L'TPZ'OEL  8S8'6/6'SEL  9EV'ZIEPSL o
IEI0L 21220 Z1 AON 21130 2 dsg Zi fny ZL e Z unr zL Aew zL Jdy AR £l g8d Z| vep
Z10Z JedA Jepuajen - suoday yYSg WOl UMY paisesalod
8.Z'SS0'V0V'LL  OLL'IS6'L26  €Zv'0GS'EEB  €29'Z6LTYE  LLE'BIT'SO0'L 6ZS'PPL'00L'L G6L'LLL'S0'.  L60'6/Z'SE6 6LL'EZY'/EB  TOE'GE6'/E8  VEI'ZIB'6LE  IpI'EATTYE  ZBV'EELL66  [E10L
198'0.5'5eT 962'SZG'6L  LIB'ESO'6L  ¥OL'V6T'ZL  909'v08'8lL 9€6'GEE'8 ) 0L2'729'LL 9E}'/G8'9L  26P'TLZ'BL  BLP'ZOG'ZL  SLE'6LZ'0C  B86'6LL'0Z  6T2'005'LZ ge19
€06'Ev.'8E8'C  EV6'E8Z'9CC BE0'969'80C EVE'/Z0'evT  L10'109'Z7.C  9L9'06E'69T  E€CS'vE9'69Z  LSL'SWPYFE  LE9VBT'OZZ  VIZ'BZZ'ELZ  Bve'eBl'SZZ  050'89)'LIZ  £25'065'S7Z VELD
p99'y00'EY0'S  109'019'/0v  vT8'OVE'o/E  G/6'902'.2F L¥S'8Z0'2SP  BST'UBL'EOF  GTS'PSE'VSY  09G'L/E'\ZF  GOL'V6L'0BE  LEL'BO9'SIE  IS'€9Z'O0F  SGV'EEG'OSY  S06'€Z9'LbY ALD
G51'€09'} S5yl 785'0€EL v.8'€Z) 08y'vLL 9£9'06) LEG'694 S¥T'Y8T [-]E:3 48 192'08 268'201 ¥or'10) £91'50} AH $9
225'086'8.9 £5/'826'LS  088'GES'6Y  628',66'25  90p'€LL'LO ¥26'LEE'P9 9¥9'Pye's9 GZ8'9e8'9s  9E0'WPL'6y  GES'0EP'sy  2hT'SES'9S  L6L'LIB'ES  €5Z'0L.'LO aso
L¥T'BBE'YST 8091Z€'VC  GIE'LEL'ZL  p9G'Ll€'6L  690'GER')T £8€'8€8'2C 689'€98'22 856'100'6L  Z9G'G4B'OL  /LE'Z6T'OC  ¥.6'092'TT  /ZS'¥9S'vZ  SBZ'Ser'ST aN s9
162'189'64 229'625'} y.2'6EE'L T52'Ze9') Lp'986'L 259'282'C €EL'LLB'L SYZ'98Y' L 9/0'8.2')L Top'LIE ) LEL'06G’L 820'969'L PEELES'L WLy
688'902'22S LI6'PES'BY  2G5'6Z2'SE  [BIVEL'PE  SES'IpYLY LEY' 6L 'PY 208°L25' L7 L9l'v28'2e  00T'8S5L'0E  062'902'0F  €6S'LIB'LS  £/E'€TL'6S  ¥6Z'I9E'Z9 av
Ov.'s/8'618')  0GB'SBO'SKL  SE0'SB6'VZI  GEE'SY'LyL  912'/29'68L  £69'020'9hC  PEL'SES'LOZ  918'THL'TPL  965'090%LL  989'9S2'6LL  PBY'BZE'TEL  L/G'SO9'0WL  90.'082'LSL m
leloL £1 930 £1 AON €} 190 gl dag gi Bny €L i £} unp €1 Ay €1 Jdy £l BN £l 084 gL uer

9 Jo ¢ abed
G - (V) vdov 3aiyxg

€10Z Jea ) Jepuaje) - syoday ySg Woly YMmY pPalsesalos

2L0Z Pue gL0z S1ed/ sepudle) ioj sbuijy ySg Anpuow wouj ymy uonngLsiqg pajsessiod g 0adad jo uosueduiod

6€1 1 ON 8SeD [eulio4 OSd O
Auedwon Jamod 21323(3 sewojod



%8l
%G'€-
%60
%¥'L
%g'e-
%0'8
%9E
%66~
%9'G
%80

lejol

181'9.p'661
(002'59¢'2)
LI¥'625'S2
9€0'¥51'69
(eve'sp)
¥£9'9VE'Y9
960'88€'LL
(6v5'€8L'2)
G90'8€€'8T
0e8'29Z'v)

1ejol

66L'SYS'LEL'LL
pLLLeLE
212'v8r'86.'2
8G6'0GY'EEL'Y
E6'9Lp"L
0.1'LE€'908
z82'020'21E
168'966°LC
68€'G88'Y0S
192'280'98.'L

el

089'120'2EE'LL
Lv¥'LGP'Y0T
829'€90'68.'C
766'709'86. 'Y
T65'92F')
708'229'08
82€'BOP'EZE
ZrE'eL8'sl
¥S'ECZ'EES
160'0GE'008" L

IEjOL

9 Jo G abed
G - (v) vaov aqiyxg

%0Z < abueys

%02 > pue %0} < sfueyd

s

%02~ > PUe %g|- < buRY)

%8°0- %8'0- %L°L %20 %0'0 %E'T %9'G %.'2 %8 %E'E
%S'S %E0L %08 %P8 %Ll %T'6 %0'G %0°00L~ %¥'Z % vl
%S0 %0'E %L'T %90~ %8’} %L %P 0L %) %8 %201~
%00 %S'€ %90 %6'L %00 %E'E %y 0L %G L~ %6't %l 9
%€'9L- %0°ZL- %¥'GT %L'8L %TEL %ET %¥°0L %' %0 €~ HLTS
LA W %SG % k- %2'G %LG- %0°GL- %8P %5°19 %S9
%6'LL- Yol €E %G G2 %8'8- %Y’ %6'2- %1 8L~ %9°Cl- %876 %.°0% %2 SS
%S b= %6°YL- %L %961~ %0'8L- %L LL- %/ E- %2 L- %6°G %T'T %l ¥
%6'8 %L %v'E %88 %S G- %82~ %b'8 %0°0L %L %28 %202
%S'v %86'¢- %E 0" %lC %.'€- %8°G %E'S %8°¢- %E9 %60 %8'E
2aQg AON jEeTe) dag bny Ine ung Aew 1dy JeN a4 uer
Jes) Jolld jO Jjuoly w_nm._mnEoU 10§ YAAY P3ISED3I04 YSH 19AQ YIMOoID) %
Trr'9E9’te  (B2'182'9)  (680'869'2)  Ze8'lL 9z0'2LE'Th (021 '6¥9'2) 500'2ze €08'66.'8L  0/€'066'Cr  /69'¥BY'EZ  950'768'YZ  ¥BL'PBB'OE
820's2y'z ¥58'6€6 £26'79L'L 196'€20'C £Z0'GOE"} LPEZEY'L 9eL'0L5'T 09Z'%25'L ¥18'298 (282'802'6L) (8¥9'TTY) (50z'zen's)
BYP'L00'9C  198'960'} LLP'EBZ'L ov0'vop'L EV.v19'L (sez'0LL'V) ¥v6'486'y Z5P'GER'E /29'290'Lz  (008'/¥8'2L) (B9p'BLE'SL) (219'0.8'T2)
gog'zve'er  (gr0've) 8/S70C'yL  0.9'L€'}VT £78'999'C 1GG'GES'S (609'2¥) wr'eie'ek  soL'ovi've  (959'ks'82) (oLl 'pes'Bl)  (p0L'202'¥2)
0zZh'9g (990'64) (ecL'sl) (859'8) ¥2€'SE 88%'9¢ vzL'LL 51'2 oLr'ol (avv') (189'2) (so8'orL)
(zso'esi's)  (ozr'oe|'zy)  (vEP'9s9'GL)  (9L2'5e0'v2)  (262°26L'F) (500'198) v8z'21Z'e  (£60'50Z'€)  (982'€Z.'8)  6C6'L22'0G  98Y'Z8C'LY  BEL'698'9Y
(6v1'sva's)  (68L'vS6'E)  (G99'/26'6)  (£29'vY6'L) (850'9e€'2) 0L1'6SS (rge'c09) (a1e'se6'e)  (/6L'2L6'7)  €LP'0BY'ZZ  €5£225'CL  £T8'PBO'LL
(592'25€) (ero'soL) (8L9'022) (96E'62}) (¥v6'Z1S) (89v'esr) (088'861) (ovp'zs) (eoe'Bl) ¥85'16 (e65'8€) (ebL'y)
(£8G'/€L'E)  08£'698'C Le8'are 9.1'89€'L ¥08'EL8'E (6£6'267°2) (£88'PEB) 1€9'LEV'T 656'LE9'E SV6'SY9'E LSP'ELL'S 1L22'029'LL
€00'50L'0L  6S2'80e's  (66'69g's)  (zzg'Lew) 880'EZY'Y (€96'v29'2) (eso'zze's)  L0sbv8's  (6SR2G8'%)  21L6'850'8 L1T'S0E"L 650'/89'G
23Qg AON 120 dag bny Inf unf Aew 1dy ey CE| uer
JEe3A Jold JO YIUuo o_nm._mnEOU woldj YA Pajselalod ysg Ul yimols
86G'Z¥2'L28 80L'ZBG'OV8 BILZ'OZVP'PES 6SS'069'GE0'L 260'20S'LLL'L  VPC'ZZ6'6B0'L ZBY'L99'Zv6  Z09'GOE'YER  ZOE'ELP'Z6L  LIB'OV.L'E88  CLE'LIVLEB  GLL'GTS'LVE
€00'880°ZL  €00'880'/ZL  €00'880°ZL  €00'8BO'ZL €00'880'2L €00'980'L} €00'880°ZL  €00'880‘/L  €00'880°ZL  2B8.'60Z'6L  0.2'0S¥'LL  €90'G9E'LZ
199'CEV'88L  BLO'BLL'IZE ¥99'/08'6€C €19'9Zv'95C  €12'999'8/¢  BS9'OZL'v/Z  951'959'06C  /BZ'.9L'/TC 6BT'886'LOZ  YSE'TYO'LLZ  961'069'%6L  Z0G'BE9'YLE
690'SLL'LPE  2GZ'0BE'LLE  8GB'9LL'00F SOV'STS'VLY  ZSE'PBL'99y  962'L6C'LGY  0SP'OL8'LLY  6PR'Z/P'LLE  E€SG'6SL'SEE  ¥TL'ZBO'ZBE  ¥66'00E'EEE  969'LEL'GBE
289'6S 2NN 019'92L 85€£'051 9,Z'6EL v0L' LY PBR'EEL 9/Z'e6 0v8'66 060'v6 015'88 875'96C
OVB'ESE'08  PGO'0SP'ES  PPRLOL'Y.L  9LL'EZL'68 GSP'126'2L G81'.86'89 €8€'/29'95  //1'862'6S  /08'666'/G  ¥S6'8LL'Z8  BBO'YZL'L9  50'999'Z
110'GL2'82  PER'660ZZ  PEQ'SYP'6Z  G6G'2Z0'LE €92'875'9C 162'68Z'¢2 v26'909'0e  62.'l22'VC  96S'CYL'EC  ¥BB'LOL'EZ  GSL'6LL'0E  009'CyE'0OE
112'682") z6e'Lor'L G06'ZL8'L 9eT'ZEL'T 0r0'2L9'T 168'025'2 6L9'70L'L 00v'66€'L 2r2'osr'L 229151 088'/62'L 220'808'L
9E9'Y9S'SP  9EP'8.2'2€  €DL'ZLE'ZE  Olp'90Z'Ov 2.T'veL vy ¥0ov'082'st 19G'L2B'EE  0SZ'90L'6Z  B6E'VBL'9E  PZE'CLS'6Y  B29'665'8S  906'€6E'.S
L¥8'PSL'BEL  E2¥'2LG'LLL  26G'SYO'6EL  €0L'ZLO'SBL  BLL'BLY'BOC  ZSE'002'20C  26B'ZLZ¥YL  18G'ZSY0LL  €99'vee'lzl  €.9'€8L'8ZL  LBS'v29'/EL  1BE'Seg'apl
L} 92Q LL AON 1% le] L1 dag 11 Bny Ly ine L1 unp L1 Aepw L1 Jdy L1 Jew L1 ged L1 uer
1102 183 JEPUB|ES - Soday ySE WOl YMY Pajsedasoq
0v0'6/8'788 6ZE'008'6EB €EL'COL'9Z6  b¥P'89L'GE0'L BLG'VIB'6TL'L  ¥ZL'€LZ'2B0'L /BP'EBB'ZPE  GOV'GOL'EGS 29L'69Y'9e8  VIG'LEV'Z06 B896'C9E'DL6  656'601'8.6
JE0'EIG'6L  /98'220'BL  926'ZS8'8L  ¥96'L9G'6L 9Z0'ES¥'8) ¥re'0zs'el 6€.'86G'6F  €92'799'8L  /18'0S6'LL o 2e9'.20'lL  8ge'zez'sl
9LL'/EY'VIZ  6/8'V.2'72C SL0'V60'.¥C €S9'068'€9C  956'0BT'98C  E€TY'OGE'TLZ  00L'ppT'SST  BEL'ZOL'LEZ  OL6'0S0'€ZT  ¥SS'PEL'86L  [TE'TLI'8LL  068'/2Z8'L6L
PEL'ISY'VRE  L0Z'99E'LLE  LEV'LBE'PIY  GEL'O06'SEY  S69'LGP'ESY  IVE'/ZB'ESF  L¥8'29L' LY 966'vBO'EBE  BGZ'0D6'/9€  B9P'OEG'ESE  BS'TIY'YOE  266'8T5'GLE
20L'ZHL 080'86 LIV 002wl 009'v.L Z61'891 8L9'IGL €EV'SE 0sz'o0LL Zr9'68 619'G8 6.9'68
881'00Z'€S  ¥€6'619'05  0LP'GZP'8S  000'880'G9 859'¢91'89 081'0Z1'89 299'vb@'6S  PBO'EBS'ZTS  L20'9.Z'8F  €98'00V'ZLL  PBG'OOP'S0L  GEL'EES'SLL
8Z6'690'6L  GPO'SYL'8L  696'026'6L  2T6'L20'EC soz'zie've L0V'vP8'EZ 0/2'€00'0Z  196'/8/'/L  BBE'0EZ'0Z  /BZ'ZBL'9Y  B0OG'Q0E'Ey  €TH'LT0'SY
ziL0'zop's 6.2'€62'L 182'Cvs'L 0v8'200'2 960'660'C £8£'290'C 6€2'50G'} 096'9YE'L BE6'L9V'L Liz'eeg't 18T'6LL'L 60E'€EL'L
8/0'/Zv'ey  9L8'8PlL'SE  PEB'09L'EE  9Y9'PLG'LY 9/0'866'Li S9v'28.'Ty ¥/9'088'2E  LBR'/EG'LE  BGE'OLS'6E  B9Z'BGL'ES  6/0'CLL'ES  LLL'¥L0'69
0S8'6GZ'8Vl  TET'9T8'ZZH BIO'GLY'EEL  IBS'OES'YBL  90Z'WWO'ELZ  68E'G.G'66L  6E'SEB'GEL  BBO'YEZ'OLL  p08'999'GLL  0BL'ZPZ'OEL  BSB'6LE'BEL  OEV'ZTLE'PSL
2l 98@ Z} AON [4REe] zy deg z1L bny zLinr ziunp z) Aepy ZL dy zL en 2l 994 2\ uer

Z10Z Jea )\ Jepuajes) - sHoday ySg Woly YMY PIISeIalod

lejol
8e19
VELD
ATLO
AH SO
aso
aN 89
WLl
av
d

[ejoL
ge19
YELD
A1LD

AH SO
aso
an s9
WLy
v

1102 Ppue ZL0Z Sieaj Jepudje) 10§ sbuljid ¥Sg AjLpuoy woly ypy uonnqLisiq paisesnio4 Hg 0adad jo uostedwor

6€1L} "ON 8sBeQ [ewo4 O9Sd Od
Auedwog Jamod 2u323|g 2eWO}0d



%€’
%C LL-
%6 L-
%9'L-
%S'L
%0°L-
%C'S
%0°L-
%Ll
%80

1el10)

(zgo'ser'ayt)
(oL2's88'sY)
(682'84¥'¥5)
(0z6'v68'5L)
6€9'c0L
(L1e'vee's)
269'22v'SL
(0e1'242)
aLe'pe's
152’ LLE'EL

IejoL

192'820'982'L }
158'202'652
900'€06'E1B'C
8.8'SPE'608'Y
S6TELEL
18Y'E59'vL8
0pS'265'96C
1z0'viz'ee
€.1'BES'66Y
0L0'602'2LL'}

lejoL

66L'EVS €L LL
yL'218'he
212'v8¥'65.'
896'05V'€EL'Y
¥E6'9LP'L
0.}'62€'908
2€2'020'CLE
169'966'1C
68€'688'705
192'280'98."}

lejol

9 jo 9 abed

%0Z < abueyy
%02 > pue %0} < abueysy

I %02- < abueuy
%02- > PuUe %0L- < abueyn

%06~ %8 %970 %Z'T %20 %E'L- %Le- %2'p- %00 %20
%o'pE %E'EL- %L'ZV- ol %96~ 4%e'02- %TEL- %66~ %00 %bSL-
%2 L1~ %L'S %E0 [4S %0°L %8 %0 %0~ %00 %L b~
%LL1- %.'S %E0 %Z L~ %0'L %82 %b 0 %86'e- %0°0 %L1~
%L1~ %L'G %ED %T'L- %0'} %82 %6l %Ly %00 PANAS %6'F6
%G L1 Yobr b~ %T %50~ %'l %2l %0°LL- %S°0L- %0'0 %P'2T %b'9C
%E'S %G'Sh %28 %90 %P0 %56 %8'L- %2 L~ %0°0 %Y’ %p'9Z
%9'9 %EY %l %9'E- %EE" %9'G %EP %L'G %00 %98 %671~
%l b %0°G %RB'C %40 %L e %8 %E'C %80 %00 %80 %00
%E9 %EE %€~ %G %9°Z- %E'S %10 %LY %0'0 %80 %00
2aQg AT B0 dag By ne unp few Jdvy JEN qad uep
Jeaj Jolid Jo yiuow u—nﬁunsnu JO} YA P3ISEDAI0 YSH 19A0 YIMOID Y,
(ero'ose'08)  6cL'oek'Be  (6£6'6€0'0)  (9KE€'zes'ee)  (55'259'2) (o19'885'vl)  (529'216'6)  (es2'Lve'zL)  (L12'080°6€E) . §98'68Z'} TLo'ZEL'T
(pzg'ees's)  (€92'029'2)  (9L1'ss¥'2)  (Lz9'BOp'd) (9£9'251'%) (651'882'9) (ezz'990's)  (582'866'2)  (9v8'9.9'L) - (626'5e8'7)  (26E'S68'E)
(e22'es0'52)  208'8TB'LL  LZG'GS2 (9£€'v66'2) GB0'952'T (£89'092'2) (606'eG0'e)  (025'066) (£09'205'8) . (29¢'869'01L)  (¥60'702'0L)
(eLg'ese'sy)  sSb'zos'sl  822'092'L (£15'0¥8'p) 629'019'7 (zse'oss'zy)  (pri'060's)  (PLL'Z29'L)  (062'952'%2) " (02e'66v'2)  (¥B9'SYO'Y)
(r8e'2) 992'9 66E (952°1) 228"} (110w} (1e9't) TLL'Y ser'y - (8€0't1) 09+'sLL
(ovo'es2'zL)  (coe'ese'z)  (L0z'60z'e)  (150'8ZH) 122'v66 £52'68. 825'9€ (g62'L6ELL)  (608'9€9'Q) = /BG'€8C'TE  6BC'YOL'SL
068°'05¥'L 99Z'716'9 £8L'zze'e (#90'LL4) 66.'0L1 (96€'5tP'2) 68C'LT (LLe'vw8't)  (0zg'ezs'z) - £EG'ZEQ'S £2'iSY'9
615'601 0€2'09 (z61'¢c8) (9zg'8s) (9z6'88) 187'VEL ¥86'EL 129'45 ¥€8'6.2 - (g88'v91) (922'21€)
(oee'ses'l) 8v6'ZES L 9E8'E68 (59¢'6Y) (Lrh'zev't) 162'082'E ov.'PG9'L 959'959 zee'sLT : JATN Y1 (@18'Ly)
Zrs'veL's 9€T'96.L'E (e69'26€'s)  (P20'EIS'0L)  (26P'6SP'S) 0Z5'L8y'0L 166'206's  (€8Z'€9L) y18'29v's - 1ST'80L°L (zo9'0g)
330 ADN 120 dag Bny np unp few idy BN ga< uep
dea) Jold Jo yjuopw w_nEmnEOO wolj YyApy pajsedalod ysg Ul yimoin
+12'661'206 69E€'GSL'808  /GL'0SV'OVE  G/B'ZPE'6S0'L  JPO'SSL'OZL'L  PGE'OLS'POL'L  LGL'6LL'BYE  SSE'ZFC'TS  BOO'ESS'LES  LLB'PPI'CB8  /b0'OBL'068  £0.'CEE'SKE
£26'9/9'72  99.'80.'6L  6/1'9.5'6L  0€9'/55'LZ 6€9'5YZ'LT zol'ale'ee 9zZ'vSl'ze  88/'0B9'6L  6YA'YOE'SL  28L'60Z'6L  6PR'SEC'ZZ  §S1'09Z'SE
Ovv'e8Y'ELZ  OLL'6YE'60Z  LEL'ZG0'6EZ  6Y6'0ZF'SSC  8ZL'OLE'GLZ  G5E'/89'LBT  GO0'0LL'SST  L08'/SL'BZZ  968'06F'0LZ  PSE'ZYO'LLZ  £OL'0BE'SOZ  965'Z0V'SZZ
285'89'08€  G6.'/2G'LGE  0BO'OLG'SEE  Z86'89E'6LY  €2T'BOL'ZOF  8YL'S90'VSY  6R'006'ZZF E9B'PRL'SLE  EVE'OLE'JSE  bZL'ZE9'ZRE  vOS'908'GRE  08E'ZJE'VOP
990'€9 088'0LL L1Z'9zL rLL'ZSL 668'L€L SLL'ShL 5z5'sel ¥05'L6 G5E'GH 060'v6 875'66 88€'LZL
0B8'9ZL'EL  LGV'POV'99  SPO'LLE'Z.  297'15G'68 veL'ozs'LL 2€6'461'99 GG8'065'9S  Z.6'68L'/9  9LO'OER'YY  GE'9LL'Z9 LOS'OPE'YS  BOL'66P'LS
IBL'P9T'/IC  B9G'SBL'SL  LGB'0ZZ'ZC  6G9'66L'LE Pov'LEP'ST £89'0€2's2 GEZ'S8S'0Z  060'695'€Z  SLL'ZL0'0C  ¥BR'L0L'€ZT  Te9'ovl'sz  LLL'Ssv've
852'059'} 290'10v'L 160'968'L 29.'012'C 996'00L'C 0/£'98€'C GE9'0£9'} £LL'1pe'L 80%'90%'L 1295 69/'226'L 8625212
996'68F'LF  8BP'OPL'0E  192'BLE'LE  GEB'GSZ'OV 6L1'955'ch £59'666'LY 128'99L'2e  ¥BS'BYY'8Z  2LL'606'SE  PTE'TLS'SY  L16'22L'8S  BLL'SOV'IS
SO0E'0/6'621  2€Z'LTL'ELL  OBT'EVY'bYL  L21'SeS'SBL  GJG'2/0'PLT  Ze8'BLl'96L  LOB'OE'SEL  FOB'SLO'OLL  6VB'LOB'SLL  E/Q'ERI'8Zl  bZC'995'9E,  £96'GL.'BYL
04 98Q 0L hoN 0L 190 04 dag 0l Bny oLt oL unr 01 fepy 01 dy 0L JeN 0L ged 0 uer
0L0TZ Jea) lepudjed - ﬂun_n_nm vS8 wolj Ya pajsedtaiod
865'2v'128  80)'Z85'9v8  8LT'0ZY'PE6  6GG'069'GEQ'L T6¥'Z0S'ZLL'L  v¥C'Ze6'680'L Z8v'L99'Tr6  Z09'GOE'YES  ZEES'ELY'Z6. /LB'vbI'Ee8  TLE'LIV'LE8  §//'STS'Iv6
€00'880°2L  €00'880'ZL  €00'880'ZL  €00'880'ZL £00'880'L1 £00'880'L} €00'880'2L  €00'880°ZL  €£00'980'/ZL  282'602'6L  0/Z'0S¥'ZL  €90'G9E'LZ
199'sEv'88L  810'8/1L'12Z  ¥99'/08'6EC €19'02Y'9ST  €12'999'8.C  859'9ZL'P/Z  951'999'0SZ  [BZ'OV'/ZZ 68Z'886'L0Z  ¥SS'THO'LLZ  96.'069'M6L  Z0S'869'LZ
890'GLL'VWE  TST'0BE'LIE  BS8'9LL'00F SOP'STS'VIY  TSE'YBI'e9y  96.'L6Z'LGY  OSK'OLS'LLY  6VE'TIPLIE  €GG'6GL'EEE  PTl'T8O'ZEE  v66'00C'EBE  969'LEL'66E
289'5S opL'LLL 019'92L 85€'05} 9/2'6EL pOL' VPl ¥B8°EEL 9/2'e6 0r8'66 060'%6 0L5's8 B8Y5'9E2
OVB'ESE'09  PSO'0SP'EQ  vPE'LOL'PZ  912'€ZL's8 asv'126'eL G81'286'89 €8€'/29'9S  //1'86L'GS  108'666'[S  bS6'92L'29  860'VTL'Z9  1S0'P9S'Ti
2l0'51.'8C  ¥EB'660'ZC  PEQ'BYY'SZ  G65'2Z0'LE €92'815'9 162'SB2T'ET ¥Z6'909'02  6.L'[2.'VT  96STYL'EZ  ¥BE'LOL'€Z  GSL'BLL'0E  009'ZrE'0E
221'662') z6TLov'L S06'2L8'L 9ez'ZEL'T 070219’ 168'025'C 619'v0L'} 00v'66€'L [az4: Al 12948 088'46.') 220'808'L
9E9'p9G'Sy  9EP'6LZ'CE  £OL'TLB'TE  0.p'90T'OV [ x4 24844 ¥0r'082'h 195'1Z8'EE  0SZ'90L'6Z  B6E'YEL'9E  PTETIG'6Y  9T9'66G'8S  Q0B'ESE'ZS
Ly8'PSL'8EL  €LV'/ILG'LLL  /6G'SPO'BEL  €0L'2L0'GBL  B11'8L9'80Z  ZGE'00C'.0C  Z6B'TLTFYL  LBS'TSP'OLL  £99'%ZELZL  £/9'€8L'8ZL  L8S'h/9'/EL  18S'S89'Evl
L} 980 LL AON Li 190 L} deg 14 By Leine LL unp Li A 1L Jdy Ll BN Ll gad L4 uer

G - (v) vaov uamyxg

110z 1ea) JBpU3|e) - sHoday YSE Wolj UMW Pajsedslod

IEjoL
geL9
VELD
ALD

AH SO
aseo
aN s9
LY
v

o

lejoL
8e19
VELD
A9D
AH SO
aso
aN s9
ALY
v

0102 pue |L0Z Sieaj Jepudle) iof sbuljly YSg AlpUOY WO YMY UORNGLSIF PaYSEIBI0] D 03d3d Jo uosueduwo)

6€1 L ON 8SB) |elliod OSd Od
ejeq juaunsnipy uoneziiqels |ig Ajysuop - q odded



Exhibit AOBA (A) - e

Page 1 of 3

Potomac Electric Power Company
DC PSC Formal Case No. 1139
Rate Schedule GSD

Reported Base Rate Actual

Customer Revenue Allowed Monthly Over (Under) Revenue
Month Year Count Per Cust Revenue Revenue Collection Per Cust
Dec 2013 5,280 $ 42367 $2,236,977.60 $1,895,431.96 $ (341,54564) $ 358.98
Jan 2014 5,351 $  465.28 $2,489,713.28 $2,106,320.82 $ (383,392.46) $ 393.63
Feb 2014 5,333 $  415.50 $2,215,861.50 $1,923,457.69 $ (292,403.81) $ 360.67
Mar 2014 5,365 $ 397.62 $2,133,231.30 $2,046,029.27 $ (87,202.03) $ 381.37
Apr 2014 5,373 $ 401.28 $2,156,077.44 $1,802,717.38 $ (353,360.06) $ 335.51
May 2014 5,385 $ 424,24 $2,284,532.40 $1,807,355.98 $ (477,176.42) $ 335.63
Jun 2014 5,219 $ 577.81 $3,015,590.39 $2,930,991.86 $ (84,598.53) $ 561.60
Jul 2014 5177 $ 644.19 $3,334,971.63 $3,064,075.29 $ (270,896.34) $ 591.86
Aug 2014 5,186 $ 663.06 $3,438,629.16 $3,528,199.05 $ 89,569.89 $ 680.33
Sep 2014 5,214 $ 628.24 $3,275,643.36 $3,642,490.21 $ 366,846.85 $ 698.60
Oct 2014 5,241 $ 556.09 $2,914,467.69 $2,959,618.63 $ 45/150.94 $ 564.70
Nov 2014 5,250 $ 409.86 $2,151,765.00 $2,363,091.98 $ 211,326.98 $ 450.11
Dec 2014 5,287 $ 445,21 $2,353,825.27 $2,654,925.35 $ 301,100.08 $ 502.16
Jan 2015 4,760 $  468.31 $2,229,155.60 $3,778,015.19 $1,548,859.59 $ 793.70
Feb 2015 5,631 $ 426.11 $2,399,425.41 $2,828,989.25 $ 429,563.84 $ 502.40
Mar 2015 5,215 $ 44927 $2,342,943.05 $2,311,745.26 $ (31,197.79) $ 443.29
Apr 2015 5,402 $ 409.94 $2,214,495.88 $2,765,099.62 $ 550,603.74 $ 511.87
May 2015 5,225 $ 42424 $2,216,654.00 $2,511,124.83 $ 294,470.83 $ 480.60
Jun 2015 5,179 $ 577.81 $2,992,477.99 $3,303,035.14 $ 310,557.15 $ 637.77
Jul 2015 5,537 $ 644.19 $3,566,880.03 $3,729,321.48 $ 162,441.45 $ 673.53
Aug 2015 5219 $ 663.06 $3,460,510.14 $3,433,820.53 $ (26,689.61) $657.95
Sep 2015 5,262 $ 628.24 $3,305,798.88 $3,435,280.21 $ 129,481.33 $ 652.85
Oct 2015 5,445 $ 556.09 $3,027,910.05 $3,320,307.97 $ 292,397.92 $ 609.79
Nov 2015 5,289 $ 409.86 $2,167,749.54 $2,368,999.25 $ 201,249.71 $ 447.91
Dec 2015 5,192 $ 44521 $2,311,530.32 $3,093,630.91 $ 782,100.59 $ 595.85
Jan 2016 5,460 $  468.31 $2,556,972.60 $2,980,776.51 $ 423,803.91 $ 545.93
Feb 2016 5,472 $  426.11 $2,331,673.92 $2,433,231.76 $ 101,557.84 $ 444,67
Mar 2016 5,664 $ 449.27 $2,544,665.28 $2,781,297.57 $ 236,632.29 $ 491.05
Apr 2016 5,337 $ 409.94 $2,187,849.78 $2,192,101.21 $ 4,251.43 $ 410.74
May 2016 5,212 $ 424.24 $2,211,138.88 $2,380,598.98 $ 169,460.10 $ 456.75
Jun 2016 4,835 $ 577.81 $2,793,711.35 $3,120,837.94 $ 327,126.59 $ 645.47
Jul 2016 4,720 $ 644.19 $3,040,576.80 $3,478,097.42 $ 437,520.62 $ 736.89
Aug 2016 5,397 $ 663.06 $3,578,534.82 $4,089,841.89 $ 511,307.07 $ 757.80
Sep 2016 4,917 $ 628.24 $3,089,056.08 $3,960,299.72 $ 871,243.64 $ 805.43
Oct 2016 5,194 $ 556.09 $2,888,331.46 $3,360,232.70 $ 471,901.24 $ 646.95



Potomac Electric Power Company
DC PSC Formal Case No. 1139

Rate Schedule GT LV

Reported Base Rate

Customer Revenue
Month Year Count Per Cust
Dec 2013 2,881 $ 4,407.76
Jan 2014 2,912 $ 463573
Feb 2014 2,910 $ 4,361.05
Mar 2014 2,924 $  4,299.37
Apr 2014 2,933 $ 4393.80
May 2014 2,943 $ 457233
Jun 2014 2,951 $  4,899.39
Jul 2014 2,952 $ 5,209.88
Aug 2014 2,964 $ 5,252.39
Sep 2014 2,970 $ 5,127.41
Oct 2014 2,971 $ 4,670.84
Nov 2014 2,970 $ 4,468.00
Dec 2014 2,992 $  4,550.01
Jan 2015 2,343 $ 4,833.29
Feb 2015 3,325 $ 4,633.18
Mar 2015 2,880 $ 4,631.49
Apr 2015 3,129 $ 4,560.76
May 2015 2,975 $ 457233
Jun 2015 2,759 $ 4,899.39
Jul 2015 3,165 $ 5,209.88
Aug 2015 3,063 $ 5252.39
Sep 2015 3,127 $ 5127.41
Oct 2015 3,011 $ 4670.84
Nov 2015 3,052 $ 4,468.00
Dec 2015 2,880 $ 4,550.01
Jan 2016 3,030 $ 4,833.29
Feb 2016 3,179 $ 4,633.18
Mar 2016 3,303 $ 463149
Apr 2016 2,892 $ 456076
May 2016 2,943 $ 4572.33
Jun 2016 3,321 $ 4,899.39
Jul 2016 3,092 $ 5,209.88
Aug 2016 3,511 $ 5252.39
Sep 2016 3,098 $ 5127.41
Oct 2016 3,246 $ 4,670.84

A AR PO DO APADBLPO OB LD OB N NP PR PPN PN H PN PP

Allowed
Revenue

12,698,757
13,499,246
12,690,656
12,671,358
12,887,015
13,456,367
14,458,100
15,379,566
15,568,084
15,228,408
13,877,066
13,269,960
13,613,630
11,324,398
15,405,324
13,338,691
14,270,618
13,602,682
13,617,417
16,489,270
16,088,071
16,033,411
14,063,899
13,636,336
13,104,029
14,644,869
14,728,879
15,297,811
13,189,718
13,456,367
16,270,874
16,108,949
18,441,141
15,884,716
15,161,547

A AP PADADB AN AL NN PPN DAL A A

Actual
Monthly
Revenue

11,860,004
12,466,955
12,330,921
12,317,509
11,365,448
12,225,073
13,350,651
14,317,288
13,940,749
14,117,794
12,760,318
12,323,251
13,411,240

8,673,619
14,306,482
13,482,568
12,903,075
12,894,747
10,941,247
16,772,045
14,467,040
15,136,155
13,102,256
12,804,933
11,846,348
12,861,018
14,145,341
15,174,904
11,561,493
12,254,893
13,702,624
13,095,341
16,158,578
13,621,002
12,823,121
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Over (Under)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Collection

(838,752)
(1,032,290)
(359,735)
(253,848)
(1,521,567)
(1,231,295)
(1,107,449)
(1,062,278)
(1,627,335)
(1,110,614)
(1,116,748)
(946,709)
(202,390)
(2,750,779)
(1,098,842)
143,877
(1,367,543)
(707,935)
(2,576,170)
282,774
(1,621,031)
(897,256)
(961,643)
(831,403)
(1,257,681)
(1,783,850)
(583,538)
(122,908)
(1,628,225)
(1,201,475)
(2,568,251)
(3,013,608)
(2,282,563)
(2,263,714)
(2,338,426)
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Revenue
Per Cust

4,117
4,281
4,237
4213
3,875
4,154
4,524
4,850
4,703
4,753
4,295
4,149
4,482
3,659
4,303
4,681
4,124
4,334
3,966
5,299
4,723
4,840
4,351
4,196
4,113
4,245
4,450
4,594
3,998
4,164
4,126
4,235
4,602
4,397
3,950

P AP PARADNDO DA AA BB DO NDE DN LPD DO P L AP HH
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Page 3 of 3
Potomac Electric Power Company
DCPSC Formal Case No. 1139
Pepco DC - Monthly Bill Stabilization Adjustment Data
Rate Schedule GT3A

Reported Base Rate Actual
Customer Revenue Allowed Monthly Over (Under) Revenue

Month Year Count Per Cust Revenue Revenue Collection Per Cust
Dec 2013 148 3 23,440 $ 3,469,182 $ 3,164,656 $ (304,526) $ 21,383
Jan 2014 148 3 21,720 $ 3,214,585 $ 2,982,485 $ (232,100) $ 20,152
Feb 2014 147 $ 21,114 $ 3,103,723 $ 2,870,772 $ (232,950) $ 19,529
Mar 2014 148 $ 22,399 $ 3,315,042 $ 2,877,140 $ (437,902) $ 19,440
Apr 2014 148 $ 25,329 $ 3,748,702 $ 3,071,796 $ (676,906) $ 20,755
May 2014 147 $ 25,905 $ 3,808,054 $ 3,543,613 $ (264,441) $ 24,106
Jun 2014 143 $ 28,881 $ 4129916 $ 3,874,526 $ (255,390) $ 27,095
Jul 2014 148 3 30,072 $ 4,450,709 $ 4,356,338 $ (94,372) $ 29,435
Aug 2014 147 3 31,084 $ 4,569,322 $ 4,103,017 $ (466,305) $ 27,912
Sep 2014 147 $ 30,020 $ 4,412,871 $ 4,130,301 $ (282,570) $ 28,097
Oct 2014 148 $ 27,935 $ 4,134,413 $ 3,850,526 $ (283,886) $ 26,017
Nov 2014 148 $ 24,922 $ 3,688,407 $ 3,523,029 $ (165,378) $ 23,804
Dec 2014 149 $ 23,494 $ 3,500,672 $ 3,346,714 $ (153,957) $ 22,461
Jan 2015 47 $ 23,663 $ 1,112,166 $ 843,600 3 (268,566) $ 17,949
Feb 2015 143 $ 23,201 $ 3,317,683 $ 2,799,986 $ (517,697) $ 19,580
Mar 2015 160 $ 23,569 $ 3,771,082 $ 3,759,373 $ (11,709) $§ 23,496
Apr 2015 146 $ 26,036 $ 3,801,260 $ 2,991,200 $ (810,060) $ 20,488
May 2015 152 $ 25,905 $ 3,937,580 $ 3,548,152 $ (389,428) $ 23,343
Jun 2015 119 $ 28,881 $ 3,436,783 $ 3,454,769 $ 17,986 $ 29,032
Jul 2015 167 $ 30,072 $ 5,022,084 $ 4,432,949 $ (589,135) $ 26,545
Aug 2015 187 $ 31,084 $ 5,812,674 $ 5,088,365 $ (724,309) $ 27,211
Sep 2015 148 $ 30,020 $ 4,442,890 $ 4,052,012 $ (390,878) $ 27,378
Oct 2015 148 $ 27,935 $ 4134413 $ 3,535,858 $ (598,555) $ 23,891
Nov 2015 160 $ 24,922 $ 3,987,467 $ 4,211,478 $ 224,011 $ 26,322
Dec 2015 142 $ 23,494 $ 3,336,210 $ 3,279,182 $ (57,028) $ 23,093
Jan 2016 166 $ 23,663 $ 3,928,075 $ 3,786,006 $ (142,068) $ 22,807
Feb 2016 156 $ 23,201 $ 3,619,290 $ 3,055,870 $ (563,420) $ 19,589
Mar 2016 198 $ 23,569 $ 4,666,713 $ 3,878,405 $ (788,308) $ 19,588
Apr 2016 144 $ 26,036 $ 3,749,188 $ 3,064,586 $ (684,602) $ 21,282
May 2016 132 $ 25,905 $ 3,419,477 $ 3,663,052 $ 243,575 $ 27,750
Jun 2016 160 $ 28,881 $ 4,620,885 $ 3,673,557 $ (1,047,328) $ 22,335
Jul 2016 153 $ 30,072 $ 4,601,071 $ 3,668,350 $ (932,722) $ 23,976
Aug 2016 183 $ 31,084 $ 5,688,339 $ 5,430,130 $ (258,209) $ 29,673
Sep 2016 132 3 30,020 $ 3,962,578 $ 3,569,442 $ (393,136) $ 27,041
Oct 2016 150 $ 27,935 $ 4,190,283 $ 3,759,595 $ (430,688) $ 25,064



Potomac Electric Power Company
DCPSC Formal Case No. 1139

Pepco Actual and Weather Corrected KWh

Ln
No

o ~NO ;A WN-
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13

From Pepco 21 Day Compliance Filing, Order 17424, Attachment 2.

Month

Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Jan
Feb
Mar

Total

Year

2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2015
2016
2016
2016

Exhibit AOBA (A) -7
Page 1 of 1

MMA-AE Test Year kWh GT-3B Test Year kWh

Estimated Estimated

Reported Weather Reported Weather

Actuals Corrected Actuals Corrected
(283,846) (254,644) (35,995,663) (35,948,626)
1,551,856 1,547,983 99,439,285 99,459,656
(1,764,190) (1,804,690) 6,439,643 6,409,507
2,752,259 2,737,180 (31,916,310) (31,927,531)
1,133,027 1,102,702 0 (22,565)
(238,442) (262,066) 0 (17,579)
1,111,290 1,107,948 116,492,156 116,490,154
92,993 135,597 11,692,831 11,761,457
499,410 597,484 9,879,274 10,037,249
367,787 479,851 17,620,570 17,741,548
1,291,366 1,285,269 12,333,259 12,326,677
268,989 374,215 31,194,294 31,307,890
6,782,499 7,046,830 237,179,339 237,617,837
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BRUCE R. OLIVER
Revilo Hill Associates, Inc.
7103 Laketree Drive
Fairfax Station, Virginia 22039
(703) 569-6480

EXPERIENCE

Over 40 years of experience specializing in the areas of utility rates, energy, and regu-
latory policy. Offers unusual depth and breadth in his understanding of energy and utility
industries which leads to creative and effective resolution of rate issues. Has presented
expert testimony in regulatory proceedings in more than 300 proceedings before
regulatory commissions in 24 jurisdictions, and has served a diverse group of clients on
issues encompassing a wide range of energy and utility-related activities. Assists clients
in the assessment of competitive energy markets for retail services and in the negotiation
of contracts for the purchase of such services. Clients have included commercial and
industrial energy users, hospitals and universities, state regulatory commissions, utilities,
consumer advocates, municipal governments, federal agencies, and suppliers of
equipment and services to utility markets.

1985- Revilo Hill Associates, Inc.
Present President and CEO

Directs the firm's consulting practice, with specialization in the areas of
industrial economics, energy, utilities and regulatory policy. Provides expert
testimony in regulatory proceedings. Assists individual commercial and
institutional customers in the competitive procurement of energy services
and resolution of utility service and billing issues. Regulatory work includes
participation in electric, gas, water and sewer utility rate and policy matters,
with particular specialization in the areas of utility costs of service, rate
structure, rate of return, utility planning, and forecasting. Examples of
recent projects include:

o Investigation of utility merger issues including ring-fencing, costs to
achieve, estimated merger benefits, and allocation of merger
benefits among customers.

o Examination of utility proposals undergrounding overhead electric
distribution facilities and the recovery of costs for undergrounding
activities.

o Investigation of utility Grid Resiliency and associated cost recovery
proposals.

o Assessment of plans for accelerated replacement of distribution

mains by an LDC.
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. Evaluation of utility proposals for the deployment of Advanced
Metering Infrastructure (AMI) and the development of dynamic
pricing rates to be implemented using AMI equipment.

o Assistance to large commercial and institutional utility customers in
the procurement of competitive electricity and natural gas services.

o Analysis of utility revenue decoupling proposals including assess-
ment of the cost of service and rate impacts of such proposals and
the development of appropriate tariff language for such proposals.

. Investigation of matters relating to a utility outsourcing of significant
components of its Administrative and General and Customer Service
activities.

o Assessments of a utility’s long-range gas supply planning and the

prudence of its gas procurement activities.

o Evaluation of the merits of the proposed utility mergers including
assessments of impacts on customers and on competition.

o Strategic analysis and policy guidance for a major commercial
consumer group in the development and presentation of positions
before legislative and regulatory bodies regarding electric and gas
regulatory issues.

. Development of Asset Management incentive programs for natural
gas distribution utilities.

) Investigation and preparation of a report on the causes of large
heating oil price increases for the Attorney General of a New
England state.

o Participation as a member of a three-person panel hearing a gas
marketer complaint of anti-competitive behavior by a local gas
distribution utility in its provision of unbundled gas transportation

services.

o Preparation of cost allocation studies and rate structure proposals for
electric, gas, water and wastewater utility regulatory proceedings;
and

o Analysis of proposals for restructuring and the unbundling of rates for

local gas distribution companies, and negotiated terms, conditions,
and pricing for restructured utility services.
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2000- AOBA Alliance, Inc.
Present Director and Chief Economist

Key technical advisor to one of the nation’s largest and most successful
customer-based energy aggregation programs. Assists non-residential
customers in the Washington, D.C. area in the procurement of competitive
retail energy services, including the evaluation and negotiation of contract
terms for competitive electricity, natural gas, energy information services.
Monitors energy markets and keeps participants informed regarding energy
market developments and pricing trends. Focused primarily on the
commercial building industry, the AOBA Alliance, Inc. serves more than
7,000 electric and natural gas accounts, over 2.5 billion kWh per year, and
over 600 MW of electrical peak load.

1981-85 Resource Dynamics Corporation
Principal and Vice President

Responsible for the firm's activities in the areas of energy pricing, utility
rates and regulatory policy. Provided expert testimony before utility
regulatory commissions on issues relating to costs of service, rate design,
load management, load research, fuel price forecasting, utility costing
analyses, and cost allocation methods. Evaluated utility fuel procurement
practices, fuel price forecasts, and price forecasting methodologies. Contri-
buted to modeling efforts relating to the estimation of national and regional
electric utility load curves and coal market prices. Participated in the
development handbooks for cogeneration feasibility assessment.

1980-81 Potomac Electric Power Company
Manager of Rate Research Department

Directed the development of all rate related programs. Supervised the
costing, design and analysis of traditional and innovative rates (including
time-of-use, load management and cogeneration tariffs). Also was respon-
sible for corporate revenue forecasting activities, as well as the
development of marginal and avoided cost studies.

1979-80 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Rate Experimentation Supervisor

Responsible for design, implementation and analysis of innovative rate
programs for both gas and electric service. Developed programs for
curtailable service; cogeneration; conservation; residential load cycling; and
commercial, industrial, and agricultural time-of- use rates. Directed
analyses of time-of-use and lifeline price elasticities and development of
marginal and avoided costing methods.
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Specialized in energy policy and utility regulatory analyses. Performed
detailed analysis of U.S. petroleum, natural gas, coal and electric utility
industries. Provided expert testimony on utility rate issues. Designed
experimental rates for federally funded time-of-use rate and load
management programs in North Carolina. Provided technical support to the
DOE Regulatory Intervention Program. Contributed to the design and
development of the National Coal Model, and prepared forecasts of low sul-

Served in the Office of the Chief Economist. Responsible for macro-
economic analyses of Board decisions, and for the development data
systems to support assessments of the impacts of Board decisions and the
reporting of aggregate statistics on wage increases granted by the Board.

M.A., Economics, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

1973-79 ICF Incorporated
Project Manager
fur fuel availability for utility markets.
1972-73 U.S. Cost-of-Living Council - Pay Board
Labor Economist
EDUCATION
1972
1970

B.A., Economics, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

RATE CASE PARTICIPATION

Alberta, Canada

Canadian Western Natural Gas
NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd.
Canadian Western Natural Gas
Northwestern Utilities
TransAlta Utilities Corp.
Alberta Power Ltd.

Arizona

Southwest Gas Corporation
Sun City Water Company
Havasu Water Company
Arizona Water Company

1998 General Rate Application
1995 GRA, Phase lI

Core Market Direct Purchase
Core Market Direct Purchase
Load Retention Rate Offering
1993 General Rate Application

Docket No. U-1551-93-272
Docket No. U-1656-91-134
Docket No. U-2013-91-133
Docket No. U-1445-91-227
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California
Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Connecticut

Southern Connecticut Gas Company
Connecticut Light & Power Company

Delaware

Chesapeake Utilities Corporation
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delaware Electric Cooperative
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delaware Electric Cooperative
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Chesapeake Utilities Corporation
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delaware Electric Cooperative
Delaware Electric Cooperative
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company
Delmarva Power & Light Company

District of Columbia

Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Exelon — Pepco Merger

Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
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Application No. 58089

Docket No.
Docket No.

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.

89-09-06
87-07-01

95-73

94 - 141

94 - 129

94 - 100

92 -85

92 -71F

91 -37

91-24

91-20

90 - 31

90 -21

89 - 26

88 - 39F

88 - 34

88 - 32, Phase 2
88 -32

87 - 34, Phase 2
87-34

87 - 9, Phase 5
87 -9, Phase 4
87 -9, Phase 3
87 - 9, Phase 2
87-9

86 - 43

86 - 24

Case No. 1137
Case No. 1121
Case No. 1119
Case No. 1116
Case No. 1115
Case No. 1103
Case No. 1093
Case No. 1087
Case No. 1079
Case No. 1076
Case No. 1056
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Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company

Potomac Electric Power/Conectiv Merger

Washington Gas Light Company

Potomac Electric Power Company/Baltimore
Gas & Electric Company Merger

Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
District of Columbia Natural Gas
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
District of Columbia Natural Gas
District of Columbia Natural Gas
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company

Guam

Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority
Guam Power Authority

lllinois
Commonwealth Edison Company

Maryland

Potomac Electric Power Company
Exelon — Pepco Merger

Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
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Case No. 1054

Case No. 1053, Phase ||
Case No. 1053

Case No. 1016

Case No. 1002

Case No. 989

Case No. 951

Case No. 945

Case No. 939

Case No. 934

Case No. 922

Case No. 890

Case No. 889

Case No. 869

Case No. 845

Case No. 840

Case No. 834

Case No. 813, Phase |l
Case No. 813

Case No. 787

Case No. 785

Case No. 759, Phases il
Case No. 759, Phases |
Case No. 759, Phases |
Case No. 758

Docket No. 11-090, Ph Il
Docket No. 11-090
Docket No. 07-010
Docket No. 98-002
Docket No. 96-004
Docket No. 95-001
Docket No. 94-001
Docket No. 92-002
Docket No. 89-002 A,B,C

Docket No. 86-0128

Case No. 9418
Case No. 9361
Case No. 9336
Case No. 9335
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Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Standard Offer Service Docket
Standard Offer Service Docket
Standard Offer Service Docket
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Generic Electric Industry Restructuring
Potomac Electric Power Company/Baltimore
Gas & Electric Company Merger
Washington Gas Light Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Maryland Natural Gas
Potomac Electric Power Company
Maryland Natural Gas
Potomac Electric Power Company
Baltimore Gas & Electric Company
Maryland Natural Gas
Potomac Electric Power Company
Potomac Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company

Massachusetts
Investigation of Rate Structures to Promote
Efficient Deployment of Demand Management

North Carolina
Generic Electric Load Management

Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.

Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
Case No.
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9322
9311
9286
9267
9217
9207
9158
9104, Phase Il
9104
9092, Phase |l
9092
9063
9056
9037
8895
8991
8959
8920, Phase |l
8920
8895
8890
8791
8773
8738

8725
8545
8315
8251
8191
8162
8119
8079
8070
8060
7972
7874
7649

Docket No. 07-50

Docket No. M100, Sub 78
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New Jersey

Public Service Electric and Gas
Public Service Electric and Gas
Elizabethtown Gas Company
Elizabethtown Gas Company
Public Service Electric and Gas
Jersey Central Power & Light

New Jersey Natural Gas Company
South Jersey Gas Company
Public Service Electric and Gas
New Jersey Natural Gas Company
South Jersey Gas Company
Atlantic Electric Company

New Jersey Natural Gas Company
Public Service Electric and Gas
Public Service Electric and Gas

New Mexico

Gas Company of New Mexico
Gas Company of New Mexico
Gas Company of New Mexico
Gas Company of New Mexico
Gas Company of New Mexico
Gas Company of New Mexico
Gas Company of New Mexico

New York

Consolidated Edison Company
Consolidated Edison Company
Brooklyn Union Gas Company

Ohio
Toledo Edison Company

Pennsylvania

PECO Energy Company

PG Energy, Inc.

Philadelphia Electric Company
Mechanicsburg Water Company
West Penn Power Company
Pennsylvania Electric Company
North Penn Gas Company
Metropolitan Edison Company
York Water Company

Dauphin Consolidated Water Company

Pennsylvania Electric Company

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
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GT93060242
ER91111698J
8812-1231
8612-1374
8512-1163
8511-1116
8510-974
850-8858
850-2231
850-7732
843-184, Phase Il
8310-883, Phase Il
831-46

837-620
8210-869

Case No. 2353
Case No. 2340
Case No. 2307
Case No. 2183

Case No.
Case No.
Case No.

2147 (Remand)
2147
2093

Docket No. 94-E-0334
Docket No. 91-E-0462
Docket No. 90-G-0981

Case No. 78-628-EL-FAC

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.

R-20028394
R-00061365
R-00970258
R-00922502
R-00922378
M-920312
R-922276
R-922314
R-922168
R-921000
M-920312
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Duquesne Light Company
Pennsylvania American Water Company
West Penn Power Company
Pennsylvania Gas & Water Co. Water Div.
Pennsylvania Power Company
Duquesne Light Company
Pennsylvania Electric Company
Metropolitan Edison Company

Western Pennsylvania Water Company
Duquesne Light Company

Philadelphia Electric Company
Pennsylvania Power Company
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company
Philadelphia Electric Company
Western Pennsylvania Water Company
Pennsylvania Power Company
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company
Pennsylvania Electric Company
Metropolitan Edison Company
Duquesne Light Company

UGI Corporation-Gas Utility Division
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company
Pennsylvania Electric Company
Metropolitan Edison Company
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company

Pennsylvania Gas & Water Co. - Water Div.

Columbia Gas Co. of Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Gas & Water Co. - Gas Div.
Philadelphia Electric Company

Philadelphia, City of

Philadelphia Gas Works
Philadelphia Water Dept
Philadelphia Gas Works
Philadelphia Water Dept
Philadelphia Gas Works
Philadelphia Gas Works
Philadelphia Gas Works
Philadelphia Gas Works
Philadelphia Water Dept

Rhode Island — Public Utilities Commission
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.

C-913424
R-911909
R-901609
R-891209
R-881112
R-870651
R-870172
R-870171
R-860397
R-860378
R-850290
R-850267
R-850251
R-850152
R-850096
R-842740
R-842651
R-832550
R-832549
R-842383
R-832331
[-830374

R-822250
R-822249
R-822169
R-822102
R-822042
R-821961
R-811626
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1992 Rate Design Proceeding
1992 Rate Increase Request
1990 Rate Increase Request
1990 Rate Increase Request
1989 Proceeding
1988 Rate Increase Request

1987-88 Operating Budget

1986 Rate Increase Request
1985 Rate Increase Request

Docket No. 4647
Docket No. 4634
Docket No. 4576
Docket No. 4573
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National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Electric Backup Service
National Grid — Elec & Gas Revenue Decoupling
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Electric
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas
National Grid — Gas

New England Gas Company
New England Gas Company
Block Island Power Company
New England Gas Company
New England Gas Company
New England Gas Company
New England Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Narragansett Electric Company
Providence Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Valley Gas Company

Valley Gas Company

Valley Gas Company
Providence Gas Company

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
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4523
4520
4514
4436
4431
4346
4339
4333
4323
4283
4269
4232
4206
4199
4196
4097
4077
4065
4038
3982
3977
3961
3943
3868
3859
3789
3766
3760
3696
3690
3655
3548
3459
3436
3401
3295
2930
2902
2581
2552
2374
2286
2276
2138, Phase Il
2138, Phase |
2082
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Providence Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Valley Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Block Island Power Company
Providence Gas Company
Generic Gas Transportation
Valley Gas Company
Providence Gas Company
Providence Gas Company

Rhode Island — Division of Public Utilities
National Grid Acquisition of New England
Gas Company’s Rhode Island Assets
Merger of Southern Union, Valley Gas Company
And Bristol & Warren Gas Company

South Dakota
Northern States Power Company

Vermont
Department of Public Service

Department of Public Service

Virginia

Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Virginia Electric Power Company
Northern Virginia Natural Gas
Northern Virginia Natural Gas

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.

Docket No.

Docket No.
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2076
2001, Phase Il
2038
2001
1998
1971
1951
1736
1723
1673

D-06-13

D-00-02

Docket No. F-3188

Docket No.

5378

Docket No. 5307

Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.
Docket No.

PUE 2015-00027
PUE 2011-00027
PUE 2010-00139
PUE 2009-00019
PUE 2009-00018
PUE 2009-00017
PUE 2009-00016
PUE 2009-00011
PUE 2006-00059
PUE 2005-00010
PUE 2003-00603
PUE 2002-00364
PUE 000584
PUE 980213
PUE 980212
PUE 960296
PUE 940031
PUE 920041
PUE 910047

Docket No. PUE 900016
Docket No. PUE 880024
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Virginia Electric Power Company
Washington Gas Light Company

Virgin Islands

Water and Power Authority — Water Rates
Water and Power Authority — Electric Rates
Water and Power Authority — Water Rates
Water and Power Authority — Electric Rates
Water and Power Authority — Electric Rates

Wisconsin
Gas Transportation - Generic

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Weaver’'s Cove Energy, LLC.

Mill River Pipeline, LLC.

Columbia Gulf Transmission Co.
Columbia Gas Transmission Corp.
Columbia Gulf Transmission Co.
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Docket No. PUE 830029
Docket No. PUE 830008

Docket No. 613
Docket No. 612
Docket No. 576
Docket No. 575
Docket No. 533

Docket No. 05-GI-102

Docket No. CP04-36-000
Docket No. CP04-41-000
Docket No. RP86-167-000
Docket No. RP86-168-000
Docket No. TC86-021-000

SELECTED REPORTS, PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

“Will Energy Market Developments Drive Government Policy or Will Government
Policy Drive Energy Markets,” Presentation to AOBA Ultility Committee, June 27,

2013.

‘Ratemaking for Recovery of Pipeline Safety Investments,” Presentation to the
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, February 6, 2013.

‘In Comparatively Stable Energy Markets Legislative and Regulatory Decisions
Make Budgeting for Energy Services A Real Challenge,” Presentation to AOBA

Utility Committee, October 19, 2011.

‘Energy Commodities Show Stability; Charges for Utility Services Rise,”
Presentation to AOBA Utility Committee, April 20, 2011.

“Budgeting for Utilities In the Face of Constantly Changing Rates,” Presentation to
AOBA Utility Committee, November 10, 2010.

“Electric Utilities Seek Increased Rates to Fund Large Construction Projects,”
Presentation to AOBA Utility Committee, October 7, 2009.

“Could You Soon Be Paying $1.00 per kWh for Peak Electricity Supply?”
Presentation to AOBA Utility Committee, June 24, 2009.



RESUME OF
BRUCE R. OLIVER Page 13 of 16

“‘Energy Markets in a Tailspin,” Presentation to AOBA Utility Committee, March 11,
20009.

“Energy price Outlook for 2009, Presentation to AOBA Utility Committee,
December 10, 2008.

‘Are You ‘Going Green’ or Going in the Red,” Presentation to AOBA Utility
Committee, June 18, 2008.

“Understanding Your Utility Costs and Your Competitive Service Options,”
Presentation to the Mid-Atlantic Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, July 10, 2006.

“Keeping Your Head Above Water In Volatile Electricity And Natural Gas Markets,”
Presentation to Legum & Norman Managed Condominiums, February 28, 2006.

“Surviving in Deregulated Energy Markets: What You Don’t Know Will Hurt You!”
Presentation to AOBA Legislative & Regulatory Seminar, May, 18, 2006.

“The Utility Market And Deregulation: What’s In It For You? Presentation to the
Montgomery County, Maryland, Apartment Assistance Program, September 29,
2005.

“‘Winds of Long-Term Change or Another Short-Term Market Distortion: Post-
Katrina and Rita Energy Markets,” Keynote Presentation to AOBA Leadership
Conference, September 28, 2005.

“These Are Not Your Father's Energy Markets,” Presentation to the Institute of Real
Estate Management, March 8, 2005.

“Understanding Natural Gas Markets,” Prepared for the AOBA Alliance, Inc., August
2004.

“Default Service: Protection or Problem,” Prepared for the AOBA Alliance, Inc., April
2004.

Assessment of Winter 2000 Heating Oil Price Increases for Rhode Island, Report
Prepared for the Rhode Island Department of Attorney General, September 2001
(with P. Roberti).

“Stranded Costs and Stranded Values,” Presentation before the Virginia General
Assembly, Joint Subcommittee on Electric Industry Restructuring, Task Force on
Stranded and Transition Costs, May, 1998.

‘Comments Regarding Restructuring of the Electric Industry in Maryland,”
Presentation before the Maryland Legislative Task Force on Electric Industry
Restructuring, December 1997.
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Electric Industry Restructuring And Competition In Virginia, Prepared for the
Apartment and Office Building Association of Metropolitan Washington, September
1997.

“Assessment of the Proposed Pepco/BGE Merger,” Presentation to the District of
Columbia Community Forum on Merger Issues, December 1996.

Assessment of the Agreement Between Delmarva Power & Light Company and the
Medical Center of Delaware for the Supply of Electrical Power, Prepared for the
Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket No. 94-129, December 1994,

Assessment of the Agreement Between Delmarva Power & Light Company and
Ciba-Geigy Corporation for the Supply of Limited Volume Natural Gas, Prepared for
the Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket No. 94-141, November 1994.

Assessment of the Natural Gas Service Agreement Between Delmarva Power &
Light Company and the Medical Center of Delaware, Prepared for the Delaware
Public Service Commission, Docket No. 94-129, November 1994.

Lifeline Rates for Electric Service and Their Potential Application to the Guam
Power Authority, Prepared for the Public Utilities Commission of Guam, December
1991.

Review of Additional Information Provided by Delmarva Power & Light Company
Regarding the Costs of Gas Supply for Hay Road Combined Cycle Generation;
prepared for the Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket No. 87-9, Phase V,
June 1991.

Evaluation of Delmarva Power & Light Company's Proposed Near-Term Capacity
Additions, prepared for the Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket No. 87-9,
Phase V, August, 1990.

Evaluation and Recommendations: Delmarva Power & Light Company's Proposed
Commercial and Industrial Indoor Lighting Pilot Program, Prepared for the Delaware
Public Service Commission, Docket No. 87-9, Phase V, January, 1990 (with R.S.
Merriam).

Preliminary Evaluation of DP&L's Proposed Long Term Purchase of Capacity and
Energy from Duquesne Light Company, Prepared for the Delaware Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 87-9, Phase IV, January 1990.

Staff Review and Technical Assessment. Challenge 2000 Supply Side Plan,
Prepared for the Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket No. 87-9, Phase I,
October 1988 (with N.R. Friedman and J. Byrne).

Review and Preliminary Analysis of Rates for the Bordentown Sewerage Authority,
Prepared for the Bordentown Citizens' Committee, August 1988.
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Evaluation of the Proposed Load Management Program and Accompanying New
Rate Schedule R-LM, Prepared for the Delaware Public Service Commission,
Docket No. 87-34, January 1988.

Staff Interim Report to the Hearing Examiner, Prepared for the Delaware Public
Service Commission, Docket No. 87-9, January 1988, (with J. Byrne, D. Rich, &
Y.D. Wang).

Report for the Attorney General of the State of New Mexico: In the Matter of the
Application of Gas Company of New Mexico for a Variance to and a Change in
General Order No. 44, February 1987 (with R. LeLash and G. Epler).

Determinants of Capital Costs for Coal-Fired Power Plants, prepared for U.S.
Energy Information Administration, March 1985 (with J. P. Price and C. J. Koravik).

Trends in Electric _Utility Load Duration Curves, prepared for U.S. Energy
Information Administration, December 1984. (with J. P. Price)

"Potential 1984 Strike by United Mine Workers of America," Executive Briefing
Paper, prepared for U.S. Energy Information Administration, Sept., 1984. (with J. P.
Price)

Coal Market Decision - Making: Description and Modeling Implications, prepared for
the U.S. Energy Department Information Administration, May 1984 (with J. P.
Price).

Power System Load Management Technologies, Energy Department Paper No. 11,
World Bank, November 1983 (with J.P. Price).

"Excess Capacity in U.S. Electric Utilities," Geopolitics of Energy, Volume 5, Issue
No. 9, September 1983.

Ohio Cogeneration Handbook, prepared for the Ohio Department of Energy, June
1982 (with N. R. Friedman and J. P. Price).

Cogeneration Engineering Handbook, prepared for the California Energy Commis-
sion. January 1982 (with N. R. Friedman and J. P. Price).

Third Annual Report: Time of Use Rates for Very Large Customers, Pacific Gas
and Electric Company, March 1980 (with R. Levitan).

Residential Peak Load Reduction Program: Implementation Plan, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, January 1980.

"Marginal Cost Adjustment Mechanisms and Rate Design", paper presented to the
California Marginal Cost Pricing Project, August 1979.
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Effects of Time-of-Day Pricing Under Alternative Assumptions: Three Case Studies,
prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy, 1979. (with R. Spann)

Long Run Incremental Cost Analysis and the Development of Time-of-Day Rates for
Blue Ridge Electric Membership Corporation, prepared for the North Carolina
Utilities Commission, January 1978.

Report on Federally Financed Time-of-Day Rate Experiments for Residential
Electric Utility Customers, prepared for the U.S. General Accounting Office,
November 1977.

An Empirical Evaluation of the Predatory Theory of Vertical Integration: The Case of
Petroleum, (with E. Erickson and R. Spann) prepared for the American Petroleum
Institute, October, 1977.

Electric Utility Coal Consumption and Generation Trends, 1976-1985, prepared for
the Office of Coal, Federal Energy Administration, October 1976.

Methodology for Improving the Price Sensitivity of the PIES QOil and Gas Supply
Curves, prepared for the Federal Energy Administration, February 1976. (with S.
Muzzo)

Coal Demand for Electricity Generation 1975-1984, prepared for the Office of Coal,
Federal Energy Administration, August 1975.

Tanker Requirements for U.S. Waterborne Oil Imports, prepared for the Federal
Maritime Administration, September 1973 (with W. Stitt).




