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Please state your name, affiliation and business address.
My name is Daniel P. Yardley. I am Principal, Yardley & Associates and my
business address is 2409 Providence Hills Drive, Matthews, North Carolina 28105.

On whose behalf are you testifying?
I am testifying on behalf of Chattanooga Gas Company (“CGC” or the

“Company”).

Are you the same Daniel P. Yardley who previously provided prepared direct
testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of Attorney
General (“CAPD”) sponsored the testimony of several witnesses in this proceeding. Two
of these witnesses, Dr. David Dismukes and Mr. Terry Buckner offered testimony on rate
design matters addressed in my direct testimony. My rebuttal testimony responds to
CAPD’s testimony on rate design and related issues. Specifically, I will respond to Dr.
Dismukes testimony regarding the Company’s Alignment and Usage Adjustment

(“AUA”) Tariff and to Mr. Buckner’s testimony regarding rate design.

at 4:05pm
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Are you sponsoring any exhibits that accompany your prepared rebuttal testimony?
Yes. I am sponsoring the following four exhibits, which will be explained later in
my testimony;
Exhibit DPY-14: National Association of Regulatory Utility

Commissioners Decoupling for Electric and Gas
Utilities: Frequently Asked Questions.

Exhibit DPY-15: Michigan State University Institute of Public Utilities
Revenue Decoupling Bibliography.

Exhibit DPY-16: United States Department of Energy / United States
Environmental Protection Agency National Action Plan
for Energy Efficiency Building Code Report Excerpt.

Exhibit DPY-17: Alternative Straight-Fixed-Variable Rate Designs
Provided in Response to Staff Request 2-29.

RATE DESIGN INNOVATION

Please briefly describe the nature of the Company’s AUA Tariff proposal.

The AUA Tariff is a revenue adjustment mechanism that operates in conjunction
with the Company’s base rates. Specifically, the AUA Tariff normalizes base revenue
recoveries per customer to the level authorized by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority
(“TRA”) in the most recent base rate case. CGC’s existing base rates recover a
substantial proportion of revenue requirements through the variable delivery charge. As
a result, the actual level of base revenues received by CGC can vary significantly,
positively or negatively, from the level approved by the TRA in a base rate case simply
due to variations in customer use.

The proposed AUA Tariff is a symmetrical mechanism that applies a credit or
charge to customers to offset variances in revenue recoveries that occur following a rate

case. When base revenue recoveries per customer are higher than the authorized level, a
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credit 1s applied to bills in a future period. Conversely, when base revenues per customer
are lower than the authorized level, a charge is applied to bills in a future period. In
essence, the AUA Tariff operates in a manner that is similar to the Company’s existing
weather normalization clause; however, base revenues are normalized for all factors, not
simply due to variations in weather. The AUA Tariff eliminates the link between
customer throughput and earnings, which has been broadly recognized as an effective
rate design and beneficial to promoting energy efficiency and conservation. The
operation of the AUA Tariff only takes into consideration revenue recoveries and is not
influenced by the cost of providing service.

‘Why was the AUA Tariff proposed in this proceeding?
CGC proposed the AUA Tariff for two reasons. The first is that the Company

strongly believes that the AUA Tariff results in an appropriate rate design outcome for
the Company and its customers. Rate design is an important component of a rate case
proceeding and the rates established at the conclusion of this proceeding should be fair
and equitable. In my view, the likelihood that approved rates produce the expected level
of revenues significantly influences the degree of faimess and equity associated with a
particular rate design. The AUA Tariff addresses a material deficiency underlying the
Company’s existing usage-based rate design by adjusting future base revenue recoveries
for factors that affect customer consumption.

The second reason for the Company’s proposal is to comply with Tennessee’s
recently enacted legislation that requires the TRA to consider whether the financial
interests of utilities are properly aligned with those of their customers with respect to
energy use. See Tennessee Annotated Code, Title 65, Chapter 4, Part 1 at Section 126

(“Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126). The AUA Tariff directly addresses the primary
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reason that the financial interests of CGC and its customers are not aligned by removing
the direct link between customer use and earnings. Under the AUA Tariff, the Company
would no longer benefit by promoting additional consumption by customers and would
no longer be harmed by promoting greater energy efficiency by customers. Achieving
these objectives is essential to realizing the goals of the State’s energy policy reflected in
Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126.

Is this proceeding an appropriate forum for assessing the appropriateness of the
important modifications to CGC’s rate design that you are recommending?

Yes. Based on my experience, it is easier to address the various design
parameters of this type of mechanism within a base rate proceeding. The TRA relies on
base rate proceedings to establish target revenue requirements to be recovered from
customers. Various aspects of CGC’s proposal rely on a common set of underlying data
such as billing determinants and allowed revenues per customer. In addition, all potential
issues related to rate design that may be raised by interested parties such as the potential
impact on business risk are readily addressed within a base rate case.

While it is possible to undertake a redesign of base rate structures outside of a
base rate case, it is more difficult. The TRA noted these difficulties in conjunction with
its recent deliberations on a proposal by Piedmont Natural Gas (“Piedmont™) in Docket
No. 09-00104. Consideration of the Company’s proposal in a base rate case is also
procedurally consistent with the recently enacted legislative mandate for the TRA to
consider whether CGC’s rates align the interests of the Company with those of its

customers.
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What are Dr. Dismukes’ views regarding the TRA’s consideration of CGC’s AUA
Tariff proposal in this proceeding?

Dr. Dismukes goes to great lengths to paint the Company’s efforts to address
important rate design issues underlying its existing rate structure as “divisive” and
completely without merit. In the process of attacking the Company’s proposal, he resorts
to hyperbole and rhetoric that would lead an uninformed reader to question why the
Company made such a proposal in the first place.

In your opinion, is it fair to characterize the Company’s proposal as divisive?

Absolutely not. The proposed AUA Tariff is an innovative form of rate design
that was developed in a manner that genuinely sought to address important challenges
facing the industry today. The importance of these challenges is underscored by the
recent Tennessee legislation calling on the TRA to investigate the best means of aligning
the interests of utilities with their customers. In addition, the same challenges are being
addressed in many jurisdictions across the United States. The National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC”) has recently passed a number of
resolutions addressing energy efficiency and rate design. Stakeholders in many
jurisdictions are working toward constructively addressing the same issues that face
Tennessee through innovative approaches to rate design and other initiatives. Dr.
Dismukes’ claims that the Company’s proposal is divisive is counter-productive and has
the potenﬁal to detract from the important matters at hand.

As with any policy initiative, CGC believes that there exists more than one means
of achieving a particular policy goal or regulatory challenge and not all parties can be

expected to agree. The Company is committed to working with the TRA in this




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

proceeding to develop an appropriate understanding of the issues raised by the existing
usage-based rate design as well as the Company’s recommended AUA Tariff proposal.
There are other means of addressing these rate design issues, which CGC is also
committed to exploring to the extent necessary to aid the TRA in making a fully-
informed and appropriate decision in this proceeding. CGC believes that an investigation
of the leading approaches to rate design will lead to a better outcome for the Company’s
customers.

Dr. Dismukes argues that the Company’s AUA Tariff proposal is not mandated by
the recently-enacted legislation in Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126. Do you
agree?

I agree that the legislative requirements of Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126
do not require adoption of the AUA Tariff proposal. Dr. Dismukes has stated that the
Company believes that adoption of the AUA Tariff or a similar mechanism is mandated
by this legislation and related Federal legislation. However, the Company made no such
claim that would effectively restrict the alternatives available to the TRA.

Nevertheless, CGC demonstrated that its AUA Tariff proposal is fully consistent
with Tennessee energy policy with respect to promoting energy efficiency by consumers,
which is certainly important. The Company also demonstrated that the AUA Tariff is
more appropriate than its existing rate design and will lead to recovery of the authorized
level of revenues by the TRA. The importance of the AUA Tariff extends beyond the
matters raised by recent Tennessee legislative policies on energy efficiency.

Dr. Dismukes goes on to claim that the CGC’s existing rate design already comports

with the legislative mandate in Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126. Is this true?
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No. The existing rate design incorporates the recovery of a substantial portion of
the Company’s revenue requirements through usage-based charges. As explained in my
direct testimony, the result of this approach is that the economic interests of the Company
are not aligned with those of its customers with respect to achieving greater levels of
energy efficiency. The existing rate design simply does not satisfy the requirements of
Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126 and is outdated. Suggesting that the existing rate
design already provides the proper foundation for promoting energy efficiency may be a
conveniently simple approach to take now; however, it does not serve the best interests of
CGC customers over the long term.

How do you recommend that the TRA proceed?

I believe that it is essential that the TRA press ahead with an evaluation of the
Company’s AUA Tariff proposal through a fair assessment of the relevant facts and
application of its policy objectives. The TRA recently rejected a new rate design
approach proposed by Piedmont. Even though the specific proposal was rejected, it is
clear from those deliberations that the TRA is interested in continuing to investigate these
issues in an appropriate forum.

CGC is committed to aiding the TRA to fully understand the implications of
various approaches to rate design in this proceeding, including those associated with
Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126. My rebuttal testimony is presented with this
objective in mind. In addition to addressing some of the more direct criticisms of the
AUA Tariff, I will also present an alternative rate design approach that resulted from a
discovery request in this proceeding.

What criteria should the Commission apply to reach a fair conclusion?
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I set forth a set of clear rate design goals in my direct testimony that are

appropriate for consideration by the TRA. An appropriate rate design seeks to achieve the

goals of:

(1)

@)

Energy Efficiency — Reducing energy consumption through energy efficiency
and conservation helps implement important policy objectives that will benefit
customers and the environment.

Revenue Stability — Revenue stability means that CGC’s base rate revenues are

- more predictable in view of future uncertainties. As customer use patterns have

3

)

®)

become less predictable, improved revenue stability through rate design takes
on greater importance as a way of mitigating the increased risks associated with
such unpredictable consumption patterns.

Fairness — Fairness is accomplished through pricing services based on the
underlying cost. Fairness is important in many respects including between the
Company and its customers, across the classes served by CGC, and among
customers taking service under a common rate schedule.

Rate Moderation — Moderation ensures that customers are not exposed to
dramatic price changes that could result in undesirable impacts including cost
increases or economic decisions by existing customers to cease taking gas
service from CGC.

Simplicity — Simplicity means a rate structure that is easy for customers to
understand and straightforward to administer.

These goals are consistent with the attributes of a sound rate structure described

by noted ratemaking expert James C. Bonbright in Principles of Public Utility Rates. Mr.

Bonbright identifies the following ten desirable attributes that regulators should seek to

achieve:

1

)

()

Effectiveness in yielding total revenue requirements under the fair-return
standard without any socially undesirable expansion of the rate base or socially
undesirable level of product safety and quality.

Revenue stability and predictability, with a minimum of unexpected changes
seriously adverse to utility companies.

Stability and predictability of the rates themselves, with a minimum of
unexpected changes seriously adverse to ratepayers and with a sense of
historical continuity.
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(10)

Static efficiency of the rate classes and rate blocks in discouraging wasteful use
of service while promoting all justified types and amounts of use: (a) in the
control of the total amounts of service supplied by the company; (b) in the
control of the relative uses of alternative types of service by ratepayers (on-peak
versus off-peak service or higher quality service versus lower quality service).

Reflection of all of the present and future private and social costs and benefits
occasioned by a service’s provision (i.e., all internalities and externalities).

Fairness of the specific rates in the apportionment of total costs of service
among the different ratepayers so as to avoid arbitrariness and capriciousness
and to attain equity in three dimensions: (1) horizontal (i.e. equals treated
equally); (2) vertical (i.e., unequals treated unequally); and (3) anonymous (i.e.,
no ratepayer’s demands can be diverted away uneconomically from an
incumbent by a potential entrant).

Avoidance of undue discrimination in rate relationships so as to be, if possible,
compensatory (i.e., subsidy free with no intercustomer burdens).

Dynamic efficiency in promoting innovation and résponding economically to
changing demand and supply patterns.

The related, practical attributes of simplicity, certainty, convenience of
payment, economy of collection, understandability, public acceptability, and
feasibility of application.

Freedom from controversies as to proper interpretation.

The Company believes that the assessment of the AUA Tariff proposal, or one of

the alternatives set forth in my rebuttal testimony, on the basis of a fair set of criteria will

demonstrate the appropriateness of the recommended changes to the existing rate design.

How is the remainder of your rebuttal testimony organized?

Dr. Dismukes presents considerable testimony on revenue decoupling in general.

While I desire to focus my rebuttal on the Company’s specific proposal, I will first

address many of the false generalities presented by Dr. Dismukes, because he relies on

these as a foundation for attacking the Company’s proposal. Next, I will address some of

the more specific concerns raised by Dr. Dismukes related to the AUA Tariff. I will also

describe a straight-fixed variable (“SFV”) rate design alternative that has been developed
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_in response to a discovery request in this proceeding. Lastly, I will address traditional
rate design topics including the appropriate customer charge and recovery of the allowed

revenue requirements from various classes of customers.

CAPD WITNESS DISMUKES’ POLICY VIEWS OF REVENUE DECOUPLING
What general areas of concern do you have after reviewing the testimony of Dr.
Dismukes in this proceeding?

Dr. Dismukes makes a number of sweeping indictments of revenue decoupling
that are based upon misleading representations or that are simply untrue. In fact, so much
of Dr. Dismukes testimony is devoted to revenue decoupling in general rather than the
Company’s specific rate design proposal, that I do not believe that it is constructive to
address each of the general assertions that he makes. The specific general assertions that
I will respond to include: (1) revenue decoupling has been abandoned as an effective
ratemaking approach; (2) revenue decoupling has no support or basis in academic or
theoretic literature; (3) revenue decoupling removes the incentive for the utility to control
costs; (4) revenue decoupling will reduce utility risk management practices and
associated benefits for customers; (5) revenue decoupling shifts risks to customers, (6)
revenue decoupling creates incentives for inefficiency and poor service; and (7) utilities
have no control over customer consumption. I will also discuss the insufficiency of an

alternative construct recommended by Dr. Dismukes — lost base revenue mechanisms.

Revenue Decoupling in Practice Elsewhere

Q.

Are innovative forms of rate design including revenue decoupling in place in other

jurisdictions?

10
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Yes. Revenue decoupling has been successfully implemented in a number of
jurisdictions for natural gas utilities, electric utilities or both. I provided a list of natural
gas utilities with decoupled rate designs as Exhibit DPY-4 to my direct testimony.
During the short time period since this list was prepared in last November, regulators
have adopted decoupled rate designs for an additional two utilities, bringing the total to
forty-one natural gas utilities in twenty-one different jursidictions.

What claims does Dr. Dismukes make regarding the prevalence of revenue
decoupling?

Dr. Dismukes attempts to disparage the concept of revenue decoupling by stating
that revenue decoupling was “abandoned almost as quickly as it was implemented” and
“if revenue decoupling were a proven and effective regulatory approach more states
would have adopted this mechanism in the past and it would be almost commonplace
today”. These statements suggest that revenue decoupling is not widespread, which is
quite clearly contradicted by the level of activity across the United States. Over the last
decade, nineteen jurisdictions have adopted decoupled rate designs, which equates to a
pace of approximately two new states each year. While revenue decoupling has not been
implemented in Tennessee, Dr. Dismukes paints a biased and unreasonably diminutive
picture of the revenue decoupling activity in other jurisdictions. He also implies that the
overall trend is to move away from decoupled rate designs, which is the opposite of
actual experience.

Has NARUC recognized the increased interest in evaluating revenue decoupling

approaches?

11
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A. Yes. Over two years ago, NARUC issued a paper designed to provide members
and stakeholders with important background information concerning revenue decoupling
approaches. The introduction to NARUC’s paper stated the following:

State Public Utility Commissions around the country are expressing increasing
interest in energy efficiency as an energy resource. However, traditional
regulation may lead to unintended disincentives for the utility promotion of end-
use efficiency because revenues are directly tied to the throughput of electricity
and gas sold. To counter this “throughput disincentive,” a number of States are
considering alternative approaches intended to align their utilities’ financial
interests with the delivery of cost-effective energy efficiency programs.
“Decoupling” is a term more are hearing as a mechanism that may remove
throughput disincentives for utilities to promote energy efficiency without
adversely affecting their revenues. Decoupling for Electric and Gas Utilities:
Frequently Asked Questions, National Association of Regulatory Ultility
Commissioners. September 2007.

A copy of the NARUC paper is provided as Exhibit DPY-14. In addition, a
number of decoupling-related panels and presentations have occurred at NARUC-
sponsored conferences, further indicating that NARUC recognizes the importance of
continuing to investigate this form of innovative rate design.

Q. What about excerpts from orders in various jurisdictions that do not favor revenue

decoupling as cited by Dr. Dismukes?

A. My recommendation to the TRA is that an independent evaluation be performed

of the Company’s rate design proposals. While there are some jurisdictions that have
rejected similar mechanisms as the AUA Tariff, there are more that have elected to
approve them. A selective review, such as that presented by Dr. Dismukes, fails to
provide an accurate assessment of activity in other jurisdictions.

Research Support for Revenue Decoupling

Q. Please state your concerns with Dr. Dismukes assertions regarding research on

revenue decoupling matters.

12
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Once again, Dr. Dismukes makes unsupportable claims in an attempt to belittle
the very concept of revenue decoupling. The following question and answer appear on
page 38 of his testimony:

“Q. Is revenue decoupling based upon any sound economic principles or
academic thought?

A. No, and unlike the better part of utility regulation, revenue decoupling has
virtually no support or basis in the academic and theoretic economic literature.”

This testimony is patently false. The economic principles of revenue decoupling
have been broadly written about. The Company’s direct testimony provides a review of
the economic rationale for its own AUA Tariff proposal. The economic principles are
simple — that aligning the interests of utilities and their customers will lead to improved
outcomes and more efficient use of natural gas by customers.

Dr. Dismukes’ claim is even clearly contradicted by the very academic institution
he attempted to rely on in his testimony support it. The Michigan State University
Institute of Public Utilities issued a bibliography on revenue decoupling, which is
provided as Exhibit DPY-15. A number of papers and reports cited in this bibliography
address the benefits of decoupled rate designs.

Dr. Dismukes is free to advocate for a different form of rate design; however, it is
disingenuous and counter-productive to assert that there is no support or basis for revenue

decoupling.

Revenue Decoupline and Cost Control

Dr. Dismukes claims that revenue decoupling eliminates the incentive for utilities to
reduce their costs and will ultimately lead to higher costs to customers. Is this claim

consistent with the actual operation of revenue decoupling approaches?
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No. Under traditional regulation employing a usage-based rate design, utilities
have two means of improving their earnings in between rate cases. The first of these is to
promote increased consumption by existing customers, while the second is to reduce
costs. The implementation of revenue decoupling eliminates the ability for a utility to
increase earnings through increased use by existing customers; however, the incentive to
lower costs is left completely intact. To the extent that a utility improves efficiency and
lowers its cost of providing service, it will experience the same benefits with revenue
decoupling as without. Conversely, revenue decoupling does not permit a utility to pass
on any increased costs of providing service. Thus, one of the benefits of revenue
decoupling is that it forces utilities to focus primarily on the cost side of the profitably
equation.

Does revenue decoupling typically guarantee a specified level of earnings?

~ No. Revenue decoupling addresses the recovery of authorized revenues. Utilities
remain exposed to potential increases in costs and may achieve cost efficiencies that will
lead to actual earnings levels that vary from authorized levels. In fact, inefficient or poor
management will equally lead to a reduction in earnings for a decoupled or non-
decoupled rate utility.

Does the implementation of revenue decoupling eliminate the benefits of regulatory
lag?

Regulatory lag has been cited as beneficially affecting utility customers because it
promotes cost containment and efficient utility management. Since revenue decoupling

focuses on revenues only, the stated benefits of regulatory lag remain largely intact.

14




10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Revenue Decoupling and Risk Management

Q.

On page 42 of his testimony, Dr. Dismukes asserts that utilities will be less likely to

No. The form of base rate design, including whether or not revenue decoupling
exists, would have absolutely no impact on the effectiveness of the TRA’s gas purchase
prudence and audit rules. The TRA established rule 1220-4-7-.05 governing the annual
prudence review of natural gas purchases, which provides appropriate regulatory
oversight to prevent the type of result that Dr. Dismukes claims could occur. In addition,
the Company’s tariff specifies independent gas supply purchasing indices that are used to
benchmark the Company’s practices. In any year that the Company’s actual purchased
gas costs are below the applicable benchmark plus 1%, the annual prudence review is
waived.

In addition, the implementation of revenue decoupling does not insulate a utility
from the competitive markets it operates in. CGC remains in direct competition for
acquiring and retaining customers with electricity and oil. The Company will continue to
seek the best cost for its customers in order to maintain its competitive position. There is
no reason to believe that the implementation of a decoupled rate design would lead to any
change in CGC’s risk management practices. Moreover, I am unaware of any concerns
in this area related to any of the other natural gas utilities that have implemented
decoupled rate designs. Dr. Dismukes suggestion is simply a red herring that is not

credible.
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Revenue Decoupling and Risk Shifting

Q.

Dr. Dismukes states that the implementation of revenue decoupling shifts risks from

No. Dr. Dismukes’ claims fail to recognize the existing risks customers are
exposed to under traditional rate design, how these risks are juxtaposed with those of the
utility, and how revenue decoupling affects the risks of both parties. I will address his
testimony from a ratemaking perspective. Dr. Morin will present additional rebuttal
testimony on the issue of risk and the impact of decoupled rate designs on the appropriate
determination of return on equity in this proceeding.

Please explain how customer and utility risks differ under a traditional usage-based
rate design.

Traditionally, rates are set in a rate case based upon projected consumption
reflecting a variety of underlying assumptions regarding weather, economic activity and
demographics. The utility and customers are subject to potential “risks” that the
consumption will vary from that used as the basis to set rates because actual experience
varies from expectations underlying the forecast.

For instance, if economic conditions are worse than forecast, consumption will
likely be reduced and the utility will recover less revenues than authorized because the
rate design process established a link between consumption and revenues. However, if
economic conditions are better than forecast, consumption will increase and customers
will pay higher revenues than authorized in the rate case. Similar comparisons can be
drawn for other factors such as variances in weather and the absolute level of commodity

natural gas prices.
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Dr. Dismukes assertion that shareholders typically bear the risk of revenue and
sales differences from the test year is incorrect. Both customers and the utility bear these
revenue-related risks and the potential risks are in the opposite direction. This fact is
critically important to properly understanding the impact that implementing revenue
decoupling will have on customer and utility risks.

Does the implementation of a decoupled rate design affect utility risks?

Yes. However, the resulting impact does not shift risk from the utility to the
customer, but reduces aggregate revenue-related risks borne by the utility and customers
together. It is only possible to shift risk from one entity to another when the potential
revenue risks associated with a particular variable are in the same direction. In this case,
the revenue-related risks are in the opposite direction. The implementation of revenue
decoupling reduces the likelihood that the utility will experience revenue reductions from
the forecast level and the risk that customers will experience revenue increases from the
forecast level. The impact is a net reduction in total short-term revenue-related risks
experienced by the utility and customers together. The impact on longer-term revenue-
related risks is negligible as the revenue impacts over longer periods are expected to
average out.

Is it a reasonable goal of rate design to impose a revenue recovery risk on the
utility?

No. To suggest that rate design should be approached from the perspective that it
is acceptable to assign revenue risk to the utility leads to the conclusion that it is
reasonable for customers to underpay for the service that they receive. I disagree with

this notion and the premise that the rate design structure should be an accepted source of
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revenue recovery risk. Instead, rate design should appropriately reflect current public
policy goals and objectives as well as present circumstances. It is the changing nature of
these factors, which I describe in my direct testimony, that drives the need to implement
new rate design approaches such as the proposed AUA Tariff. The growing need to
stabilize base revenue recoveries is motivated largely by the overall maturation of the gas
distribution industry. Whereas declining revenues could be offset by significant customer
growth and cost savings in the past, these opportunities are diminishing greatly.

Has the issue of the potential for risk shifting under revenue decoupling ever been
studied in practice?

Yes. The Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Energy and Environment Division at
the University of California Berkeley studied this issue among others based upon the
actual decoupling of the rate structure of California electric utilities. This study found
that there was virtually no shifting of risk from utilities’ shareholders to customers under
revenue decoupling. The outcome is not unexpected given the nature of customer and

utility revenue risks underlying traditional ratemaking approaches as I have described.

Revenue Decoupling and Customer Service

Q.

Is it reasonable to claim that revenue decoupling creates incentives for inefficiency
and poor service.

The suggestion that revenue decoupling will contribute to a degradation in either
efficiency or customer service is insupportable. Revenue decoupling does not insulate
the utility from any of the factors that drive it to achieve high levels of customer

satisfaction and operational efficiency. As I have noted previously, gas utilities such as
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CGC are subject to competitive forces. These competitive forces, as well as regulatory
oversight, remain in full force and effect under decoupled rate designs.

Contrary to Dr. Dismukes claims, revenue decoupling has been shown to increase
customer satisfaction. I explained in my direct testimony that J.D. Power and Associates
has identified a link between utilities with decoupled rates and higher levels of customer
satisfaction. There is absolutely no reason to believe that the implementation of revenue
decoupling will lead to a decline in the level of service provided to customers.

Does Dr. Dismukes offer examples of how a utility might behave differently if its
rates are decoupled?

Yes. On page 57 of his direct testimony, Dr. Dismukes makes the following
assertions:

“If utility service is interrupted, revenue decoupling without any corresponding

protections, will ensure that a Company has been made whole for those sales

losses, minimizing its incentives for speedy service restoration. If customer
service is poor, and customers leave for alternative energy sources (like
electricity), a decoupled natural gas utility will be made whole for that loss and is
held unaccountable for its actions. If a utility’s rates are not competitive, and it
loses customers to bypass or fuel switching, a decoupled utility will be made
whole for the inefficiency. If opportunities to add new loads arises [sic] through
business relocations or expansions, revenue decoupling discourages active pursuit

of those loads since a utility will be made whole with, or without, the new
customers.”

The implications of Dr. Dismukes testimony represent an affront to utility
managements across the United States. To suggest that any utility would be slower to
restore utility service when an outage occurs due to the implementation of decoupled
rates is ludicrous. In all my years working with natural gas utilities, I have never heard
any employee link the manner in which service is restored after an outage to revenue

recoveries. These utilities have established careful operating plans to prevent and
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respond to potential outage situations in an aggressive manner because it is the right thing
to do.

The remaining examples cited by Dr. Dismukes completely misrepresent the way
revenue decoupling operates. If a natural gas utility loses a customer under a decoupled
rate design, it will forego the average revenues per customer. There is no “make whole”
component. The same is true for any potential customer loss due to bypass or fuel
switching.

Dr. Dismukes’ claim that the implementation of revenue decoupling discourages
the active pursuit of new business opportunities is equally fallacious. The incentive to
add profitable customers remains under a properly designed revenue decoupling
mechanism. It is essential to provide a fair representation of the mechanics of these rate
designs in order to provide a reliable opinion on their merits.

Does Dr. Dismukes draw any conclusions based on these misrepresentations?

Yes. He concludes that “revenue decoupling does nothing to align customer and
utility interests, and does everything to move those interests in opposite directions”. It is
only possible to arrive at such a ridiculous claim through the twisting of facts to suit the
desired end.

It is very important for the TRA to reach a determination on the Company’s rate
design proposal based upon an accurate understanding of the facts regarding the
operation of the proposed AUA Tariff. The examples cited by Dr. Dismukes and his

resulting conclusions should simply be dismissed.
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Relationship Between Utilities and Their Customers

Q.

Does Dr. Dismukes believe that utilities have any influence over customer

Contrary to mainstream opinion, I conclude that he does not. On page 48 of his
testimony, Dr, Dismukes testifies regarding this matter as follows:

“How utilities would encourage more thronghput between rate cases is absolutely
beyond explanation: utilities cannot control customers or customer usage.”

Once again, I find this statement perplexing and completely disassociated from
reality. Utilities enjoy unprecedented interaction with their customers on a regular basis
through various forms of communication. The utility-customer relationship is an
important means of influencing customer behavior, including with respect to energy
efficiency and conservation. The importance of leveraging this relationship has been
broadly recognized and accepted.

Utilities are also able to influence the success of customer energy efficiency
initiatives indirectly through various community involvement and advocacy efforts
including those related to appliance efficiency standards and building codes. Some
examples are provided in the excerpt from a recent resource report prepared by the
United States Department of Energy and United States Environmental Protection Agency
National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency addressing building codes provided as

Exhibit DPY-16.

Insufficiency of Lost Base Revenue Approach

Q.

Dr. Dismukes claims that establishing a lost base revenue mechanism for CGC

would be superior to the Company’s proposal. Do you agree that establishing a
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mechanism that compensates CGC for lost base revenues is a reasonable alternative
to the Company’s proposal?

No. Lost base revenue mechanisms are too narrowly focused to address the rate
design challenges attendant with a usage-based rate design. Specifically, lost base
revenue mechanisms fail to account for energy efficiency initiatives that may be
independent of specific programs. In addition, the implementation of a lost base revenue
mechanism often leads to additional administrative complexity and often contention over
measurement and verification of energy savings that are linked to utility compensation.
For these reasons, a number of jurisdictions that formerly relied on lost base revenue
mechanisms have shifted to decoupled forms of rate design.

CGC AUA TARIFF PROPOSAL
Does Dr. Dismukes offer any testimony that relates to the Company’s AUA Tariff
proposal?

Beginning at page 68, Dr. Dismukes devotes approximately five pages of text to a
review and analysis of CGC’s specific tariff proposal in this proceeding. He raises three
areas of concern with the Company’s proposal and offers recommended changes. These
are: (1) to retain a separate weather normalization mechanism, (2) to exclude firm
transportation customers, and (3) to eliminate the per-customer aspect of the AUA Tariff
calculations.

In addition, Dr. Dismukes asserts that approval of the AUA Tariff should reflect
other terms and conditions approved for either New Jersey Natural Gas and South Jersey

Gas in New Jersey or Avista Utilities in Washington. Lastly, Dr. Dismukes recommends
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that any AUA Tariff approval be accompanied by a presumption that the mechanism is

repealed after three years.

Do you believe that it is appropriate to maintain a separate mechanism to account
for weather variances?

No. I disagree with Dr. Dismukes’ claims that relying on a single mechanism to
adjust for the base revenue impact of weather-related and non-weather-related factors 1s

more readily understood by customers. In my view, maintaining separate mechanisms is

. unnecessary and implies a false precision as it is difficult to exactly separate the weather

and non-weather impacts from one another. Many similar base revenue normalization
mechanisms adjust for weather and non-weather impacts through a combined mechanism
without leading to customer confusion.

Dr. Dismukes also indicates that maintaining a separate weather clause will make
it easier to terminate the AUA Tariff at some future point in time. The potential
termination of the AUA Tariff is not a reasonable justification for implementing a more
cumbersome mechanism that maintains two separate adjustment clauses. The potential
reinstatement of weather normalization clauses at the end of a specified term has been

readily addressed for other decoupled utilities that implemented a combined mechanism.

Inclusion of Firm Transportation Customers

Why is it necessary to include both firm transportation customers and firm sales

customers under the AUA Tariff?
The AUA Tariff is a base revenue mechanism that addresses the recovery of costs

associated with distribution service, not gas supply service. The distribution service
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provided to firm transportation and firm sales customers is the same. Therefore, it is
appropriate to include both types of customers within a common mechanism. In addition,
firm transportation customers are not precluded from participating in the Company’s
energy efficiency programs. The potential future migration of customers back and forth
between firm sales and firm transportation customers would influence the comparison of
actual and benchmark revenues per customer in an undesirable manner. This is avoided

by including both types of customers in the AUA Tariff calculations.

Per Customer AUA Tariff Calculations

Q.

Why are the AUA Tariff calculations performed on a per-customer rather than total
revenue basis?

As T described in my direct testimony, it is necessary to implement the AUA
Tariff on a per customer basis in order to reflect future changes in the number of
customers served, which is a significant cost driver on CGC’s system. In fact, this
approach preserves the status quo with respect to the revenue treatment of positive and
negative changes to the number of customers served by CGC. Under the existing rate
design structure, CGC retains base revenues from incremental customers to offset the
revenue requirements associated with the incremental capital expenditures needed to
connect them to CGC’s system. Additionally, CGC experiences revenue losses for
customers that cease taking service. The per-customer approach to the AUA Tariff
calculations leads to the same outcome and is the basis for the majority of similar
adjustment mechanisms.
Dr. Dismukes claims that you have offered no evidence explaining why revenues

associated with customer growth must be retained by CGC? Is this allegation true?
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Absolutely not. I addressed this issue in my direct testimony beginning on page
30. Moreover, the basic economics of adding natural gas customers to the distribution
system are fundamental in nature.
Are there any material and adverse outcomes associated with eliminating the ability
for the gas utility to retain revenues from customer growth as recommended by Dr.
Dismukes?

Yes. Elimination of growth in revenues associated with growth in customers will

impose an immediate disincentive to add any new customer to the gas distribution system

-and would lead to uneconomic behavior on the part of the utility. This results from the

fact that the need to invest capital in services, meters and other facilities as each new
customer is added to the system without any incremental base revenue recovery would
lead to a reduction in CGC’s rate of retwrn under Dr. Dismukes’ recommendation.
Failure to add beneficial customer loads would be detrimental to the environment and
existing customers over the long term. In addition, CGC would not experience revenue
losses when customers leave the system, which is also an undesirable outcome. These
improper outcomes brought about by Dr. Dismukes recommended modification are the
very ones he stated should be avoided.
Is it necessary for CGC to demonstrate that the incremental cost of serving new
customers exceeds the embedded or average cost in order to justify the retention of
revenues from customer growth?

No. The proper ratemaking question is not whether the incremental costs exceed
the average costs, but whether the incremental costs are greater than $0. The revenues

from existing customers are needed to offset the revenue requirements associated with
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providing service to existing customers. If the incremental costs are greater than $0, then
it is necessary to allow CGC to retain the incremental revenues from new customers to
maintain current operating incentives and the resulting benefits. In the case of CGC, the

incremental costs of adding new customers are actually quite similar to the average costs.

Imposition of Additional Terms from New Jersey or Washington

Q.

What is the basis for Dr. Dismukes’ proposal to add provisions from the revenue
decoupling programs approved for Local Distribution Companies (“LDCs”) in New
Jersey or Washington?

Dr. Dismukes claims that the approval of the AUA Tariff requires additional
“consumer protections” such as those implemented for these other utilities.

Are the New Jersey and Washington approaches relevant to the consideration of the
AUA Tariff proposal?

In my view, these programs are largely irrelevant to this proceeding and should be
approached with a great deal of caution. The specific terms referenced by Dr. Dismukes
come from programs that were each implemented through negotiated settlements and
were each adopted independent of a base rate case proceeding. Either of these
considerations alone make it difficult to assess the transferability of the provisions to
CGC.

In addition, Dr. Dismukes has fundamentally misrepresented the structure of the
programs adopted for New Jersey Natural Gas and South Jersey Gas. Specifically, the
upstream gas supply savings included in the annual calculations largely resulted from
pre-identified release transactions to utility affiliates. Further, the efficiency program

funding provided by these two companies was enabled by other offsetting revenue
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attributes of the negotiated agreements. In my view, the consideration of this type of
program for CGC would only be appropriate if the Company’s upstream capacity markets
and supply-demand balance mirrored that of the New Jersey utilities, which it does not.
A complete understanding of the approach adopted in New Jersey reveals how difficult it
is to adopt elements of programs from other jurisdictions on a piecemeal basis,
particularly when these programs result from negotiated agreements rather than litigated
decisions.

What about the recovery limitation associated with the Avista program approved in
Washington?

Dr. Dismukes proposes to allow 24% of the base revenue variance to flow
through the AUA Tariff. The remaining 76% would be excluded. It is readily apparent
that limiting the AUA Tariff in this manner preserves the status quo and does not
represent an appropriate rate design or satisfy the requirements of Tennessee Code
Annotated 65-4-126.

Are additional consumer protections even needed?

I strongly disagree with the notion that the type of additional terms proposed by
Dr. Dismukes are necessary or appropriate. The AUA Tariff intrinsically represents a
strong consumer protection for CGC customers. Implementation of the AUA Tariff will
ensure that customers pay on average the exact level of base revenues authorized by the
TRA in this proceeding. Therefore, the AUA Tariff offers superior protection to
consumers when compared with the Company’s existing rate design.

The additional provisions called for by Dr. Dismukes are not consumer

protections, but rather are attempts to re-establish the link between base revenues and

27




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
| 20
21
22

23

customer consumption. Under any of these type of changes, CGC’s revenue outlook
would be improved if customers use more natural gas. This is contrary to the very reason
that innovative rate designs are being approached on a broad scale.
Would there be a more appropriate form of safeguard that could be implemented in
conjunction with the AUA Tariff?

To the extent that the TRA desires to implement a recovery limitation associated
with the AUA Tariff, I would recommend an off-ramp that requires the Company to file a
base rate case within nine months of experiencing any AUA Tariff annual revenue
deferral that equates to ten percent of revenues. The calculation of this requirement
should exclude the revenue impact of variations in weather.

This type of off-ramp is manageable and offers an extra protection to the TRA
that the operation of the AUA Tariff will not lead to rate instability without requiring a
new rate case. Moreover, because the outcome of reaching the trigger point is a base rate
filing, the recovery limit operates in a manner that is consistent with the provisions of
Tennessee Code Annotated 65-4-126. The mechanism is similar to one noted on page 10

of the NARUC revenue decoupling analysis presented in Exhibit DPY-14.

Presumption of Repeal After Three Years

Q.

Do you have any concerns regarding the establishment of a presumption that the
AUA Tariff is cancelled after three years?

Yes. Most energy efficiency programs require a long-term perspective to recover
up-front investment costs that lead to long-term savings. A threat to eliminate the AUA
Tariff before the program even begins could undermine its very objectives. It also strikes

me as unnecessarily premature to establish a predisposition toward cancelling the
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program given the fact that the TRA always retains the ability to revisit policies based on
changing circumstances or outcomes. I also believe that the TRA should carefully
consider the nature of information that it would like to evaluate prior to mandating a
review of the operation of the AUA Tariff.

STRAIGHT-FIXED-VARIABLE RATE DESIGN ALTERNATIVE

Please describe the rate design alternatives to the AUA Tariff proposal that were
submitted by CGC in response to discovery in this proceeding.

Staff discovery requests 2-29 through 2-31 requested the Company’s position on
SFV rate design and also the development of an SFV rate design alternative. In response
to these requests, the Company prepared two SFV rate designs that it believes are
appropriate alternatives to the AUA Tariff in that they satisfy the underlying rate design
objectives set forth in my direct testimony and reflected in Tennessee Code Annotated
65-4-126.

Please describe the first SFV rate design alternative developed by CGC.

The first SFV alternative replaces the existing delivery charge with a demand
charge applied to customer-specific billing demand quantities. The billing demand
quantity reflects the quantity of natural gas utilized at peak periods and accommodates
size differences among customers. Under the first alternative SFV rate design, the
demand charge is $11.094 per peak unit per month. The demand charge would be billed
on a sculpted basis over the twelve months of the year. The recovery of fixed demand-
related costs through a fixed charge allows for a lower fixed customer charge as well.
Therefore, this alternative rate design reflects a $1 increase to the proposed residential
customer charge to yield $13 per month during the winter and $12 per month during the

summer. The Company’s response to Staff Request 2-29 containing this rate design is
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provided as Exhibit DPY-17. The first SFV rate design alternative is provided in
Attachment 29-1 to this response.

Why is the demand charge sculpted across the months o

The annual demand charge is applied on a sculpted basis to the billing demand
quantity as a means of mitigating bill impacts across the months of the year. This
approach also matches customer expectations for higher bills during peak periods and
lower bills during off-peak periods.

What are the benefits of this rate design alternative?

An important benefit of this SFV rate design is that it fully aligns the economic
interests of the Company with those of its customers with respect to energy efficiency
and conservation. Appropriately-designed SFV rates represent a direct means of
achieving this goal without any ongoing revenue adjustment mechanism such as the AUA
Tariff. This SFV rate design achieves important rate design goals including supporting
energy efficiency, revenue stability and fairness. Further, through the sculpting of the
demand charge across months, bill impacts are appropriately managed

Please describe the second alternative rate design.

The second alternative rate design retains a small delivery charge to recover a
portion of the Company’s revenue requirements. Under the second alternative, the
demand charge is reduced to $7.75 per month and the monthly customer charges are held
at the same levels derived in the first SFV rate design. The resulting rates including the
delivery charges are provided in Attachment 29-2 to the Company’s response to Staff
Request 29 and are also provided in Exhibit DPY-17.

Even though this second alternative rate design retains a delivery charge, the

resulting rates achieve a sufficient degree of alignment between the Company’s interests
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and those of its customers to satisfy Tennessee’s ratemaking policy favoring the
development of energy efficiency. The continuation of a delivery charge under this
second SFV alternative necessitates retaining the Company’s existing weather
normalization clause; however, the annual adjustments will be significantly reduced. The
demand charge levels presented in the two SFV rate design alternatives establish a range
that CGC believes appropriately satisfies important rate design goals and meets the
standards established in Tennessee Code Annotated Section 65-4-126.

Does CGC have any relevant experience with the implementation of this type of

SFV rate design?
Yes. This form of rate design was implemented by the Company’s affiliated LDC

in Georgia, Atlanta Gas Light Company (“AGLC”) approximately 12 years ago. Based
upon this experience, the rate design is understandable to customers and properly
mitigates bill impacts for various size and load factor customers.

What are your conclusions regarding these alternative SFV rate designs?

CGC would support adoption of either SFV rate design as an alternative to its
proposed rate design and AUA Tariff.
REBUTTAL OF WITNESS BUCKNER’S RATE DESIGN TESTIMONY

Please describe CAPD’s rate design recommendations.

Mr. Buckner presents CAPD’s recommended changes to CGC’s rate structure.
After reviewing the fixed charges of other Tennessee LDCs and noting that customers
conserve in part due to the existence of volumetric charges, Mr. Buckner recommends
that CGC’s overall base revenue increase be applied entirely to delivery charges. As a
result, he proposes to retain all of the Company’s monthly customer charges at present

levels. Further, he recommends applying the increase proportionately to all rate classes.

31




10
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

What specific CAPD rate design recommendations will you respond to?

First T will respond to Mr. Buckner’s customer charge recommendations.
Specifically, I will address his proposal to retain theAsame level of residential (R-1) and
industrial (F-1/T-2) customer charges. I proposed no increase to the remaining customer
classes based on the results of the Allocated Cost of Service Study (“ACOSS”) presented
in my direct testimony. Therefore, I am only responding to Mr. Buckner’s proposed R-1
and F-1/T-2 proposed customer charges. Second, I will respond to Mr. Buckner’s
proposal to allocate the proposed revenue increase equally to all rate classes.

Please describe your concerns with Mr. Buckner’s proposal to retain the existing
residential and industrial customer charges.

The monthly customer charge provides an important price signal to customers
associated with the costs incurred by CGC to provide distribution service regardless of
the amount of natural gas that is consumed each month. These costs include revenue
requirements associated with meters and services as well as monthly meter reading,
billing and customer account services. Failure to increase customer charges leads to
material concerns associated with important rate design principles including fairness and
revenue stability.

In my direct testimony, I performed a comprehensive analysis of monthly
customer-related costs of serving customers. For many rate classes, the monthly
customer charge was similar to the corresponding customer cost. The two exceptions
were the R-1 and F-1/T-2 rate classes. Customer charges for each of these classes are
presently less than 60% of customer-related costs as indicated by the comparison

presented in Exhibit DPY-8.
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From the perspective of fairness, it is important to change base rates in a manner
that moves individual rate elements closer to cost-based levels. Failure to increase
customer charges to reflect the results of the ACOSS retains existing inequities for larger
customers within a rate class, including residential customers that heat with natural gas.

From the perspective of revenue stability, customer charges should be increased
in order to recover a greater proportion of fixed costs through fixed charges. Given that
virtually all of the Company’s revenue requirements are fixed, customer charges should
be increased by some measure within a base rate case. Implementation of the AUA
Tariff proposal would alleviate some concerns over the level of customer charges;
however, CAPD has recommended rejection of the AUA Tariff as well.

Did Mr. Buckner take into consideration the results of ACOSS in developing his
recommendation to apply all of the revenue increase to delivery charges?

Based on Mr. Buckner’s recommendations, it is readily apparent that he did not.
Mr. Buckner’s only reference to an ACOSS appears on page 26 of his direct testimony
where he quotes a Tennessee supreme court decision indicating that cost of service is not
an exclusive means that the TRA must rely to set rates, but that rate design is a value
judgment undertaken by the TRA through the application of sound judgment and
discretion. While I do not disagree with the need for the TRA to exercise appropriate
judgment and discretion in the design of rates, the underlying cost of providing service is
an important fact to be weighed by the TRA in the exercise of its regulatory
responsibility. Mr. Buckner’s complete dismissal of the cost of serving violates accepted
rate design principles.

Does the TRA require the Company to file an allocated cost of service study in

conjunction with a natural gas base rate case?
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Yes. Minimum filing requirement No. 55 requires the Company to file an

allocated cost of service study.
Is it reasonable to limit CGC’s residential customer charge because of similar

charges for other distribution companies?

Mr. Buckner notes that CGC’s existing residential customer charges are
comparable to those of the Tennessee operating divisions of Piedmont and Atmos Energy
(“Atmos™). As shown on page 24 of Mr. Buckner’s direct testimony, CGC’s residential
customer charge is actually $1 per month lower than either Piedmont or Atmos during the
winter and the same as these LDCs in the summer. Mr. Buckner goes on to state that
there is “abundant equity for the residential and commercial customers of the three major
LDCs in Tennessee”. While Mr. Buckner has not explain in his testimony what he means
by the term “abundant equity”, the concept of limiting the charges CGC bills to
customers on the basis of charges of other LDCs is inappropriate.

By limiting CGC’s residential customer charge because it is similar to the
corresponding charge for Piedmont and CGC, Mr. Buckner has imposed an arbitrary and
unreasonable limit upon the level of CGC’s customer charge. Such an approach is
contrary to accepted ratemaking principles whereby the actual cost of providing service is
an important basis for setting prices. Interestingly, Mr. Buckner has not also
recommended that the higher residential delivery charge for Piedmont also be applied to
CGC’s customers. Allowing Mr. Buckner’s proposal to be approved would lead to an
unwieldy regulatory approach as all utilities would have an incentive to take active
positions in the rate proceedings of other utilities so as to preserve their interests with

respect to the rate design appropriate to their own customers.
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Moreover, Mr. Buckner has not applied the principal consistently to CGC.
Specifically, if equity exists when Piedmont’s and Atmos’ customer charges are $1
higher than CGC, it would be appropriate to raise CGC’s customer charges to a minimum
level that is $1 higher than Piedmont and Atmos. In addition, the currently-effective
tariff for Atmos indicates customer charges that are $13.75 during the winter months and
$10.75 during the summer. While I don’t agree with the ratemaking standard outlined by
Mr. Buckner, a consistent application would call for residential customer charges that are
as high as $14.75 in the winter and $11.75 in the summer, i.e., $1 per month greater than
other major Tenneessee LDCs.

What undesirable outcomes would result if Mr. Buckner’s customer charge
recommendations were adopted?

Retaining customer charges that are far below cost-based levels in the absence of
implementing any other fixed charges perpetuates intra-class subsidies provided by larger
customers to smaller customers. Within the residential class, this results in heating
customers shouldering more than their fair share of CGC’s residential revenue
requirements.

Mr. Buckner’s residential and industrial customer charge proposals also
unnecessarily increase the weather-sensitivity of CGC’s margin revenue recoveries. This
is equally undesirable for the Company and its customers. The increased weather-
sensitivity would unnecessarily lead to proportionately larger credits and debits flowing
through the Company’s AUA Tariff or weather normalization clause, and larger amounts
to be refunded or collected from customers in subsequent periods.

Turning to the allocation of the revenue increase to various rate classes, please

address Mr. Buckner’s proposal to apply an equal increase to all rate classes.
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Mr. Buckner suggests that his proposal to allocate the revenue change to all rate
classes equally “would assure that the benefits or burdens created by any rate adjustment
in this case are shared proportionately by all customers”. While this is the result of Mr.
Buckner’s proposal, the recommendation is completely arbitrary. There is simply no
foundation for Mr. Buckner’s proposal. Further, in view of the underlying cost of
providing service, applying an equal percentage revenue increase to all rate classes
violates a number of important and accepted rate design principles including that of
fairness. While it is important for the TRA to apply a reasoned judgment to the rate
design process, it is equally important that the cost of service standard be considered.

Why is it important to differentiate the revenue increase applied to CGC’s various
rate classes?

Typically, base rates are only modified in the context of a base rate proceeding. It
is important to adjust rates in a manner that moves all rates toward the underlying cost of
service in order to promote fairness and equity as well as provide consumers with
appropriate price signals. Given the current level of cross-subsidies among CGC’s rate
classes, it is appropriate to apply varying percentage increases to various classes.

The Company’s proposed rate design set forth in my direct testimony properly
balances the cost of service standard with the need to moderate rate changes and avoid
rate shock. In particular, under the Company’s proposal, no rate class receives a rate
decrease reducing the rate increase that is passed on to other classes, while moderately
reducing the existing rate subsidies demonstrated by the ACOSS results. This approach
properly recognizes the cost of service standard, while adhering to other important
ratemaking goals. Mr. Buckner’s proposals set aside the cost of standard altogether,

which leads to inappropriate conclusions and outcomes.
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1 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

2 Al Yes, it does.
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Introduction

State Public Utility Commissions around the country are expressing increasing interest in energy efficiency
as an energy resource. However, traditional regulation may lead to unintended disincentives for the utility
promotion of end-use efficiency because revenues are directly tied to the throughput of electricity and gas
sold. To counter this “throughput disincentive,” a number of States are considering alternative approaches
intended to align their utilities’ financial interests with the delivery of cost-effective energy efficiency
programs. “Decoupling” is a term more are hearing as a mechanism that may remove throughput
disincentives for utilities to promote energy efficiency without adversely affecting their revenues.

In its July 14, 2004, resolution supporting efficiency for gas and electric utilities, the National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC) resolved “to address regulatory incentives to address inefficient
use of gas and electricity” (NARUC, 2004). In doing so, NARUC found that regulators are confronted with
questions about what ratemaking mechanisms would be most effective in achieving commission objectives,
satisfying the needs of utilities, and providing the greatest benefit to ratepayers. Decoupling represents a
departure from common regulatory practice, and States that are considering decoupling should approach this
with appropriate care. For States considering decoupling, this paper is intended to provide an
introduction and answer some of the most frequently asked questions, and to help determine if and
how decoupling might be used.

1. What is decoupliug? In the electricity and gas sectors, “decoupling” (or “revenue decoupling”) is a
generic term for a rate adjustment mechanism that separates (decouples) an electric or gas utility’s fixed
cost’ recovery from the amount of electricity or gas it sells. Under decoupling, utilities collect revenues
based on the regulatory determined revenue requirement, most often on a per customer basis. On a periodic
basis revenues are “trued-up” to the predetermined revenue requirement using an automatic rate adjustment.

The result is that the actual utility revenues should more closely track its projected revenue
requirements, and should not increase or decrease with changes in sales. Since utilities will be protected
if their sales decline because of efficiency, proponents of decoupling contend that they are more likely to
invest in this resource, or may be less likely to resist deployment of otherwise economically beneficial
efficiency.? Decoupling is also being explored in the water utility sector, though this paper focuses on the
electricity and natural gas sectors.

2. How does decoupling work? Decoupling begins with the same rate case process as current
regulatory models use, so it is useful to review traditional ratemaking to understand how decoupling works.

How are rates are set under traditional regulation? With traditional regulation, the rates utilities can
charge are determined in a rate case, using the "cost of service” theory of regulation.’ Rates are set at a

! For our purposes “fixed costs” are those costs incurred to render service, which remain relatively constant
between rate cases. These typically include investment costs, including interest on debt and return on equity, and
unavoidable maintenance costs for power plants, transmission lines, gas pipelines, and other infrastructure, as well
as employee payroll. Variable costs are those which vary with the level of electric or gas output and include fuel
expenses, purchased power, and costs that vary broadly from month to month and are not included in decoupling
mechanisms. These are often addressed through fuel or other adjustment clauses under existing regulatory
practice.

? Decoupling advocates note that it removes a financial disincentive to energy efficiency, but may not create an
incentive. Some decoupling advocates also argue that decoupling can help remove barriers to the integration of
demand response and distributed resources.

? Why are utilities prices set by regulation and based on their cost of service? Electricity and natural gas are

considered to be essential services, and it is in the interest of society to ensure that the businesses that provide
these services can pay for the costs of their operations and capital. Because these services are provided by
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level sufficient to allow the utility to recover costs incurred in providing service to its customers based on the
operating experience of a typical 12 month period (referred to as a “test year™). Test year expenses include
the commission-determined or -allowed rate of return on investments. The utility’s revenue requirement is
determined by adding the total of these expenses and the allowed return on investment. The revenue
requirement is divided by the amount of sales in the test year to derive throughput based rates. In a rate case,
test-year sales and operating costs are typically adjusted to reflect “normal” weather. This can be based on a
model of future years, or it can be based on past years: test years based on forecasted experience are known
as future test years, while test years based on prior financial performance are referred as historical test years.
Regardless of the type of test year used, the resulting prices are what customers pay per unit of electricity or
gas that they use until rates are reset with next rate case.

How does traditional rate regulation create a throughput incentive? While prices are based on test
year information, after a rate case actual sales will almost always differ because the exact patterns of
customer use are complex to predict: weather, changes in the economy, demographic shifts, new end-use
technologies, additions or reductions in the number of customers, and many other factors can affect actual
sales. As a result, it is highly likely that the wutility will sell more or less electricity or gas than had been
assumed for the test year during the rate case. However, fixed costs are likely to be predictable. In the
energy sector, the cost of service tends to have a large component of fixed costs associated with investments
like power plants, gas pipelines, and electric transmission lines. This makes it difficult, but not impossible,
for the utility to increase profits by cutting costs®. Revenues are much easier to increase, which means that
utilities have a strong incentive to increase revenues by increasing sales. For existing customers, sales
growth may not require a great deal of new infrastructure and in these cases, the utility’s fixed costs would
not go up with increased sales®. In these cases, increases in sales volumes translate into increased revenues
which in turn directly lead into increased profits. In fact, some observers have noted that because of the
link between profits and sales, a 1% increase in sales might lead to a 5% increase in profits (with
corresponding decreases in profits when efficiency reduces sales) (Harrington, 2007, 1994). Because the
utility makes more money and profit by selling more electricity or gas, this structure could theoretically
create a significant disincentive for utilities to encourage their customers to lower consumption through
energy efficiency.

3. How is decoupling different? Decoupling does not change the traditional rate case procedure but,
in its' simplest form, adds an automatic “true-up” mechanism that adjusts rates between rate cases based upon
the over- or under-recovery of target revenues. As in the traditional rate case, a rate is set by determining the
revenue requirement and dividing it by expected sales®. Then, on a regular basis, prices are re-computed to

monopoly utilities, customers could be vulnerable to price exploitation. As a result, for over a century, prices
have been regulated by State PUCs to recover the utilities’ costs, while utilities have assumed an obligation to
provide service to the public.

* What about variable costs? Even though utilities’ fixed costs are high, they also see fluctuations in variable
items such as purchased power and the cost of fuels like coal or natural gas. These items are, in part, covered in
the rate set in a rate case, but unexpected costs are also covered through surcharges that are temporary in nature
and do not involve going through a whole rate case. Fuel Adjustment Clauses are an important variable cost that
is passed through directly to customers in most states. Decoupling is not applied to these variable components.

3 For new customers, infrastructure costs may reflect regional patterns. In some regions of the country, adding
new customers may require high additional infrastructure costs: connecting a building full of new gas customers in
the urban areas of the Northeast may require a short new addition of pipe in an area with an existing distribution
system. In other areas, adding new customers means adding costly new infrastructure, such as building long
system additions to provide new gas service to rapidly-growing areas of the Southwest.

8 In decoupling’s simplest form, prices are adjusted to maintain a constant target revenue; however, in most
applications of decoupling the target revenue is adjusted for changes in the customer base so that the revenue
target varies with the number of customers, but not on the basis of how much electricity or gas the utility sells.
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collect a target revenue based on actual sales volumes’. Decoupling mechanisms can be designed to be
adjusted on a monthly or quarterly basis, or some other regular interval.

The end result is that utilities should no

longer have an incentive to maximize A nvpomencai examme OI IlOW ueCOllDllIIE mlghl

their sales because the rate of return does
not change within the revenue
requirement. Nor is there a disincentive to
promote efficiency.

1n1lhon kllowatt hour
Decoupling should have the effect of

stabilizing the revenue stream of a
utility because its revenues are no longer
dependent on sales. If sales increase, rates
drop in the next period; if sales decrease,
rates increase to compensate. Under
traditional rate regulation, there is little
oversight of earnings between rate cases,
and it may be years before rates are re-
aligned with actual revenue requirements.
Since decoupling adjusts actual revenues
to align them with revenue requirements,
its proponents argue that it reduces

Durmg 1ts rate “case, Utility - A determines it will have a $1
“million revenue requ1rement to prov1de electncxty ’servwe 25

regulatory lag.

4. What is the relationship between decoupling and incentives for energy efficiency?
If utilities are required to promote energy efficiency programs, their revenues may be affected through a
variety of mechanisms. Commissions can address these new costs by providing program cost recovery and
shareholder incentives, as well as by addressing the throughput issue.

A great deal has been written about incentives for energy efficiency, which is a related but different
discussion. While it can remove disincentives for utilities to promote efficiency, decoupling is not
designed to create an incentive for energy efficiency. Furthermore, as discussed above, there are other
methods that remove the throughput disincentive, although revenue decoupling may best balance the removal
of utility disincentives to energy efficiency while preserving customer incentives to deploy energy efficiency.

Some decoupling proponents have argued that removing disincentives is not enough. They contend that
the cost of efficiency programs should be included as part of the cost of service. Moreover, in order to make
efficiency investments profitable when compared to other possible investments that the utility could make,
such as power plants or transmission, performance incentives for efficiency would reward utilities that invest
in successful programs by allowing them to earn an equivalent rate of return on those investments.
Conversely, some argue that incentives alone, without decoupling, are a better approach to driving
energy efficiency. They note that many utilities are doing little to promote additional sales of electricity and
the increases are customer-driven. Furthermore, some who have investigated decoupling note that in many
cases utility spending on efficiency is already effective, cost-effective and well-managed. (Connecticut
DPUC, 2006, NASUCA 2007 Resolution). In addition, large customers have argued that they may already
possess the means and incentives to enact energy efficiency measures, and that decoupling does little to
create new opportunities for efficiency in these markets (ELCON 2006).

" The target revenue can be the same as that used in the last rate case, or it too can be adjusted over time by
increasing or decreasing the average revenue per customer value. More information on alternatives to the Per-
Customer method is included later in the FAQ.
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Finally, some argue that utilities are not the best providers of energy efficiency. In this argument,
utilities are organizations designed to deliver kilowatt hours and therms to their customers, and are ill-suited
to champion products that “unsell” electricity or gas. Arguments have been made that taking utilities out of
the efficiency businesses and having that function played by a State, quasi-State, or private sector entity is a
preferable alternative to removing disincentives to their promoting efficiency (ELCON, 2006). In fact,
numerous examples exist of successful efficiency programs being delivered by non-utility providers.
However, some make the case that if utilities are required to examine efficiency as a resource comparable to
supply (generation) and delivery (transmission) resources, this may create a perverse tension between the
utility’s least-cost resource planning processes and the financial interest of its shareholders (Costello, 2006)
In situations where the utility is recast as a provider of energy services, rather than a strict provider of
kilowatt hours or therms, decoupling may help remove this tension (Costello 2006, NAPEE, 2006).

Some proponents of decoupling also note that even if a the utility is taken out of the efficiency business and
that function is played by a State, quasi-State, or the private sector, the problem of the effect of decreased
sales on utility revenues due to energy efficiency and the consequent decreased likelihood of the utility
receiving its authorized revenue requirement does not go away. In this argument, even if other entities are
responsible for providing energy efficiency services, the same need for decoupling still exists.

Whether decoupling will in itself result in increased efficiency is still the subject of debate. While no
major studies have been undertaken linking decoupling directly to increased efficiency activities at utilities,
anecdotally energy efficiency advocates point to strong increases in efficiency spending concurrent with
decoupling undertaken by utilities, in particular in the electricity sector, with examples such as Puget Energy
and PacifiCorp increasing activity and spending under decoupling and experiencing drop-offs in efficiency
spending when decoupling was rescinded (NRDC, 2001). However, a closer look at Consolidated Edison’s
efficiency spending while using decoupling (1993-1997) tells a different story: in this time period, efficiency
spending increased by all the regulated utilities in New York, whether they used decoupling or not.

hree major approaches for dealing with the throughput issue
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5. Is decoupling new? What States have implemented a decoupling mechanism?
Although only a few States have adopted it, decoupling itself is not a new idea; in fact, it has been
implemented in some parts of the country for decades. California has the most experience with decoupling,
having operated such a mechanism in the electricity sector from 1981 through 1996, and just recently
restarting the system in the State. Others that have implemented decoupling are detailed on the map below.

111. 1: States That Have Considered Electricity or Gas Decoupling

M

State has energy efficiency program, decoupling is not
used (10 states)

State has energy efficiency program, decoupling was
proposed but not adopted {10 states)

State has energy efficiency program, currently
investigating decoupling (4 states & DC)

State has energy efficiency program, decoupling has been
approved for at least one utility (9 states) -

State has no energy efficiency program, decoupling has been Adapted from D, Dismukes, Louisiana State University,
approved for at least one utility (1 state) 2007

Note that some of these States have recently adopted decoupling (like Idaho), others have been using it for
some time (e.g. Maryland), some have considered and rejected it (e.g. Connecticut and Arizona), some have
discontinued using it (e.g. Maine) and others have discontinued, and then returned to using decoupling (e.g.
California).

6. Will decoupling raise customer bills? Because of the adjustment mechanism, some designs of
decoupling could potentially result in more frequent up-and-down changes in rates for consumers.
However, by increasing the frequency with which rates are brought into alignment with the PUC-approved
revenue requirement, the changes should be smaller, and the likelihood of a sharp hike or decline in rates
{common in traditional rate cases) may be reduced.

Decoupling could create higher bills for customers who do not participate in efficiency programs,
although proponents of decoupling argue that these reductions would be diluted across a wide enough
customer base to render any increases nearly unnoticeable. This may not occur, however, if decoupling is
applied to a small customer class, where the effect of conservation in rates may be more pronounced.

Of special concern is the impact on low-income users, who would be least able to respond to changes in bills.
Decoupling proponents note that this heightens the profile of targeted energy efficiency programs that serve
these customers, lowering their bills without impacting utility revenues.

Others with concerns about decoupling comment that unless it is designed to avoid doing so, decoupling
could create unfair transfers between customer classes. For example, if transfers between classes are
allowed, commercial and industrial customers who are ineligible to participate in residential efficiency
programs might see higher rates resulting from those programs.
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Will rates go up for customers who implement energy efficiency? Because they are consuming less, these
customers’ bills will go down. Rates for all customers under a decoupling mechanism may increase in the
short run when efficiency reduces sales because the utilities have to cover their costs and necessary returns
on investments. In the example above, if the utility is selling fewer kWh of electricity, but its revenue
requirement remains the same, each kWh will need to cover a greater share of the cost of service and will
need to be priced higher. However, any rate increases would be small, particularly when compared to
the benefits for customers engaging in conservation, and some analysis suggests the systemwide benefits
from increased efficiency may outweigh costs for all customers®. Moreover, if efficiency programs cut sales
without lessening fixed costs, under traditional regulation rate calculations would reflect that in the next rate
case anyway.

Will decoupling result in rampant rate instability? In the experience of some States, such as New York,
California, and Oregon, fluctuations in rates under decoupling were less than 1% for ratepayers in most
years, and never exceeded 4%. Customers may already see significantly greater rate variability through
surcharges for fuel and purchased power. Moreover, rate variability under decoupling may depend on a
number of factors, including the program design, but also including other factors, like economic and weather
variability. These examples and issues are discussed more in the section on “Does Decoupling Transfer Risk
to Customers” section, later in the FAQ.

In theory, decoupling adjusts rates to more closely maintain the underlying relationship between prices and
revenue requirements over time. This should lessen the likelihood of large-scale “rate shocks” in the
next rate case (though this may vary based on the frequency of the reconciliation.) There are other
mechanisms that can be put into place to reduce the frequency of large rate adjustments, including using a
balancing account, applying a “Rate-Adjustment Band,” or including a course-correction mechanism.
These are also discussed in more detail in the “Off-Ramps & Adjustments” section later in the FAQ.

How is decoupling different firom having more frequent rate cases? Decoupling does not change the rate
base and rate of retwrn decided in a rate case. It is also worth remembering that decoupling affects revenue
only between rate cases: at the next rate case, the base rates are reset, using the mechanisms familiar to
regulators in traditional cost of service regulation. Some have argued that a utility would not need
decoupling if it regularly entered into rate cases. Decoupling proponents have replied that it is a mechanism
used to make utilities indifferent to sales as a function of profits, and that regular rate cases remain essential
but are not the same thing. Moreover, rate cases are expensive and time consuming, and most consider it
impractical to revise base rates with the frequency proposed for adjustments under decoupling. In the
1990s, Wisconsin revised its base rates each year but discarded this approach because of the effort involved
and the less-predictable incentive structure created for utilities by the short period between rate cases.”

7. Does decoupling transfer risk from the utilities to customers? Efficiency is not the only
variable that can affect sales. For example, an unexpectedly hot summer can increase sales, or an economic
downturn can drive commercial customers out of business and reduce sales. Under traditional regulation,

8 Rates may go up to restore the lost distribution revenue, but utility bills could also drop as cost-effective
efficiency offsets the need to purchase more expensive kilowatt-hours or therms. In this case, the utility would be
able to sell less electricity or gas with no corresponding loss of revenue, while customers would benefit by
avoiding the costs of the electricity or gas that is not needed.

® Some commenters have raised an objection to decoupling, making the case that it violates a regulatory
principle against single-issue ratemaking. They note that decoupling focuses on efficiency and ignores other
sources of costs increases & decreases that are considered in a traditional rate case that may counterbalance
changes in rates from efficiency. Decoupling proponents argue that with normalization mechanisms, these other
factors are taken into account and that decoupling simply raises the profile of demand-side management’s effect
on revenue. On a regulatory theory level, they assert that decoupling meets the requirements for a “tracker”, a
ratemaking instrument designed to take into account specific issues that have effects on rates.
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risk is borne by utilities (and shared with customers via rate pass-throughs) for a number of factors that can
affect sales that are beyond the utility’s control. In both cases, the utility’s fixed costs would remain the
same, and changes in revenues would not be related to changes in underlying costs for the utility to provide
service. ‘Some argue that because decoupling constrains the utility’s revenues to “normal weather” levels and
economic trends, theoretically the utility’s business and weather risk conveyed in rates for fixed costs is
eliminated entirely. They have raised a concern that this represents a shift of risk from the utility to
customers.

One of the main reasons some Public Utility Commissions are reluctant to explore decoupling is the concern
that revenues could remain stable for utilities even if weather or business factors canse customer rates
to increase or to incur large balances in deferral accounts, illustrated by Maine’s experience in the 1990°s
(see box, this page.)

Proponents assert that decoupling
can use normalization
mechanisms to eliminate these
risks or assign them appropriately,
and some State experiences suggest
that decoupling may not shift any
risk to consumers. California’s
Electric Rate Adjustment
Mechanism (or ERAM, which
operated between 1981 and 1996)
adjusted the target revenue based on
factors affecting the cost of service
which were beyond the utility’s
control, such as inflation or weather.
A 1994 analysis of Califomia’s
program found that “the record in
California indicates that the risk-
shifting accounted for by ERAM is
small or non-existent and, in any
case, ERAM has contributed far
less to rate volatility than have
other adjustments to rates, such as
the fuel-adjustment clause.” The
analysis concluded that California’s
decoupling created lower risks for
consumers (that they could be faced
with unexpected bill increases) and
profit risk reductions to utilities (who could be assured of fixed cost recovery, even in the face of efficiency
improvements) (Eto et al, 1994).

The authors went further, undertaking a statistical analysis to calculate the dollar value of risk from shifts in
weather and economic activity under decoupling in a hypothetical case. Based on these estimates, the
authors concluded that with the normalization procedures used in this decoupling structure, the quantitative
risk burden transferred to consumers would be one-fifth of one percent of electricity revenues from each of
those customers — a $2 risk-shifting burden on a $1200 annual bill. (Eto et al, 1994)

Consolidated Edison in New York had a similar mechanism in place from 1993 to 1997. The rate variability
under this system suggests that rate impacts were minimal here as well. In 1993, a shortfall with just under
3% effect on rates was collected from customers, and rates went up. For the next four years, over-collections
occurred, and rates went down just under 1% per year. (NRDC, 2001)
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Under some decoupling mechanisms (such as some of those implemented in the Pacific Northwest) the
revenue target can be adjusted to accommodate unexpected weather patterns. Northwest Natural Gas
in Oregon, for example, subtracts an estimated sales impact for weather from its periodic adjustment. A
more complex, but comprehensive, approach is called “statistical recoupling,” in which weather, fuel costs,
economic changes, and the number of customers is modeled, and that model is used to determine the revenue
target. (Eric Hirst, 1993)

Some have raised a comncern about statistical recoupling and other economic and weather normalization
methods, commenting that adding these systems makes decoupling so complicated that its
administrative and accounting burdens can outweigh its benefits, or that it can be manipulated to
allow “over-earning” by utilities. Some proponents of decoupling respond that weather and economic risk
is already shared with consumers through rates, and that the traditional rate case structure simply delays
accounting for these costs (or revenues) until the next rate case. Moreover, weather normalization
computations of some type are universally included in the determination of the revenue requirement in each
rate case, with about half of the States allowing normalization adjustments between rate cases.

8. Will decoupling discourage utility companies from cutting their costs? No. Concemns
have been raised that to the extent that utilities become isolated from possible changes in revenues, they have
little motivation to lower their costs in order to meet their revenue requirement. However, because
decoupling affects only revenues, the utility remains at risk for any changes in costs. Decoupling
proponents argue that the rate case mechanism underlying decoupling continues to ensure that utilities strive
to control fixed costs that cannot easily be reduced to the greatest degree possible. They note that
performance indicators can also be included to identify when cost reductions have arisen from a decreased
level of service rather than from gains in efficiency.

One solution pioneered by New Jersey in its Conservation Incentive Program allows gas utilities to adjust
their rates to account for changes in consumption resulting from efficiency efforts, but the adjustment is
capped at the amount of verifiable supply cost reductions achieved by the utility. (Fox et al, 2007)

9. Can a utility increase its profitability with decoupling? Yes. With a per-customer form of
decoupling, utilities receive their revenue from customers that cover the fixed costs of service, and that cost
of service includes a rate of return that contributes to profits. In other words, instead of making more money
by selling more kilowatt hours or therms, utilities would make more money when they increase their
customer base, regardless of whether there is a corresponding increase in sales. Alternatively, if the utility
can find a way to improve its efficiency and thereby lower its cost of service without decreasing its
number of customers, it has an opportunity to improve its bottom line. Under decoupling, the primary
driver for profitability growth is the addition of new customers, especially in areas where the addition of new
customers does not carry high infrastructure addition costs. In these cases, the customers who would bring
the greatest potential profitability to a utility are those who are the most energy efficient, since they can be
added with the lowest incremental addition to the utility’s cost of service'.

As noted before, decoupling can reduce risk for the utility by ensuring that its revenues and return on
investment remain stable. A lower risk-profile should make the cost of capital lower for the utility'’.
For investors, this can be realized through an increase in the utility’s debt/equity ratio, a decrease in the
return on equity, improved debt ratings and credit requirements.

"% Again, this may reflect differences between regions and sectors: where unexpectedly adding new customers
brings significant new operating costs not anticipated in the rate case, the outcome may be different and, as would
occur in traditional ratemaking, could trigger a rate case.

" Ilustrating this, one utility has proposed a lower target return as part of its decoupling proposals in MD and DC.
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10. Is decoupling different for gas than it is for electricity? Decoupling is fundamentally the
same for both gas and electric utilities. They both share similar cost structures which are dominated by high
fixed costs. However, the two industries are facing different underlying trends in customer revenues. While
the gas industry generally faces declining average revenues per customer over time, the electric industry is
experiencing increasing average revenues per customer. As a result, gas utilities tend to face revenue and
profit erosion between rate cases, while electric utilities garner increasing revenue and profits between rate
cases. Decoupling has the effect of eliminating most of these effects. As a result, gas utilities have tended to
be more open to implementing decoupling than have electric utilities. However, a small but growing number
of electric utilities have either implemented, requested or are investigating decoupling. Some have suggested
that this could be partly in response to longer-term expectation about capital expenditures and environmental
costs. Energy efficiency may be a cost-effective way to avoid potential future risks such as carbon
regulation. In addition, recent policy initiatives at both the federal and State level have embraced energy
efficiency as a high priority resource'>. If energy efficiency is deployed more widely in the future, electric
utilities may become more interested in decoupling.

11. Would decoupling work the same for regulated and deregulated States? Broadly
speaking, utilities in deregulated markets appear to be more vulnerable to revenue losses incurred by
decreased sales from efficiency than utilities in vertically-integrated markets. In the 2006 report on the
National Action Plan For Energy Efficiency, the authors note that “once divested of a generation plant, the

12 For more on energy efficiency as a high priority resource, see the National Council on Electricity Policy’s study
for DOE’s Section 139 Report To Congress (2006) and the National Action Plan on Energy Efficiency, (2006).
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distribution utility is a smaller company (in terms of total rate base and capitalization), and fluctuations in
throughput and earnings have a relatively larger impact on return.” (NAPEE, 2006)

In States where distribution utilities purchase most or all of their commodities from a wholesale market,
decoupling would be integrated into the largely-fixed cost structure of the distribution utilities. In States with
vertically integrated utilities, decoupling can also be applied, but care must be taken in the rate case context
to accurately separate fixed costs from variable costs, applying the decoupling adjustments only to the fixed
costs. In all other respects, decoupling is applied in the same manner in both types of situations.

12. Where can 1 find out more? This FAQ was authored by Miles Keogh of NARUC’s Grants &
Research staff with funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. It was developed through
research, interviews, and input from a number of parties, including the staffs of the New Jersey Board of
Public Utilities, Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Arizona Corporation Commission, US
Environmental Protection Agency, North Carolina Attorney General’s Office, and Public Service
Commission of the District of Columbia.” Oversight was provided by Commissioner Rick Morgan of the
District of Columbia PSC, and technical assistance came from Wayne Shirley of the Regulatory Assistance
Project. More resources on decoupling are included below.
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Rates, Charges, Rules and Regulations of Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
http:www3.dps.state.nv.us/pscweb/WebFileRoom.nsffWeb/BFCE 488 BSC3620A 85256 FCDOOSASFOE/SEile/O4e
0572.0rd.03.24.05.pd{?OpenElement

17. ELCON, “Revenue Decoupling - A Policy Brief of the Electricity Consumers Resource Council,” January 2007,
Washington DC. hitp://www.elcon.org/Documents/Publications/3- I RevenueDecoupling PDE

18. Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, Docket No. 05-09-09, Investigation Into Decoupling Energy
Distribution Company Eamings From Sales, January 18 2006.

19. Simon ffitch, Washington State Attorney General’s Office, “Decoupling: Should Ratepayers Be Worried?”
presentation to NARUC Decoupling Workshop, August 2006.
http:/www.masstech.org/renewableenergy/public_policy/DGiresources/2006-

08 NARUC Ffitch Decoupling, concerns.pdf

20. NASUCA “Energy Conservation And Decoupling Resolution”, the National Association of State Utility Consumer
Advocates, July 2007 wwv.nasuca.org/Resolutions/Decounling-2007-0] . doc

21. Maine Public Utilities Commission Report on Utility Incentives Mechanisms for the Promotion of Energy
Efficiency and System Reliability, February 2004
hitpsAwww.mitpe.orgfrenewableenergvipublic _policy/DGiresources/2004-02-01 ME-PUC _Eff-RelReport.pdf

22. NARUC, Resource CD On Aligning Utility Incentives With Demand-Side Resources, Washington DC 2006.
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[ Berg, Sanford (1998). Introduction to the Fundamentals of Incentive Regulation. Public Utility Research Center,
University of Florida. {link]

“All forms of regulation provide incentives. Incentives, information asymmetries, and principal-agent problems all
affect company performance. Cost-of-service (rate-of-return) regulation provides an opportunity to cover costs.
It also provides companies with an incentive to over/under incest in plant, inflate costs, and cross-subsidize.
Regulators generally try to remedy these perverse incentives though regulatory lag, sliding scales, and efficiency
audits/reviews. Price cap regulation provides companies with incentives to cut costs. It also dampens the
effects of cost information asymmetries between companies and regulators. Service quality and infrastructure
development may suffer. Yardstick regulation promotes cost-containment, and dampens the effects of cost
information asymmetries between companies and regulators. However, developing appropriate yardsticks is
resource intensive. Performance-based regulation utilizes targets to incent the utility. Good performance
measures should be accurately observed and verifiable, should reflect the utilities’ efforts, and should be
structured to reduce the impact of random variation. Franchise regulation represents another approach — where
the low-price bidder becomes the supplier. Carefully designed incentive plans can result in benefits to both
supplier and consumers.”

3 Boonin, David Magnus (2008). A Rate Design to Encourage Energy Efficiency and Reduce Revenue
Requirements. National Regulatory Research Institute 08-08 (July). [link]

“The search for low-carbon electricity resources intensifies as more attention is paid to greenhouse gases
(GHG). If energy efficiency in the electricity sector is to be a major resource in the battle against greenhouse
gases, utility regulators need to create an environment that enables and encourages cost-effective energy
efficiency. This paper addresses one overlooked method of decoupling a utility's income from sales and offers a
complementary set of price signals to consumers that are designed to enhance energy efficiency. The
decoupling strategy is a Straight Fixed Variable (SFV) rate design, and the customer price signal is a Revenue-
Neutral Energy Efficiency Feebate (REEF)."

O Brennan, Timothy J. (2008). “Night of the Living Dead’ or ‘Back to the Future'? Electric Decoupling, Reviving
Rate-of-Return Regulation and Energy Efficiency.” Washington, DC: Resources for the Future Discussion Paper
No. 08-27 (August). [link]

“The distribution grid for delivering electricity to the user has been paid for as part of the charge per kilowatt-hour
that covers the cost of the energy itself. Conservation advocates have promoted the adoption of policies that
“decouple” electric distribution company revenues or profits from how much electricity goes through the lines.
Their motivation is that usage-based pricing leads utilities to encourage use and discourages conservation.
Because decoupling divorces profits from conduct, it runs against the dominant finding in regulatory economics
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in the last twenty years—that incentive-based regulation outperforms rate-of-return. Even if distribution costs are
independent of use, some usage charges can be efficient. Price-cap regulation may distort utility incentives to
inform consumers about energy efficiency—getting more performance from less electricity. Utilities will
subsidize efficiency investments, but only when prices are too low. Justifying policies to subsidize energy
efficiency requires either prices that are too low or consumers who are ignorant.”

[ Carter, Sheryl (2001). “Breaking the Consumption Habit Ratemaking for Efficient Resource Decisions,” The
Electricity Journal 14. 66-74. [link]

“Traditional rate design, which ties utilities’ financial health directly to the volume of commedity sales, invites an
exclusive focus on more traditional distribution and generation capacity expansions - often in direct conflict with
other important societal objectives. This antiquated design must be changed to reward utilities' for making more
economically and environmentally efficient resource decisions. Adoption of these ratemaking reforms is critical
to the effective integration of promising alternatives such as distributed resources.”

[3 Cavanagh, R. C. (1989). “Global Warming and Least-Cost Energy Planning,” Annual Review of Energy 14: 343-
73. [link]

“This article contends that US energy policy has been working to increase, rather than forestall, the danger of
global warming. In particular, recent trends toward deregulation of the energy sector are grossly insufficient as
solutions to the problem, although not necessarily inconsistent with them. The article outlines a way to organize
urgent US and international energy policy reforms, drawing on the experience of certain state utility regulators
with an approach called ‘least-cost energy planning.’ Least-cost planning recognizes improvements in the
efficiency of energy use as a major source of additional energy supplies, and seeks fair competition for energy
investment dollars between conservation measures and production facilities.”

(3 Cavanagh, Ralph (2006). “Rebuttal Testimony of Ralph Cavanagh for Questar Gas," before the Public Service
Commission of Utah. Docket No. 05-057-T01 (August). [link]

“My testimony rebuts challenges in this proceeding to the Company’s proposal to institute modest annual rate
true-ups, or “decoupling,” in order to remove a strong disincentive to Company investments and advocacy in
support of energy efficiency improvements,”

(3 Center for Energy, Economic and Environmental Policy (2005). “Decoupling White Paper #1,” Rutgers University
(October). [link]

“There is no singte definition of decoupling or method of achieving its goals. In the most narrow sense,
decoupling could retain a cost-of-service basis but severe the link the between a utility’s revenues and its sales.
The utility would recover its prudently incurred costs but the recovery of its fixed costs would be independent of
its throughput. In a broader sense, decoupling could include incentives and penalty mechanisms that reward
and penalize a utility based on its performance. Not only would the link between throughput and revenues be
decoupled, but also the link between costs and revenues would be decoupled.”

© Institute of Public Utilities, MSU [2008] [12]
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[ Costello, Kenneth (2006). “The ‘Great Debate’ Over Revenue Decoupling,” at the 2006 Mid-America Regulatory
Conference, Columbus, Ohio (June). [fink]

“In regulatory proceedings, groups have presented several arguments on both sides of the RD debate. Applying
longstanding ratemaking principles and regulatory objectives, RD scores well in some aspects while not so well
in others.”

[) Costello, Kenneth (2006). “Obstacles to Revenue Decoupling for Gas Utilities,” at the Workshop on Aligning
Regulatory Incentives with Demand-Side Resources, San Francisco (August). [link]

“Important elements needed to get broad acceptance of RD: (1) commitment by a utility to promoting energy
efficiency, (2) demonstration of benefits to consumers, or at least no harm to consumers, and (3)
consumer/public education.”

D) Costello, Kenneth (2007). “Revenue Decoupling for Natural Gas Utilities,” at the Mid-Atlantic Conference of
Regulatory Utilities Commissioners, Williamsburg, Virginia (June). [link]

“Cogent arguments, in support of advancing specific regulatory objectives, presented before state commissions
on both sides of the RD debate. Some of the arguments however, are feeble (or even foohsh) and state
commissions should immediately weed them out.”

D Dismukes, David E. (2007). “Regulatory Issues for Consumer Advocates in Rate Design, Incentives and Energy
Efficiency,” for the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (June). [link]

“The commodity share of overall natural gas rate has increased over recent years. Yet despite high prices, and
decreases in use per customer, overall DNG revenues per customer are at close to historic highs.”

[ Electricity Consumers Resource Counsel {2007). Revenue Decoupling. Washington DC: ECRC (January). [link}

“ELCON members are strong supporters of energy efficiency and are world-class practitioners of innovative
technologies that reduce their energy costs to improve their competitiveness. But ELCON strongly opposes
decoupling because it disrupts and distorts the utility core business functions and is not a particularly effective
way of promoting energy efficiency or anything of benefit to customers. Time and time again decoupling has
been tried in several states, only to be suspended because it unduly interferes with the overall regulatory
process.”

[ Eto, Joseph, et. al. (1994). The Theory and Practice of Decoupling. Berkley, CA: Lawrence Berkley Lab, LBL-
34555 (January). [link]

“Decoupling revenues from sales is an important regulatory option under consideration by regulators seeking to
transform utilities from sellers of a least-cost energy commodity to providers of least-cost energy services. This
report examines decoupling from three perspectives. First, we consider threshold issues for decoupling,
including characterization of the ratemaking practices addressed by decoupling which make incremental sales
profitable to utilities, the role of rate case frequency in limiting the consequences of this incentive, and finally the
existence of other incentives to sell electricity, which are not addressed by decoupling. Second, we examine the
operation and performance of decoupling, including the mechanics of decoupling as a between-rate-case
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modification to the traditional ratemaking process, the ability of revenue-per-customer decoupling versus
traditional ratemaking to recover nonfuel costs accurately, and a comparison of the profit implications of various
decoupling approaches. Third, we review the rate impacts of decoupling for California's electric utilities, which
have had the longest experience with decoupling.”

O Florida Public Service Commission (2008). “Report to the Legislature on Utility Revenue Decoupling” (December).
link

“Altogether, stronger mandates for conservation, the administrative complexity of decoupling mechanisms
currently implemented in other states, and the FPC revenue decoupling experiment support the position that
Florida is already paving a path toward the objectives of decoupling without incurring the cost and difficulties
associated with design, implementation and maintenance of a specific decoupling mechanism. This
consideration must be weighed with the fact that a significant portion of revenues (including an increasing level
of capital costs) are currently being recovered through clauses, achieving a similar effect as would be achieved
with a decoupling mechanism. The greater the emphasis placed on achieving mandatory energy efficiency
goals, the lesser the impact that would be gained by implementing a decoupling mechanism.”

[0 Graniere, Robert and Andrew Cooley (1994). Decoupling and Public Utility Regulation. Columbus, Ohio: The
National Regulatory Research Institute 94-14 (August). [link]

“The purpose of the report is to study the relationship between decoupling and public utilities regulation.
Decoupling is a regulatory mechanism whose design promotes demand-side management (DSM) by breaking
the linkage that ties the utility's financial position (that is, revenues or profits) in any year to its actual sales in that
year. However, a decoupling mechanism has a particularly unique way of breaking these ties. Any mechanism
of this type makes the utility whole regardless of the source of the revenue or profit losses. Consequently, the
utility is insulated from the financial effects of weather fluctuations, competition, misforecasts of ratepayer
growth, unanticipated movements in the business cycle, and DSM."

0 Hansen, Daniel G. (2007). A Review of Natural Gas Decoupling Mechanisms and Alternative Methods for
Addressing Utility Disincentives to Promote Conservation. Madison, WI: Christensen Associates Energy
Consulting, LLC (May). flink

“A potentially important outcome of traditional ratemaking is that the utility has a disincentive to promote
conservation and energy efficiency. Several methods have been proposed to reduce, eliminate, or reverse this
incentive problem. Decoupling mechanisms attempt to solve the incentive problem by adjusting rates to allow
the utility to recover deviations between actual and allowed revenues, where various adjustments may be made
to allow revenues depending upon the specific mechanism. Because the utility recovers its fixed costs
regardless of the level of actual sales, the disincentive to promote conservation and energy efficiency is
removed.”

[ Hill, Lawrence (1995). A Primer on Incentive Regulation for Electric Utilities. Oak Ridge, TN: Oak Ridge National
Laboratory ORNL/CON-422 (October). [link :

“In contemplating a regulatory approach, the challenge for regulators is to develop a model that provides
incentives for utilities to engage in socially desirable behavior. In this primer, we provide guidance on this
process by discussing (1) various models of economic regulation, (2) problems implementing these models, and
(3) the types of incentives that various models of regulation provide electric utilities. We address five regulatory
models in depth. They include cost-of-service regulation in which prudently incurred costs are reflected dollar-
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for-dollar in rates and four performance-based models: (1) price-cap regulation, in which ceilings are placed on
the average price that a utility can charge its customers; (2) revenue-cap regulation, in which a ceiling is placed
on revenues; (3) rate-of-return bandwidth regulation, in which a utilitys rates are adjusted if earnings fall outside
a ‘band’ around equity returns; and (4) targeted incentives, in which a utility is given incentives to improve
specific components of its operations. The primary difference between cost-of-service and performance-based
approaches is the latter sever the tie between costs and prices. A sixth, ‘mixed approach’ combines two or more
of the five basic ones. In the recent past, a common mixed approach has been to combine targeted incentives
with cost-of-service regulation. A common example is utilities that are subject to cost-of-service regulation are
given added incentives to increase the efficiency of troubled electric-generating units.”

[3 Hirst, Eric. (1993). Statistical Recoupling: A New Way to Break the Link Between Electric-Utility Sales and
Revenues. Oak Ridge, TN: Oak Ridge National Laboratory ORNL/CON-372 (September). {link]

“Statistical recoupling uses statistical models that explain retail electricity sales as functions of the number of
utility customers, winter and summer weather, the condition of the local economy, electricity price, and perhaps a
few other key variables. These models, along with the actual values of the explanatory variables, are used to
estimate ‘allowed’ electricity sales and revenues in future years. For example, a utility might use quarterly data
from 1980 through 1992 to estimate the SR models. The models would then be used to determine allowed
revenues for 1993, 1994, and 1995”

D Hirst, Eric, et al. (1994). “Three Ways to Decouple Electric-Utility Revenues from Sales,” Electricity Journal 7, 38-
47. [link}

“Decoupling first breaks the link between utility revenues and kWh sales. It then recouples revenues to
something else, such as growth in the number of customers, the determinants of changes in fixed costs, or the
determinants of changes in electricity use. This paper explains and compares three forms of decoupling:
revenue-per-customer (RPC) decoupling, RPC decoupling with a factor that allows for changes in elasticity use
per customer, and statistical recoupling. We use data from five utilities to see how the three methods perform in
terms of electricity-price volatility and ease of implementation. We discuss the strengths and limitations of each
approach, emphasizing the tradeoff between simplicity and price stability.”

0 Kihm, Steve (2008). A Financial Framework for Analyzing Incentives and Disincentives for Wisconsin Ulilities fo
Promote Energy Efficiency. Madison, WI: The Energy Center of Wisconsin (September).

"This paper provides a framework for analysis of the incentive and disincentives for utilities to promote energy
efficiency. While we draw conclusions where they are analytically obvious, we make no policy
recommendations. As such, the paper provides a structure that may help policy makers in assessing the
reasonableness of policy options related to the impact of energy efficiency efforts on utilities. While our
framework is broad-based in nature, we focus the analysis on issues specific to Wisconsin. The thrust is to
present a basic structure for analysis that can accommodate the Wisconsin experience.”

[ Kihm, Steven. “When Revenue Decoupling Will Work . . . And When it Won't,” The Electricity Journal 22(8), 19-
28.

“As long as the Averch-Johnson effect continues to hold —which it likely will for many utilities — it may be difficult
to persuade such utilities to abandon large-scale supply-side construction plans in favor of aggressive promotion
of energy efficiency, even if a decoupling mechanism is in place.”

® Institute of Public Utilities, MSU [2009] [ 5]
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[ Kushler, Mark, et al. (2008). Aligning Utility Interests with Energy Efficiency Objectives: A Review of Recent
Efforts at Dacoupling and Performance Incentives. Washington, DC: American Counsel for Energy-Efficient
Economy U061 (October). [link]

“This report examines recent experience with two key regulatory approaches to overcome these structural
disincentives: (1) ‘decoupling’ of utility revenues and profits though periodic ‘tune-up’ of actual to projected sales;
and (2) providing shareholder ‘performance incentives’ for achieving energy efficiency program objectives.
These basic concepts are not new. In the 1980s and 1990s during the era of integrated resource planning’ a
number of states enacted such policies. However, the advent of the utility restructuring movement greatly
diminished interest in such policies and regulations; most of them were dropped in the mid- to late 1990s. The
growing need for energy efficiency as a resource to help meet utility system needs has renewed interest in these
regulatory approaches. Our review of these recent experiences includes case studies of states or individual
utilities where either decoupling or shareholder performance incentives have been enacted.”

[ Lazar, Jim (2008). Decoupling Impacts on the Cost of Capital. Regulatory Assistance Project for the Minnesota
Public Utilities Commission {April). [link

“The investor receives the same return, more stable earnings, and a lower business risk profile. The consumer
receives a lower revenue requirement. If weather decoupling is done in real-time (every billing cycle), the
consumer also receives a lower bill in cold years, when bills are most difficult to pay.”

[ Lesh, Pamela, G. (2009). Rate Impacts and Key Design Elements of Gas and Electric Utility Decoupling. Graceful
Systems LLG (June). [link}

“This report compiles the rate impact experience during this decade with decoupling of retail gas and electric
utility revenues from sales volumes and provides, along with this, information on relevant order numbers,
statutes, mechanism descriptions, and implementing tariffs. Sources included utility and state regulatory
commission websites, the American Gas Association and the Edison Electric Institute, and, in a few cases,
helpful utilities. Immediately below is a brief explanation of ‘decoupling’ as used in this report, followed by a
summary of the findings and a short description of methodology. The report concludes with observations about
utility ratemaking.”

[ Maine Public Utilities Commission {2004). “Report on Utility Incentives Mechanisms for the Promotion of Energy
Efficiency and System Reliability,” Report to the State Utilities and Energy Committee (February). [link]

“In broad outline, the Commission has concluded that the incentives utilities currently have under rate cap
regulation to increase sales, although magnified to some degree, are similar in kind to the incentives they had
under more traditional regulation. Moreover, it does not appear that utilities currently acting on these incentives
have a significant opportunity to blunt the effectiveness of current efficiency and conservation programs in
Maine, especially now that those programs have been removed from utility control. Finally, while there are a
number of tools available to the Legislature and the Commission that could to some degree lessen the remaining
utility incentives to frustrate conservation efforts, these tools are likely to have ancillary consequences that could,
in the Commission's view, create substantial adverse effects.”

© Institute of Public Utifities, MSU [2009] [
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[3 McCarthy, Kevin E. {(2009). “Electric Rate Decoupling in Other States,” Connecticut General Assembly Office of
Legislative Research Report (January). flink]

“Under current rate-making practices in most states, the vast majority of a utility company's revenues are tied to
its sales. Advocates of decoupling argue that this creates a financial disincentive for companies to promote
conservation programs and may increase rates by increasing uncertainty that the company will recover its
allowed costs. On the other hand, people who are skeptical of decoupling believe that (1) the companies have
been effective in promoting conservation without using this approach, (2) decreases in sales can be the result of
factors unrelated to conservation, and (3) decoupling is inconsistent with established utility rate-making
principles.”

[ Meehan, Eugene T. and Wayne P. Olson (2006). Distributed Resources: Incentives. NERA Economic Consulting
(April). [link]

“The primary focus of this white paper is to set forth for consideration several workable models for financial
incentives that would encourage utilities to play an appropriate role in efficient DR deployment and operation.
These proposals are necessarily tentative in nature. The very nature of DR makes it very difficult to craft robust
DR incentive schemes that can work well in a variety of circumstances. The great variety of historical and
regulatory environments may result in irreducible differences between utilities and across jurisdictions by
dramatically changing the cost/benefit analysis for each type of DR program. Care must be taken in ensuring
that the unique circumstances in a particular jurisdiction are recognized. This paper specifically addresses DR in
a restructured environment, since implementing DR in the new electricity markets poses a novel and important
challenge.”

[ Moskovitz, David, et. al. (1992). Decoupling vs. Lost Revenues: Regulatory Considerations. Gardiner, ME:
Regulatory Assistance Project (May). [link

“Much of the effort to align utility shareholders' financial interests with the goals of least cost planning has
focused on the removal of the potent disincentives to energy efficiency created by the current rate setting
process. Decoupling and lost revenue recovery are the two general approaches used to eliminate the
disincentives. This paper discusses the important characteristics and distinctions between the two options.”

D) National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (2007). Decoupling for Electric and Gas Utilities: FAQ.
Washington, DC: NARUC Grants and Research Department (September). [link

“State Public Utility Commissions around the country are expressing increasing interest in energy efficiency as
an energy resource. However, traditional regulation may lead to unintended disincentives for the utility
promotion of end-use efficiency because revenues are directly tied to the throughput of electricity and gas sold.
To counter this “throughput disincentive," a number of States are considering alternative approaches intended to
align their utilities’ financial interests with the delivery of cost-effective energy efficiency programs. "Decoupling”
is a term more are hearing as a mechanism that may remove throughput disincentives for utilities to promote
energy efficiency without adversely affecting their revenues.”

© Institute of Public Utilities, MSU [2009} {
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[ Perkins, John R. (2007). “Policy Options for Energy Efficiency Programs: Decoupling, Incentives and Third-Party
Administrators,” at NARUC Summer Meeting, New York (July). [link]

“Tension between energy efficiency and natural gas utilities’ opportunity to eam authorized rate of return ‘does
not appear to be a substantial problem in lowa.’ The data does not show a direct correlation between IOU net
operating income and declining customer usage as a result of energy efficiency programs’

[3 Reddy, Amulya K.N. {1991). “Barriers to Improvements in Energy Technology,” Energy Policy 19, 953-961. [link]

“[T]he paper discusses the typology of barriers, explores their origin and suggests measures that, by themselves
or in combination with other measures, will overcome these barriers. Since most of the barriers dealt with can
be found in the ‘barriers’ literature, any originality in the paper lies in the systematic organization, synoptic view
and holistic treatment. Of course, the scheme can be expanded and improved. In that sense, this paper is
intended to initiate a comprehensive treatment of barriers, their origins and the measures that contribute to
overcoming them. Hopefully, such a treatment will facilitate the implementation of energy-efficiency
improvements involving a wide diversity of ever-changing energy end-uses and consumer preferences.”

[3 Sedano, Richard (2009). “Decoupling Utility Sales from Revenues,” for the Kentucky Public Service Commission
(April). [link

"Ratemaking policy should align utilities’ profit motives with public palicy goals: acquiring all cost-effective
resources, whether supply or demand.”

[3 Solar Electric Power Association (2009). Decoupling Utility Profits from Sales. Washington, DC: SEPA Report No.
03-09 (February). [link

“This decoupling white paper stays neutral on the topic, instead providing an overview of the problem with
revenue loss and a background on net metering and its specific impact on the problem. The paper then goes on
to more specifically define and discuss decoupling and alternatives to decoupling. This is followed by a
decoupling case study of a hypothetical utility, which shows the relative magnitude of decoupling overall and
estimations of the impact of photovoltaics from a renewable portfolio standard that includes a solar specific
requirement.”

[3 Sotkiewicz, Paul, M. (2007). “Advantages and Drawbacks of Revenue Decoupling: Rate Design and Regulatory
implementation Does Matter,” Florida Public Service Commission’s Workshop on Energy Efficiency Initiatives
(November). [link}

“Balance the risk and reward between utilities and customers...this will depend upon perceptions of risk and
reward in the two implementations. Stable customer rates and bills...iwo-part tariff (SFV) accomplishes this.
Stable utility revenues...in theory either implementation can accomplish this, but hearings under volumetric rate
implementation introduces risk... bills...two-part tariff (SFV) would do better. Administrative simplicity and
managing regulatory costs...two-part (SFV) would do better by efiminating the need for true-up hearings.”

© Insfitute of Public Utilities, MSU [200] (8]
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[3 Sotkiewicz, Paul M. (2007). “Determining Winners and Losers from Revenue Decoupling: Rate Design and
Regulatory Implementation Does Matter,” Florida Energy Commission’s Advisory Group on Energy Efficiency
and Conservation, Orlando (July). Hink]

“Consumers and utilities can both win under a two-part tariff implementation with the right regulatory
mechanisms and implementation. But this takes more thought, time, effort, and thinking outside the ‘traditional
regulatory box."”

Additional Decoupling Reference Links

o Center for Energy, Economic and Environmental Policy. “Decoupling Resources.” [link]
o Massachusetts Technology Collaborative. “Decoupling of Utility Rates.” [tink]
o The Rhode Island Public Utility Commission. "“DOCKET NO. 3943." [link}

© Institute of Public Ufilites, MSU [2009] [9]




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-16
Page 1 of 4

Appendix C: Examples of Program Administrator
Activities to Advance Codes

National Code Development

Energy Efficient Codes Coalition: The Energy Efficient Codes Coalition is a collaborative
group formed to advocate for a 30 percent improvement in the 2009 IECC's residential energy
code provisions compared with the 2006 version of the standard. Key program administrators in
the coalition include electric utilities—represented through the Edison Electric Institute—the
American Public Power Association, and regional energy efficiency organizations (e.g.,
Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships [NEEP] and Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance
[NEEA]). The coalition was successful in seeing the ICC's voting members adopt 55 of the
coalition's 80 recommendations and 13 of the 21 elements of the coalition’s comprehensive
proposal (“The 30% Solution”), resulting in energy efficiency gains of approximately 12 percent
nationwide compared with the 2006 IECC. This group now operates as the Building Energy
Efficient Codes Network, and it is continuing to work toward improvements during the next code
cycle.

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison, and Sempra Utilities (San
Diego Gas & Electric and Southern California Gas): California’s investor-owned utilities
(I0Us) have been involved in advancing the state's Title 24 building codes since the mid 1990s.
These administrators have since become active participants in national code development,
engaging with ASHRAE and the ICC. For example, program engineers from California 10Us
have served on ASHRAE technical committees and assisted in the development of test
procedures and design requirements for Standard 90.1. A key reason for the California
administrators’ involvement is the potential to expand the market share for technologies
required under Title 24 and thus drive down the costs faced by local builders and residents. The
national code developers also benefit from the experience and knowledge that California utilities
bring to the process. In addition to assisting ASHRAE and the ICC, California IOUs interact at
the national level with DOE, major national building organizations, and national building product
manufacturers and suppliers to advance specific code upgrades.

Northwest Energy Codes Group (NWECG): NEEA is a regional organization that both
advocates for and delivers energy efficiency programs to businesses and residences. It has
played a role in national model code development for more than 25 years, and it has
successfully leveraged the expertise of utility members and contractors to develop code
upgrade proposals and advance them through the national upgrade process. To assist in this
process and to represent the region at the national level, NEEA and its members formally
established NWECG in 2004. Since then, NWECG has demonstrated how administrators with
significant voluntary program experience at the state and regional levels can influence a
national model code. For example, in 2006, NWECG proposed 14 code changes to the IECC,
10 of which were fully incorporated into the code.

Regional, State, and Local Code Development and Adoption Efforts

NEEP: NEEP is a regional efficiency organization with significant experience providing technical
assistance to states on building codes. For example, in 2008, NEEP worked with the Maine
Public Utilities Commission to adopt and implement the state’s first energy code. NEEP and its
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program administrator members helped Massachusetts upgrade its code to the most recent
versions of the IECC (2009) and ASHRAE Standard 90.1 (2007), and then in the spring of 2009
they helped the state adopt a first-in-the-nation “informative appendix” to the building energy
code, or “stretch code,” which provides municipalities with a state-approved option for an above-
code building standard, should they desire it. In all cases, NEEP played a key role in bringing a
wide range of partners, including program administrator members, to the table to educate and
inform decision-makers about the benefits of codes and related issues. Appendix D provides a
list of NEEP's administrator members.

NEEA: As the regional efficiency organization for the Northwest, NEEA draws heavily on the
expertise of its 139 program administrator members, including public and private utilities, in
offering technical assistance to states on code adoption and upgrades. For example, NEEA
recently assisted ldaho and Montana in the adoption of their first statewide energy codes, and it
played a role in upgrading codes in both Oregon and Washington. In Oregon, NEEA
successfully integrated its Northwest Energy Homes specification, on a provision-by-provision
basis, into the state's 2008 residential code. For 2009, NEEA is working to assemble and fund a
team to assist the Oregon Department of Energy with the implementation of a 20-30 percent
upgrade in its nonresidential code. Appendix D provides a list of NEEA’s administrator
members.

Southwest Energy Efficiency Project (SWEEP): SWEEP, the regional efficiency organization
for the Southwest, includes several program administrator members that it calls on to advance
codes. These administrators have played roles providing data on cost-effectiveness, assisting in
the adoption of statewide energy codes (often by providing testimony on specific code
elements), and helping local stakeholders understand key provisions in the national model
codes. For example, in 2009 SWEEP is working to help communities in Arizona better
understand the costs and benefits of adopting the most recent residential IECC. At the national
level, SWEEP partnered with the NWECG and the Energy Efficient Codes Coalition in 2008 to
achieve a significant upgrade to the IECC'’s residential code. Appendix D provides a list of
SWEEP's administrator members.

Local Implementation and Compliance

Efficiency Vermont (EVT): EVT is the sole administrator of electric efficiency programs and
services in Vermont. With aggressive statewide goals for efficiency savings and a limited codes
infrastructure, EVT and the Department of Public Service identified code compliance as a key
opportunity. Unlike municipalities in most states, Vermont municipalities are not required to
conduct health and safety inspections of new homes, nor do they issue occupancy permits. In
the absence of on-the-ground inspection and enforcement of energy codes, builders are
responsible for self-certifying compliance. Recognizing this gap, EVT instituted a training and
technical assistance package designed to increase understanding and compliance. One
component of their approach is a telephone hotline, operated by EVT experts, which builders
and tradespeople can call with codes-related questions. In addition, EVT works to educate and
train selected participants in their voluntary programs on code provisions. With a relatively small
building market, EVT has been successful in reaching the majority of large builders.

Utility Code Group (UCG): In 1991, Washington State began a 3-year process to revise its
nonresidential energy code. The goal of the region’s utilities and the Northwest Power Planning
Council (NWPPC) was to increase the energy efficiency of new commercial buildings to levels
proposed by the NWPPC. To achieve this objective and coordinate the program administrator
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roles, the UCG was established later that year as a nonprofit entity overseen by a board of utility
representatives. Key activities funded and conducted by the UCG included:

=« Developing and implementing a training program.
s Marketing energy code information and training to industry audiences.

o Cooperating with code officials and funding the development of the Special Plans
Examiner and Inspector Program.

« Managing a quality assurance and evaluation program to track progress.
« Coordinating with all stakeholders to assure the successful implementation of the code.

The UCG was in operation for three and a half years, culminating in the successful adoption and
implementation of the NWPPC code recommendations in 1994. (Note that the NWPPC became
the Northwest Power and Conservation Council [NWPCC] in 2003.)

Nevada Power and Sierra Pacific: In 2005, the State of Nevada adopted the 2003 IECC as its
residential code. To prepare and educate the market for this change, Nevada Power and Sierra
Pacific worked ahead of the code adoption schedule to provide funding for the training and
education of builders and local code officials. DOE contributed additional resources, and the
Nevada Energy Office coordinated the overall adoption process.

PG&E: PG&E developed and delivers a training course on California’s Title 24 energy code at
its Energy Training Center in Stockton. PG&E designed the course to focus on high-impact
changes, including duct installation standards and leakage testing requirements in commercial
and residential buildings, and explicitly links the utility’s energy efficiency incentive programs to
the code training curriculum. For example, PG&E develops analytical tools and test methods
derived from program experience to estimate energy savings and verify performance of code
measures. This supports California’s 2008 energy efficiency strategic plan (CPUC, 2008), which
emphasizes the need for improved energy code compliance and enforcement. The plan states
that: “This strategy will require a strong, coordinated effort among Federal, State and local
entities, the utilities, California building officials (and their association, CALBO) and other code
compliance organizations, trade and professional licensing/registration agencies, and
building/developer/ contractor/manufacturers associations.”

State of Maine: In 2004, the Maine Public Utilities Commission was legislatively directed to
study the implementation of building energy codes and report its findings and recommendations
to the Joint Standing Committee on Utilities and Energy. With the Public Utilities Commission's
subsequent recommendation, Maine adopted the latest commercial and residential codes,
including a requirement to provide code training to builders and local officials. To assist in
carrying out this requirement, Maine’'s nonprofit program administrator, Efficiency Maine,
developed a suite of training resources that address basic and advanced topics related to legal
and technical code considerations. Efficiency Maine also delivers the training program and
directly assists builders in securing their certification of occupancy.

State of fowa: In 2008, the lowa legislature passed a ruling that requires the state’'s 10Us, as
well as cooperative and municipal utilities, to set energy savings goals, create plans for
achieving these goals, and report their progress to the lowa Ultilities Board. Although many
utilities viewed the new state codes as a strategy for achieving these goals, they had questions
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about low compliance levels and the resulting impact on energy savings. To address these
concerns, the utiliies made a commitment, in conjunction with the lowa Office of Consumer
Advocate, to analyze compliance levels, determine the reasons for low compliance, and identify
options and best practices for improvement. A study was initiated in late 2007, for which data
were gathered via onsite home inspections, leakage tests, and software analyses. Once the
results are available, the utilities intend {o develop a strategy for improving compliance and
enforcement as needed.

New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA): Under New
York's 2008 energy portfolio standard proceeding, NYSERDA, the state’s largest program
administrator, was tasked with expanding its role to advance the commercial and residential
building codes. As a first step, NYSERDA will conduct analysis and gather data to assist
stakeholders in understanding market conditions and key issues involved in improving code
compliance. Other activities include conducting a baseline study to document current building
practices in different regions of the state and initiating basic research aimed at identifying areas
of low compliance. Once these efforts are complete, NYSERDA will use the results to inform its
curriculum for training code officials.

Other Activities

Codes Evaluation—California 10Us: In the late 1990s, California I0Us began actively
collaborating with the California Public Utilites Commission (CPUC) to identify, research, and
promote codes as a programmatic strategy for achieving efficiency savings at low cost relative
to existing resource acquisition programs. Unlike traditional efforts, however, energy savings
from utility codes activities are implemented by muliiple parties over a long period of time, and
are therefore comparatively difficult to evaluate. Nevertheless, the CPUC determined that codes
held the potential for [arge and cost-effective savings, and authorized incentive payments for
utilities that demonstrated successful efforts. In a sophisticated evaluation protocol, the CPUC
subsequently specified the metrics for measuring savings. The protocol estimates net ex post
energy savings achieved from program administrator-induced code changes above and beyond
what would naturally occur in the market. Initial evaluations of the utility codes activities in the
2006-2008 program cycle indicate that savings equivalent to 10—12 percent of the total IOU
goals were achieved. Based on program expenditure data from the utilities, codes-related
savings cost about $0.01 per first-year kilowatt-hour (kWh) (Lee et al., 2008).

C-4 Energy Efficiency Program Administrators and Building Energy Codes
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DISCOVERY REQUEST NO. 29:

Please explain CGC’s position regarding a straight-fixed variable rate design
Response:

The State of Tennessee amended its energy policy as it relates to energy
efficiency through an Act of the State Legislature approved in June 2009. Specifically,
the Tennessee General Assembly required that the TRA seek to implement a general
policy that:

“ensures that utility financial incentives are aligned with helping their

customers use energy more efficiently and that provides for timely cost

recovery and a timely earnings opportunity for cost-effective measurable

and verifiable efficiency savings, in a way that sustains or enhances utility

customers’ incentives to use energy more efficiently”.

As explained in its direct testimony, CGC believes that the most significant
impediment to achieving this energy policy is the existing throughput incentive
associated with the Company’s traditional usage-based rate design. Further, the
Company proposed a new ratemaking mechanism, the Alignment and Usage Adjustment
“AUA” tariff, to address the rate design impediment to the State’s policy goals in an
equitable manner.

Nevertheless, the Company’s proposal is not the only means of achieving a
ratemaking policy that aligns CGC’s interests with those of its customers with respect to
energy efficiency and conservation. Another means of achieving this end is through the

implementation of a straight-fixed-variable (“SFV”) rate design. A properly-designed

SFV rate design offers many advantages to the TRA and to customers. SFV rate design
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is the most direct means of aligning utility and customer interests and achieves important
rate design goals including supporting energy efficiency, revenue stability and fairness.
While important implementation considerations including potential bill impacts exist,
CGC believes that these considerations can be readily addressed.

There are two basic frameworks for designing an SFV rate design that recovers
fixed costs through fixed charges. The first of these is to replace existing delivery
charges with a demand-type of charge. The Company’s affiliate LDC, Atlanta Gas Light
Company (““AGL”), has implemented this type of SFV rate design in an effective manner.
The second SFV rate design framework entails increasing the monthly customer charge
to recover all revenue requirements allocated to a particular rate class, This approach has

been implemented by other LDCs in various jurisdictions.

Applicable Customer Classes

The Company believes that SFV rates are appropriate for all firm classes, which
inchide residential general service (R-1), residential multi-family housing service (R-4),
small C&I general service (C-1), medium C&I general service (C-2), and low volume
transportation service (T-3). With the exception of Rate Schedule R-4, these are the
classes included within the Company’s AUA tariff proposal. CGC does not believe that
it is appropriate to apply SFV rate design to interruptible customers or customers with

less than 100% firm service given the lower level of service afforded to under CGC’s

non-f{irm tariffs.
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Demand Charge-Based SFV Rate Desigp

CGC believes that the AGL SFV rate design approach offers an excellent
alternative that could be implemented for CGC customers. The AGL rate design relies
upon a customer-specific billing demand quantity to recover fixed demand-related costs
of providing service. A demand charge rate design is already in place for Rate Schedule
C-2 and T-3 customers. The billing demand quantity reflects the quantity of natural gas
utilized at peak periods and accommodates size differences among customers. The
annual demand charge is applied on a sculpted basis to the billing demand quantity as a
means of mitigating bill impacts across the months of the year and to better match
customer expectations for higher bills during peak periods.

Attachment Staff 29-1 provides a demand charge-based rate design alternative to
the Company’s initial proposed rate design. The proposed sculpting of the demand
charge for each class is also presented in this Attachment, which is aligned with the
existing monthly base revenue collection. For this rate design, the residential customer
charge is reduced somewhat to reflect the ability to recover a portion of fixed costs
through the demand charge as the Company believes that faimess can be promoted
through a smaller increase to the customer charge than is necessary under a rate design
without a demand charge. Under the rate design presented in Attachment Staff 29-1, the
Company’s weather normalization clause would be eliminated.

It is possible to develop an SFV rate design that maintains a small delivery charge

component, if desired. Attachment Staff 29-2 provides a second demand charge-based

rate design alternative that maintains a limited delivery charge component. In the
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Company’s opinion, this second SFV rate design also maintains sufficient alignment
between the Company’s interests and those of its customers to satisfy Tennessee’s
ratemaking policy favoring the development of energy efficiency. The continuation of
the delivery charge under this alternative necessitates retaining the Company’s existing
weather normalization clause. The demand charge levels presented in these fwo demand
charge-based SFV rate design alternatives establish the range that the Company believes
appropriately achieves the State’s policy.

From a customer acceptance viewpoint, these demand charge-based rate designs
with the proposed sculpting are understandable and properly mitigates bill impacts for
varjous size and load factor customers. Therefore, the Company would support adoption
of either of these rate designs by the TRA in lieu of its proposed rate design and AUA

tariff,

Flat-Charge Based Rate Design

The implementation of a flat charge-based SFV rate design results in equal
charges to all customers within a particular rate class. Flat charge-based SFV rate
designs work best for reasgnably homogenous customer classes. For CGC, the only
customer class that could accommodate such a rate design is the Residential R-1 rate
class as a flat charge rate design without regard to customer size would lead to
unreasonable bill impacts for some customers given the broad range of C&lI customers

served under a common rate schedule.
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In order to recover the annual revenue requirements allocated to the residential
customer class, the monthly flat charge would need to be increased to approximately $24
per month. In order to mitigate the potential summer bill impacts, a seasonally-
differentiated flat charge would be appropriate. A flat residential charge of $29 in the
winter months and $18.38 in the summer months would allow CGC to recover the
revenue requirements allocated to the R-1 rate schedule.

CGC believes that the flat charge approach is less advantageous than the demand
charge-based SFV rate designs. The primary concern is the potential bill impacts for
smaller residential customers associated with implementation of the change. These
concerns are not present under the demand charge-based rate designs given the
continuation of a size-based charge even as the delivery-charge is eliminated. In
addition, the flat charge rate design cannot be accommodated within the non-residential
classes.

Attachment Staff 29-3 provides a summary of the potential SFV rate designs and

compares the rates and associated revenue recoveries to the Company’s proposed rate

design.



Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17

[}
o
Y—
o]
[{e]
Q
[}
[v]
0.
%L'T juediag
'z asuoIIY)
218'501L8 0ag'2es +29'248 L28'2043 195'928 p92'94% SanUaAdy 1ejoL
160°2LS FAL R 1% bY6'9SE \60'225 LbL'B1S PyE'55S vad
18)'eEs Lb4'818 LvI918 ovL'0ES 0zr'aLg 02e'0z8 02’28 8pv'81 95.°29 . uiBrew {-¥) leguopisay 191
WWBWISAPY 8NUSARY
as [}3 00000 0% as 0000003 ozZy'LLs 081'cs 05E6L'08 039'CLS 89.£12°08 voz'es 8rv'slL 85229 saflzey) vonnginsig
LgL'ozs L8U'oLS 98g'bs 189°01S 9gT'be oL’y [Apa4 (A4 abieyg puewsag
0ZLEIS Qgg'es 0038 039'9% 0098 aee'els 099'9% 009% 099'9% aoes Qez'e o aLL'y $I119 JO Jaquinn
[(RY)) teuep|say|
Gl'y FUELTCE]
L22'6L9°14 2583491
ozr'zZas'ses €7L'pZ0'11LS 122'8L8'VES £81'e80'bbs £8.'282°48 00b'00L'9ES §INUAARY €10},
005'609'0ES 005°160'cS 009'818'92S 006'608'0ES Q0E'168'ES 009'816'92S vad
025°260°G1L8 6vEZEL LS 129'656' LS CEZ'ELETIS £8b'168'cs 008'18c'6S 0LZ'2/8'vE  01€'269'p  006'v2L'OE uiaeyy eliu3pisay 1ajo ),
TUOWISNIPy Bnusroy
0} 08 00000 0% 0s 0000005 £66'855'23 ¥B0°028 8Y6£0'03 606'6£5°23 PSLSLOS 0r0'150'LL  0LL'00S otgers L swiayy gg J0r0
08 as 00000°0% 0s 00000'0$ L2LeLLs 816'06S 0gieL 0S8 0S2'180'L8 LPSLLOS 061'gs8's  02E'L69 0L8'v9L's suiusyl ag-92
08 s 00000'03 03 00000 0% SSP'pPSZS b2C'pb9g sebal'as 280°006'}S PPPSZ'os 086'P36'0L  082'I60°C  00L'L8FL SuusuisZ- 0
sabuey) vonnquisiq
LE17199"L8 L61'099'E8 v80'LLS 0va’2LLL'Es PeO'LLY 8€5'2L9 866°LEE 8es'ove afieyg puewsq
£8E71T9' L8 ZS9'6PY'ES 00 LS LEZ'[8LbS 00°ELS 101'986°9% Lv0'sctL'es 00018 090'096'cS 00728 8/2'5¢9 so9'eit ziaiee 5119 J0 13qunN
{3-d) 1epuspisay
SAsSSe|) 18WOISNY) W4
snuaAaY INUIAIY ey INUIASY B3] BNUAASY anuanay ey ELCELE aed [N [ERRLET] |HOy-nON
1ol 120 - Aely 113dy « AON je10y 19Q - Aewy Hady < AON Jswwns JAIMA
pasadoiy sarey Jowwing pasodosy S312Y Ul pasodarg JOL:3 TP 5Py JOWWNS lUBSAY saley JBlulan IUasasy s1un Bung Jeap 153) 1504
uBiseq 212y A4S paseg-aBiey) puewag
1)o7 3%eg Auedwog sexr) efooueneld

1-6¢ waunjae)y
g2 15anbay peis

€4Y00-60 oN waxIug

Avedwo) se9 edoaueiiey)




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 7 of 23

%L 163

806°20E3 23529.9u}

vib'22€'92% 9v9'059'8% 85.°9€9°LLS 86%'610°9ZS s9L'0o8Y'L3 0EL'68S"81S $INUIATY (w04,

BZE'E52'61E 906'€61's% 0Z0'001°pLS 626'£S2Z'6LS 808°€5L'CS 020'004'¥18 v9d

8L'€10'L3 BE£4°9E5'CH 8£L9E5°CS Q45'58.4'9§ 0gz'9ec'zs 01E'BER'PS S18°0CS' 12 62L°4SE'S 989’9l uifiey {z-0) [ewIsuniiog @iy,

[(33 WawsA(py anuanaly

0% oS 00000°05 0s 00000°0% 0L1'vES 095'6S £€2980°'0% alg'ves £2980°05 pLE260'L  05B'0LL »82'L86 suLisyi 0o0'gL J380

03 03 00000°08 05 00000 03 0LE°LEPS 0E8°63% Z2680L°08 0L’V LES 96991'08 960'cE8'2  5b9209 258'062'Z FULLTY) GOSN - LOO'S

0% 03 00000705 03 00000 03 0ce'62Es 085°8v§ €09LL'0% 052 18es 60121708 IS9'650'2  2BL'SIY 598'ck9'L suliay) 000's - L00'E

03 03 00000 0% 03 00000"0% 089'€bL'23 0€Z'2e9s JANTIN Qsy'L2L'es br281°0% 25E'SYS'SL  256°/22'e ONO'BLE‘LL SULIIL OOTE + O

sabuey) vonnquisig
9/8'959'6S gcb'eze’es vE'8L% 8Ch'e28'2E pegLd 0ZE'CYLLS 096'148% as'ss 096'148% 05°s3 90'01E 896°99L €96'994 suia ut {z-0) puewad {unig) obieyd puewog
009'9LY'LS 00E'804% 00'SL3 aoe'80.Ls 00'5.48 009'3L¥' 1§ 00¢'804$ 00'$4S 00£'9043 00'543 eag'el bhb's [ 314 sliig Jo Jaguiny
(2-2] 1gp28WLIaY

%I’y JIERICY]

SpEZeYS asearnu}

S1g°820'LLS £8E'CEL'ES ZEP'SLE°LS QLv'abs als OvLEYY'2S 0£L'201'88 FINUIARY |Rj0L

008'820° LS 00£'892'LS 005'65£°s3 008'920°L$ 00€'89Z' LS 005'854'5% vod

S10'200'%8 EB0'S8R'LS 2E6'9L1'28 0.9'615'¢3 LA TAMES 0£2'pPe'es GUB'ELE'L  MJL'ZESS  bISLbbg uiBaely {1-9} 191313ww93 1210,
WBWISnpY 9nudany

03 0% 00000 03 02 00000 03 0Er’02Y'LS 08S'€228 §85y1'08 006'081 18 18581 0% SBY'CLE'L  1A1'TES'T  pLS'LLL'g saBieys uoinquIsiq

120'206°1L8 591 'EL68 187's3 209'696S 192'sS 50€'09¢ £0L'9Lb z09'esl aBreud puewaq

b42'660'2% p16'156% 00'5¢T OEE"LYL'LS 00’628 ab2'660'2s 0L6'1S68 00°'5eS QECLYL'LS 00 628 ovg'LL 2080 £95'6¢ SiiE JO J3qWNN

{1-9) lEpIawwog
2NUIAIY anuoAay giey anuIARY ey ANUOADTY anuaray EIT="] onuaAey o)ey ir10) 190Q-Aly 1Hdy-AON
eI 120 - Aew 13dy - AoN 110 O - Aey Jdy - Aoy Jauung 12101
pasodolgd saley 1owwng Posodoly 5310y 191U pasadosg losag sa1ey Iswng Juasaly S31ey 10NN Wasald siun Bujy1g Jesp 158 1504
uBjsag 21eY A4S poseg-abieyd puewsy
L)02 3dey

T+62 WWIweny
62 153nhay jje1s

€8100-60 'ON 123300

Auedwo) seo eBooueiiry)

Auedwog seg eSooueyey)




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 8 of 23

051'9p9'48 Q6Z'5Lp'L8 IWYINID 19D WNIGIW IYLOL
vle'cLes 0TL'60LS 1 avioL
9Lr'eLa'Ld 045'694'98 -2 V1oL
SSVID &L 9 2'0 NIDUYW
%26l Juaddayg
apF'ICLS CELLE
bLR'ELSS 1£9'982% ££9'9823 02L'6048 096'692S 0BL'EYYS 004'909'C__ 000'6SE'L  Q04'2p2'ZT W {5-4) wonsuodsuesy, lepuawwiog ejoy
03 OSSNy SnusAsY
[ 03 0000008 05 00000 03 022'29% ore'els £2980°0% 08g'8y$ £2980 03 00s'122 00s'08L 000'19S SWIIYI QDD'SE 13N
oS 0% 00000°03 03 00000 0% 0891028 062'958 26801°0% 08C'ShLE 99931°08 00Z'68C'L  Q08'9lS [alol- 1] SUUBYI 000'5L ¢ LOD'D
[ [0} 00000708 [ 00000 0% 051°94$ 0£L'ses £89LL 0% 0Zb'0s% 60121'08 008’415 aqz'oze 00.2'¢62 SWIDY} 060°S * 100'C
[ 03 00000 0% oS 00000708 OI£'59LS 026°.98 FAYA AN ] 06€'463 ppLOL0S 00y't8s 005'15y Q09618 S1sa4E 000E ~ 0
safleyn vonnaumsig
pL2'9PSS LELV'ELTS $6'9L% 2210128 p6'aLs 09E°2248 089'99% 0ess 08g'ees 05's8 gpz'ee vZi'gl (X491 | {g-1) puewag (Wnd) efieyg puewsg
000°¢2S 00S'CL8 00'sL3 005'C1S 00°5L8 000'428 00S'ELS Qa0'sLs 005°cLs 00948 41 foi: 18 [s[:]} S|)1g j0 JaqunN
{g~1) uonepodsues) (e190uWmo)
INUBADY INUBABY ey INUIAIY s1ey SNUZATY enuanay ey PUBAGY EICTY] 1210} 1PQ-AR T Jpdyeaon
1210, 120 - Rewy {ldy - nopN ey04, 190 ~ Keyy nady - aap 1suung EENUTYY
pesodold S$912Y s3WwWng pasodolyd $0)eYy J8iUIpA pasodoly asaly SY)RY JFWWING 1Wesslg $01TY 1NIAN WULSBIY snun Bunpg 1zag 1sey 1sog
uB|saq ey A4S peseg-afiey) puewsq
30 € 3deyg Auedwoy seg ebooueyey)
1-62 1WaWysely
62 \sanbay jyers

£3100-60 "ON 134300

Auedwo) 329 edoouriizy)




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 9 of 23

“b'b 1uadJad

260°P0LS esea10y)

419°9Y9'2% 956'692°LS 61L35€' 13 S85'2vS'2S 248'2C2'18 100°0LE'LS SINUAARY |e19),

sleares 28l'0ZbE 1B1L'0ZPS SLe'0v8S 8L°02p8 281°02vS v9d

20€'909'1$ 0sL'6988 2€5'0e68 0LZ'202'18 0se'Zies 029°ag8s 002'9/2'6)__009'8¥6'8 _ 009'22C'0L PUEIS nd Yip Lodsuesy (ejaisnpy) lejo),

oS WIWISNIDY 8NUaAaY

SCS'1018 bSL'0SS 22910°0% 18¢€'15$ 82910'08 0188713 00Q'vis 20020°Q3 010’648 2092008 009'9€Z's  002°080'C  00L'9SL'E SWIBYl 00G'CRH) 200

ZLp'oels 214°358 vELEQ 03 S62'YLS YELEQ'OS 029'2918 086'69% 806€0°0S 009’269 8060708 002194’y 009064t 009'0LE'E SULBY 00005 - LOU'OY

618'94TS 9rCreLs 11190°0% 2LP25LS 4119008 0SB LLES 0g0'obLs 16890°03 OLL'HLLS 16890°0% 00b'S2S’y  000'2€0'2 - 009'26v'2 subi3yl g0g'oy - 100°S}

61E°LLES YrO'EvLS 062.0°0% 512'891% 0624008 OLO'LSES aL9'p9Ls $9080°'08 [ IR-T-1E ¥9080°0% QUB'TSE'Y  00S°yPO'Z  00L'80C'2 IUB3Y) 00A‘'G1 0
sa3Buey) uounquisig

2118588 857’6273 05'L8 65€'a20S Q5°L% 02.'629% 098'vLES 05's3 038'vLES 05588 agL's 8rZ'ds 8p2'45 1(2-)) pueweq (wii4) 36seyD puewaq

005°1L218 052'09% 005488 05/'095 Q0 5265 002'263 009'8v$ 00'00ES 009'8b% 00 0028 9.z 291 13 S8 1O 1aquiny

{Z-UL-4) Aqpuels iind Yim wodsues) |elasnpy)

%20 W02104

£E6'ZS- aseay]

08L°0€Y3 £rL'2ezs 40'61% ELLEEYS S5y PESS 852'66LS J3W01SNY Bl SINUIAIY |e1o),

ti2's6es SS9'TLES 950'2aL% €14'668% sgogLes 8502814 vod

190'sE% 810'613 886'G1$ 000'8CS 008°Qes 002'218 001L'b6D aov'esz 004'bi2 ujBae {3-1) sates algudnisajui 1ejo),

oS [ WRILISADY snusAsy

03 08 82910°08 (¢} 8231005 03 0s 2002008 s 20bZ0'a8 s} 0 0 suUUl 000°05 1 4on0

8S8'1S SEE°LS Peieo 0% €4S rEIE0 08 02eTs 0eL'ls 806€0°0S 0853 805£0 0% 00L'65 0oL vy Q03°'st SUuaY! 00005 - LOD0Y

985'SLS 299'es 2119008 v02°98 2118008 095248 QL0018 16890 0% 055 L8 16890°0S Qog'vsz 00Z’sel 009°60! SwuBn go'oY - LOO'SL

2eL'ers 199°3% 062£0'08 195'g% 08240 0% 025'hLS 09Z'L8 9080°03 0g2'Ls ¥9080°0% 000°'08L 00006 000'08 Suusy goo'ss - a
saflleys volinauisig

00S'eS 0s2'2s Q05285 0s2'2s 005458 009'es o08’Lls 00 Qoes [s[o]: % Q0'0DES r4 g 9 $1118 )0 J3qunNN
(1-1) s3195 3|qNdnuvluy

anGAALY INYATY ey anuasay ey INUYATY AMNUIAY /ey AUIAIY ajey felot 190-Aely |120Y-AON
{210 10 - Aew jLady - aQN 1R101 120 - Aeg jdy - AoN Jawuwng JAVIM
pasodoig sajey Jewwng poesodosyg $2)ey Jalulps pasodosy Juassg S31€Y JAWWING JUBSAY S$21RY J2IUMA IUISDIG stun Buyng seax 1say 1sog
ubisag eley A4S paseg-o6ieys puewag
£)0badey Auedwio) ser) eBooueneys

1+67 Wawydeny
g2 15anhay jjes

£8100-60 ON 13%39g

Auedwio) seq edaoueney)




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17

[s¢]
[a]
e
o]
o
—
Q
o
©
o,
DA ansag
F4x 4. osEassy|
829'ZhL’ 1S oc4'eees 169'958% 020'042'18 012°1068% 016'898% 009'268°L€  Q08'29p°gL  000'0Bp°gL dsumij (nsnpuj aigjidnlssiug inoy-qns
WBURSNIPY @NUaASY
v2L'16LS PPE'LOLS 9291008 1£2'68% 82910'03 190'282S olv'osis 20vTU oS 0S8'LELS 20920'08 006'ZbL'L1  006'L32'9  QOU'LBY'S suusYl 00005 S3A0
5¢.'82e8 g50's9LS veLE0 08 £99'p91§ PCLED O3 OSL'LLYS 0R8'5028 806L0 0% 0TE'502% 806£0°0S 006°025'0L  004'992'S  (02'¥SE'S Swaul Goo'0st < 1000k
216'2¢¢3 L68'0LLS 41190°0% 120'2318 L1120°08 opo'sLES oLs'zels $8990'03% a£s'28Ls 16890°0% 005'2hbY'S  00L'€64'Z  00R'AYD'Z SWJ3Yt 000'0F - LO0'SE
0¢8'60ts 78L'95L8 06240 0% 125'e518 08220°0% 0cE'Zres 000°CLLS ¥9000'08 0£8'691S $9080°0S 00E'ISZ'yY  QOE'SPL'Z  00DOY'2 SLUBY 900'SL - 0
. saBiey) vonnquisig
L&Y 18bS S¥6'0€2S ge'es SPE'0CZS seer ore'sges 0L9'eELs SE'S 0l92ELS 5€'1% §rs'o6l 52’88 S{2'86 (-1} pumiaq (war4-uon) Aipede)
000°2LLS Q0S'85% 00'sLeS Q0S'85% 00°'52€S 009'€63 00g'gYs 00'00£% 008'9b% 1U0'00ES 24T 95t a5y Sifig Jo JoquunN
{1- 1) vojieyodsuel] JrisIsSnpul ajqRdnRIL]
%8’ WAV
108'vZ3 askasoy)
09€'99E' LS £00'899% 65€°263% 095'1¥E'LS prb'z5aS alL1'e89s SINUIAIY B0
969'5C2S arf' LS ara’LlLg 969'S€23 8p8'21LS apaLLs vod
§99'0C1'1L% §51°155S 015'845% poR's0i'Ls 965'vESY 89Z'V LS8 00£'86%'12  Q0Z'8SY'0L  00L'QEQ'LL S [RiLied YiM MOdsuely BISNPY] ()04
PhSLLLS 95/'69% CLFEH ppSTLELE 952'6398 |84'293 002’120’  009'982'v  COE'VBLE sienuog ¥Radg
121'€66% 66€"18v3 2201188 02t'9963 ova'pgrs 088°81C3 08b°€0S$ 009'9Ib'EL 00V 1L1°S  QOR'SbZ'  WRd UIM 1J0UsURIL |REISTPY) IO L-G0S
USUNSNIPY ONUaAey]
L£9'0Es T96'218 92210708 690'91% 92910'08 a6L'ses 0Es'gLS z0rZ008 099'92% 20v20'08 005°188't  009'14Z 006°6Q1'Y Suliaul 000'0S) J3r0
9127818 294'e83 beieQos 255'6018 $ELE0'0S 055'9teS 4v6'601LS 806E0°03 0L9'9EL S g0ae0'as 008'80E'2  00Z'ELE'T  DOY'GEP'E suuaul pO0'ass - 3000w
vILLGLS bLLpER 2118008 0yQ" 268 4118008 0r0'9LTS 0eL'a0ls 46890 0% 02e'60L5 16890'0S 00L'SEL'E  QOL'BbS'L  QOp'98S'L 9uLdW goo'or - LOO'SL
v esLs £99'62% 062.20'08 981'928 0621008 0r9'a9Ls 604°c8s $8080'08 ave'pes +9080°0% 00Z'L80'7  QDE'LE0'L  00L'E50'L Suuayt 0g0’ss - 0
sabJeys uonngisig
055'99€S 542'e8i$ GLE'EPLE 00.°'8b28 05¢e'r21S 05g'v2Ls 891'cg ¥£6'2p ax:i44 puewtaq eial
019'9Z1$ SOE'ESS 5¢28 S0L'e9s 5E'CT [[7%45 0:8'9E8 sCtLs 0/2°9eS SELE 9lE'eS 9£6'92 9e6'9Z — (i-1) puewaq (wid-von) Adeded
0r6'6£2S 0.3'6L18 0548 046'6118 s 18 096'S218 086'28% 05°SS 086'48% a5'ss 266'LE 966'S1 966’58 {2-1) puewaq (W) 26seyQ pueway
SHIQ Ul puewsg
000'bSS 000'42% 00'5LES 000°(2% 00'6.C% 00Z'eys 009°128 Q0'00ES Q09’128 00'00es Pl el L SIi8 O J8quUINN
{1~ L+7- U1+ 2) AQpuels |rR1ied Yhm Ladsues ) jeuisnpug
snuenay dNUARY Y 3NUIAIY ey BnuBASY ELCVEYYTY] NEY DALaADY ey 12101 120 -Aeyy 1dy-AON
ey 120 ~ few 1Idy « AON 1210 120 - Aepy ty - ADN Jauumsg JB1UIM
pasodasy SoleY JTWLLING pIsOdold soiey lojujpy pasodolyd uosag S9)ey 10wwNg Tuasasy SIIRY JIUPW 1UDSIIG S(u) Buiig 123 153, 150d
ufiiseq a1ey A4S paseg-ebiey) puewosq
110§ 3ty Auedwoy) seg eBooueneyn

1-§2 luawyselly
62 153nbay yjeis

£8100-60 'ON 123300

Auedwo) seg edocue)iey)




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 11 of 23

Omn.vhw.Nw asealdy] ||y, onohuc_ S
bS82EL'ZES OLZ'ESH'SIS br2'eeL'8Ls p00'8L9'623 886'602°01$ 4i8'80V'61S SINNIAIY viey 0SEP JTBILJNNYILN] ONY WEId TvIOL
528'94K'2S 8€2'LE2°LS 1E9'6E2'18 081'L55'2S 042'1£2'18 0L6'642'L8 §19e1U0Y |T133dS M SINNTAIY 2)eY 35eq WHIS-NON TWLOL
0s 113 [} 0s 0$ 0% SLOVYLNOD TVIIRLS Wi J-LoN
seg'azp'es 8E2'LER 15 2E9'6ET'LS 081'¢55'2% ole'LLz's 0LB'6LE' LS SJ3LWOIENY O] 5ANUBAAY BIRY aseq Wild-NON TvLOL
6.40'9L.'62% Zi6'SLE'bLS 201'005°SLS rZbL90'L2S 9L L'2E6'8S £02'8Z1°818 S3RU0Y (B30dS /» SANNIAIY BIEY 9528 WY TVLOL
126°€048 6zv'LLes 860'2Chs 125°€0LS &zy'Les 860°2ChS SANNIATE SNOINVIIIOSIN
PrSiLELS 954’695 ABL'¢8S prS'ILLS 954’698 0994495 SLOVHINOD TV(I3dS Wild
800'5.8'928 94'pL8'CLE 122°000'613 £5£'022'92% EE5'LES'8Y 0Z9'829'L18 SJ3WOISNY 01 SaNUAABY )Py ISeg wdld (210}
as 05 [+ s s [+:3 anUdAlY aley aseg pauimay Auedwod
0s [+13 0s 41 Qs Qs at_‘.n.r 3L PUE B AIDG —mmuunm uesaMI3q UBIAHIA JO *noov HIOW] waap mc_.gm ED..EZ
i} os 03 0§ as 0% {1-88) 831005 repeds
0% Qs 05 0% ag [k 0 0 3] wbiely (1-55) 23|A1dg (e|3adg |10 1-QRS
wawisnipy anuaaay
03 s 92910'08 of 2910703 [y 0% 20vT0'0S 04 20720'0S Q 0 0 suuay| 000'0St 13r0
Qs as PELEO O3 0% FELLO0S [} 0% 806€0 08 03 §06£0 0S 0 0 c suLaul 000’051 - +00°a
0s ] 4119008 of Li180°08 s 0% 16830 0S ¢} 16990703 0 0 o £U33Y) 000’0 + 10Q'GL
[sh3 ag 0622003 o5 06220708 03 03 ¥9020°03 0s b908C 0% 0 0 0 5uuayy 000°54 - ¢
sabieysn uonnquisig vl
[} 0% STEs as se'es [ [ SETL8 os se18 Q Q0 Q {}-1) puewsg (w4-uoN) Apede)
03 0% 00°52€8% as 00 5488 313 as 00 00€% [ 00 '00E% ] a 0 118 jO J8qunN
(1:58) @100 1€|3adg
ANUIAIY anuaaay aey [MIABY ey INUDADY BNUIADY a1y DAVDATY ney iejoL uu°->ﬂ<s :.a«.zz
1918 130 - Aewy dy « rop 101 190 - Aeyy 114dy « AON mRuwng ELHTTTYY
posodosg S01e 12wwng pesodosg saley JAWM pasodoly asasg S3IEY JBWIWING JUASAY Saey JBIUIM WUS53d shun BuplI J2oA 1501 1504
uBisoq ey A4S poseg-abiey) pueweg
1109 adeq Auedwiog seq) eBooueyiey)
162 Waunpelly
67 153nb3y J=is

£8100°60 QN 134I0Q
Auedwo? seg edoounyey)




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 12 of 23

Q82°80T3 %0°0aL

082°¢02S ziee0% %0°00L Z8'c9% ZThLss %0°001 Zev'Lss BELEELS %0700} 8ZL°CELS
ik § #oer IR 662 5 %ger A 60°L 5 %EET 9z% $Z0e § %2oT  veons
1621 $ %re 0r6'91% 90 € $ %8S 182'63 gb b 3 %9 09Z'p$ €504 S %6'L PEQ'11$
202 $ %St opagLe 191 $ %ae 192'58 e $ %2y 902'¢$ 69°¢ $ %s2 veOLLE
££'0 $ %b§ or6'gLs €Ly $ %Le 192'c8 102 $ %Y 992’3 122 . % WL PEOLLS
£9'9 $ %E'E 0r6'aLs 8.1 $ %8T 182°98 €22 $ %ev 982°v$ ez .8 .&:. v80°L LS
921 $ %0e 0v8 91$ 98t 3 %it 182'88 06'L $ %LT 99z'vs &z - -8.%L - T peoLLs
be'6 § %8P obe'9s [ T %ee 182'6$ SLl § %PE 962°v8 B2 AN ‘%gT . - ¥6OHIS
0sel $ %99 ore9Ls 252 $ %S'P 18268 r0Z $ %0¥ 99Z°b3 s05 § weE .. vao'Lg
2861 $ %96 ovealLs is's S %L'® 18z'c$ oy § %el 982'b% 9. & %se A ’ 60 L1$-
89'2z $ %OCL oveaLs az'e VA ) ©oLegss €09 $ %L 992'vs oz'8h. 3. %Sl PEO' LS. |
P8'EL $ %99t araaLs +2'2L $ s%eel \ez'ss 8LoL $ %e'6L 082'v3 265§ ugsl ¥E0'1LE
v0've $ %o OP6'9LE [ P4 $ %l'et 3544 8y L $ %SPbL 892'v5 8542 $-%L0z ., . ¥EOLLS
082'£0Z$ %0°00L 08Z'024 2.8'¢95 %0°00L Z.e°e08 8ZL'CCLS %0°00} :ralgin s
Tobe § %Lot DCGETE 1901 5 %It 19235 BLEC S %L91 PEOTLE
68'0L $ %EB 0pg9Ls se's $ %re 192's$ be'olL § %28 ve0'L1$
0 $ %0 ora atg V'L $ %02 192'c% 192 $ %'Z YEO'LLS
- S %ao org 9L - $ %00 L92's8 - -3 %00 vg0'LES
- 5 %00 oy6'a1s - $ %00 182°64 - $ %00 V80" LIS
- $ %00 0v6'918 - $ %00 19263 - $ %00 Ye0LLE
160 $ %S0 ore'9ls 620 $ %S0 182°¢3 £9°0 § %S0 v80'1L15
£ 3 %2t ov6 9IS oLz $ %ge 182'S$ 8/geoyddy JoN 0y $ %t v60'L1%
argL $ %6 opegLs PO’ $ %6's 182's$ g8 Ll $ %8¢ v60'LLS
£y $ %09l obogLe va'oL $ %8st 182'5§ 5212 S %o9L beo'LLS
11ty 3 %Sz o0vE'9LS i35 $ %yl 182 5% 7811 $ %91T bEO'LLE
£5 9 3 %6'ZT oPB BLE £5'pL $ %heTZ 192'6% £0°08 $ %0t b8Q'LLS
|NEY mmﬁcwu‘.a& ey mmmm Mmm.:._uu.-m& NEY Jjey umm—:no,_wn_ o—mm aley amn:._uo._mn_ 218N
padinag Bundinog abieyn p2)oinog Bundinoag abieys pajdnag Bund|nas abseyyn padinag fuydinag aflieyn
puewdg purwag puewaq puewag
{c-1jz-2) a3inias [RISUED WNIpow {1-D] 89IAJag [B43U3D |[BwS

v-d Ajwes-niny jepiuapisay

1-y {2ludp)say

IE10),
1RqWIBQ
1RquBAoN

J3G013Q
Jequaidag
isnbny

Ainp

sunp

Aepy

udy
yaep
Arerugqay
Aenyer
Gidag

SHIAWOLISND WIHIO 1V

|eiof
Jaqunza(
JAQUIBAON
199010
Jaquisidag
1snfiny
Anp
sunp
Aew
ludy
ydlen
Arenigag
Asenuep

TIUoH

SHUIWOLSNI AINO LVIH

£ )0 3dey

1-6% wawyoeny

67 1sanbay yeig
£8100-60 "On 123200

uBisaqg ajey A4S poseg-efiey) puewag

Auedwog seo efoourijeys




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 13 of 23

Yl'T uenagd
ov2'zs ISEIIDY|
125°50L8 $E6°0€S 9E9'vLS Lea'z0ls 195'92% ¥az'als £INUIARY 1ejo)
160'2.3 ikl'alg LN 160'248 Jaan: 184 vy6'5SS vod
Q8r'EES 984'p13 269'9L$ obL'0Es 0Zy'01% 02£'0Zs voz'28 BrY'6L 95429 uiBrey {p-} 181uap[Fay [FI0L
USRIy anuaaoy
ab0'ss 20l 115008 8,678 6260'0% orA AL 092'cs 05E63'0S 089°EL$ 99.12°08 bOZ'28 sbb'aL 951°28 236;242 voINaLISIQ
Zhi'ng 950°4S 000'ES 950°L8 [slelvfor4 0L’y 2502 et abBreyd pueurag
0ze'eLs 099'ss 00'9s 089'95 00'9% 02E'ELS 099'9S 00'gs 09993 00°9% 0zz'z oLty oLy S|ItB JO JqUInN
(-4} jenuapisay
N4 JUEENEN
mmm.n _.m.ww EELSE M
9€1'206°5 S vBE'E600LS TvL'209'sES £81°E8A'PYS £82'278L' 28 007'00¢'9ES sanuanay (e1o),
006'608'0ES 00C'L68'ES 009'816'92$ 006'606'0CS 00€'L68°ES 009'816'923 vod
9E2'260'518 b60'80Z°'9% 2yives'ag £82'62Z°TLS €EY L6R'ES 008°L8E'6S oL2'240'pE_ QIL'I89'r  006'b4L°0E ujfauy |epvopisay (Fioy
jeaunsnipy anuaaoy
s11'cea8 $60'02$ 8v6E0'0S 180°'£59% SHEL0°08 £66'855'2% ¥R0'02% 8p6L0 0% 608'ES5'ZS bSESL 0% ov0'ts0'LL  OLL'A0S (5347318 SU3U), 65 A0
2890428 €62'225 r6£0°08 68e'erZs SY6E0'03 LZLTLVLS 8.8'068 091EL°0% 0s'180'lS P TAN DE1'958'S  OZE'169 0.L8'paL'y Sl 056
828'v0E'LS £L0°8C43 8bELO03 £52°991°LS 6295103 SSFpYs'es [0 52¥81°08 280'006°LS byps2 08 086'P96°0L  082'IBM'C  0OL L9%'L SWaW ST - 0
safieyd uopnquisig
0:l'z12'ss 286'246°T8 05448 121'809'28 asLLs 9£5°2.8 666LEE 6ES'0VC afey) puawag
£HE'LCT'LS ZEUBEYES  00'L1S ICL8lPE 00ELS 201'966'SS LY0'9ELES 00'0LS 0B0'098'ES  00'2LS 9.2'5€9 so9'cLe 2i8'12e SIIg 19 Joquiny
{L-yl lenuspisay
SBSSE|Y) JAWO)SNY w4
3NUIASY ANUIAIY aley aNUdADY oiey anadaey anuoAdy a)ey anuaAy oley 1esy 120-AeN 1IGY-AON
1219 190 » Aey Hidy - AoN 1e1o), 120 - Aey 111dy - noN Jawnwung JAUIM
pasodosd SDjey Jowung pasodald s2}ey Jojulp pasodory WBSdg S3ey 10WwWNgG {uasaly SA)EY 13U JUISAY sHun Sul}ig JEIL 15911504
ubisag ey AJS paseg-abiey) purwag PIAPPON
Auedwo) seg eBoouepeyn
L 101 aded

T-67 Wawyseny
62 15anbay jjmg
£8T00-60 'ON 133900




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 14 of 23

G6D't uassag

221093 3seasnul

022'c82'928 266'420'8% 922'ss2'818 865'610'923 991'08t'L3 0SE'6ES'ALE 88nusAdy IR10L

626'€52'81% 208°€51'S$ 020°00L°vLS 876'ts2'a1s 806'€51'S3 020'001°p1S v9d

Z61'620'43 bg0'y.18'2S 802's51'vE 0/5'594'8% 092'g2¢'28 OLE'sEb v G19°08S'VZ GZ1IST'S  989'TLL'9L ey (2-0) Errewwe) oy,

¢ aUnsN[py onusaey

L0aLs 020'L3 Q280008 620’88 02600703 0Ll'rgs asgs'as £2980°0% [g3: 420 £2500'05 rL1'Z80°L  068'0LL ¥92'186 LR 000'S) J0A0

orl'§Les SLZ'61S 691LEQ'0S +Z6'8613 £9880°0% 0/8'16v5 0£9°s98 Z590L°08 [s 7R ¥i<s 8999108 860't€8'2  Spa'e0e 258'0€2' SUIIU QO0'SL - 100’

mnn.momm 859°12% 75980703 6LL2L1S y1801'08 oLg'62es 035'9v8 €8911°0% 05Z'L928 60124 0% \S9'650'c  ZaL'siy BOR'EYVE'L SuNaY 00a's - 100'C

2EQ'POS LS £pZ'Lazs 25980°0% B85'E2L'LS LL80V'0S 0B89'eh2'es otz'zzes LbLYY'0% 05v'E28'eS vhiBL'0S 2S6'6YS'SY 2SE'LTZ'P  ODO'BLE'ML Suuayl 0aoe - 0

safiey) vannauisia
96L'TLI'TS 8v9'2TH'lS 001§ 8r9'9L8'ls  0OLLS 0Z6'erL'LS 098'118S 05'5S 09¢°1L8S 05'6S 90°L1E 896'99( 896'991 suig w {2-9) prewaq (uw) 3Bwug paewag
00a'gIb'Ls 00e'80L3 00 628 00C'8045 00 5.8 009'814°LS 00€°8045 00'5¢3 00£'80.% Q0'sis sgg'al prb's rE'e SIg 10 Joquiny
{Z-3l (ej3sawwon

%'y [IYCEI L]

sac'zavs aseasauy

SeL'820'118 962'996'2S 6.p290'e% 040°9%5'04E opL'Thb'Es QeLzol'es SONLIOADY (B10},

008'920"£$ 00£'892'1L8 008°85L's$ 008'820°25 00£'99218 005'852's$ v9d

£8'100'7S 968'169'18 6.6°L0E'23 019'615°¢S oppaLL’ls OEZ'$9E'2S SRQ'CLE'L  LAL'ZES'L  biS'ien's ulBuey {}-D) 1e[2sawwo] (@10,
WoWsn[py GrUanay

L16'1abs 012'6E8 9520708 Lp2'2208 £5590 08 0EY'02e'LS 0e5'¢6228 6851 08 008'96L"1S 18584'08 SEYELE'L  LLMCSL  pISTLYP'e safliey vounguisig

0zZZ'LyrLs 218'90L% 000°%% a0y’ peds 000°'¢S SOE'098 €091 209'e8l elueyg puswog

rp2'960'2S v16'1568 00'sZs 0eCTLrLLS 00 628 0vZ'660°2$ 01671568 00 s28 [P AR TR o0'ees oye'LL LL0'8E £95'6E S8 Jo Jaquiny

[1-0) 1ey018WM109
NUINABY ANuAAIY Bley anuaady Aey ELUETYY EDVERET] ajey DAY o1y e1a g, PO-Aew Jisdy-AoN
o 0O~ >m_2 dy - AoN 19104 120 - Aein Iudy « AQN nRwwng ELITTTN
pasvdosd sajey rowuing pasodosyg 018y Joyupp pasadold sag $21EY JawuIng Jussasg SojeYy 261UIMN 1UISRIY $Hun Bulji|B 1€ 1531 1504
ubBiseq s1ey A4g paseg-aBiey) puewwag pajlipon
Aueduiog seq) eBooueneyyn
Li0T3Beg

26T WuswyaeHy
£2 1sanbay yug
£8T00-50 'ON 194300




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 15 of 23

80L'SPg' LS 06Z'sep'L3 YHINGD 17 WNIGIW TV.LOL
9Ly'9Les 0218028 £-1IvioL
262'620'L3 0L5'592'9% 23 WLOJ
SSVY10 €L B -0 NIDUWYW
AR Juasisy
0L E6%- 5B
910’9198 991°v5¢S 052°29€% 024'6043 09g'5928 09L'EPPS 00£'909'C _ 000'65E'L  004£'zv2’z Wi {e-)) uonenodsuely, [e1010uw0) €104
0% 1GaWSNIpy 2nUanBy
BEY'0§ 11K'18 02600 0% 194°68 0Z800'0% 022'29% obe’cis £2980°0§ 08e'8ys £2980°08 005'12¢L 005°08t 00o'Les swiay) 4ot 1340
pL9'PES 1gb'gLe 691£0703 €6L'9.5 ¢+ €9680'05 089'1023 082°953 28801 08 06E'ShIS 99991708 Qoz'esc't  008'9LS 0r'zLe SuLBYl 000'SL - 1005
805'9rS graIbis 259890708 Q9g'ted LE8OL'0S 051'9:8 oes'ges €89L1°0% [or4 0 60L21°08 a06'bls 002022 00.'v62 FULAW 000's ¢ 100'E
€i8'g8s 669'0ES 2598008 vL1'85% LLgot 08 QLE'S9LS 026'¢9% Liivl 0% 06£'£85 P0L8L'0S 00L'ige 005’18t 009'619 Susay) 0ooe + 0
safleyq voynquisig
b2LbGES 2902448 00 413 9C°LL18 00418 09T°LLLS 08e'ses 05'S8 089°88% 05's3 gve'Te vel'al bZi'8 4€-1) puewaq {uuid) abieys puewaq
000'£2% 00s’¢ls a0'sLS 005°elS Q0 S.% 000°423 005'cLs 00°54$ 005°€1S 00°cés Vs o8t ast SiHg Jo RQunN
{£-1) vonruodsues) jeposwog
enuonay aNuaAdY ajey snusAsy ey R INUIAIY ajey INUIAIY aley Te1oL WRO-Aewy  adyenon
1€101 120 - Aepy dy - AGN JEI0 Y, 1RO - Aey 1110y - AON Jawiwng R
pasodosg s91ey Jewwng pasodosg 012y JalujMm pasodony JusBIg SayEy Jounung juesalg 53)RY J01U|A VRS siun Bup g JedA 159, 1504
ubisaq a8y A4S paseg-abieys puewaq payipoy
Auedwo) sen e6ooueneys)
£ jo € adeg
2-67 WIwydelly
87 153nbay yers

£810060 "ON 193200




Docket No. 09-00183

Exhibit DPY-17
Page 16 of 23

Yl'p uanag

Z60'pOLS IsEAIIU|

119°9p9'28 856'682°L 3 612°95¢'1S SBS'THS'ZS LIS'ZEZS L00°0LE'LS $9nuansy (210},

§2£'0v8% 2[NS 281°0Zv3 SLE'0v85 2810243 181'02v8 ¥od

208'908't$ 0//'898% 2E6'9E8s 0LZ'zos'vs 06£'ZLeg 028'6885 002'a42'81  009'8%G'8  G09'/ZE'0L PURIS (N4 UM LOUSUBLL 1B1ASNPY] (B0

as BWIEARY anuaray

Se5'L0Ls v51°0SS 92910'0% 19E°L6S gz9L0'0s 012'691L% 000'v2% 20¥z20'0% 0LE'SLS 20b20°0% 0DE"9EZ'S  00L080'C  0OL'9SL'c SUU3Y) 90a'ast J2na

2LY'0ELS 211'958 vLIEQ'OS S8T LS YELED'0S 02929L3 086'69% 206€0'0S 059'265 80620 03 00Z'LAL'Y  009°064°L  009'QLE'C SWsAY G005 - 100'0P

518'9223% PHUVTLS 2L190°08 2L6°Z51S 4419008 0S8'L1ES ago'ovris 18890'0S 0LL'14L8 1689008 00P'S2S’P  008°2€07  009'28%'2 suuoy 060’0 - 1003k

BICTLIES brU'sYis aa2L0'08 5.Z'89\8 0622008 olo'bses 0/8'v81§ v9040°'0S ori'eslLs »9080°08 008'2SE'P  00S'PH0'Z  Q0E'80E'Z SUUSY QOO'SL - 0
s3Bleyn vonnquisig

214'858% 65€'62rS 05°¢8 65C°BZVS 05°4S 0zL'628s 088'vIES 05'sS 008°bLES Qs'ss 88’8 ay2'Ls 8y2'LS 11{z-1) puwag (wnd) 2Bieun puswaqg

Q051248 054088 00'6i€% 05£'09% 00 5488 002’268 008'8bs 00'00ES 009'ers 00'00¢% 92 29l Z9t SId Jo Jsquiny

(Z-1s1-4) Aqpuelg ijng biim uodsues) el aspy)

%0 W04

£e6°2Y- asualauy

082'0Cvs ceL'eezs LpO'BELYS cLL'echd SEE'PECS 652’8618 Jawo)snd 01 S3INUBARY (A0

c1L'56E% SSU'TILS 8S0'Z018 £1.'s628 ssg'eles 850'201% Yod

£90'6C$ ai0'a1s g06's1% 000'9€S 008'028 002418 001'¢6Y 00v'642 004'v12 ubsew (1)) sajes Aiandnisaiu re104

H v TRWISA[PY onueney

08 03 829L0'0% [t} 8291L0°0% [ as 20v20°08 a3 20v20°0S 0 0 0 SULBW QO0°05 1 J3a0

BSE°LS 59E°LS pELCO'08 €LbS yELED'0S 0Ze'2s 0EL'1S B06£0'0% 0658 806€0 08 00¢£°'6¢ 00Z°ve oot'st SWIYL 0OCa5 ) * 100°0P

985°513 2g9'ss Li130'08 v0L'sS 2419008 095°¢1S aia'ols L6890'03 055'2S 16920 0% 008°v52 oozZsvh 09601 SULAY! 000'0F * LOO'SH

[ARNE] 195'98 062.0'08 195'98 06220°0% 025°vLS 092'L3 v9080'03 082'4S v8080°0% 000°081L 000°06 000°06 Sunay) ¢Q0's1 - 0
sebiey) uonnguis|g

005'vS 052'28 00S2€3 05223 00'G.E8 009'e8 00e'l3 00'00ES 008°1LS 00 00¢s 2L 9 9 Sliig Jo Jaquiny

(11} Sajeg erqudnusyy
InuaA0y NUIAIY ey anuaAay ey INUDADY ANUIAY ajey INUBAIY EIT2Y) |eio ) 150-Aew IY-AON
e101 120 - Kew |rdy « AON 1810], 120 - Aey judy « ADN Jewng ELINTTTYS
pasodolyd SMEY 1LUING pasodald sy 12juipp pIsodaog juasaiyg SDRY JEUNLNG [WASAIY S1eY Jaujpn UasAIY SIUp Bu)l|g Je2 A 1S9, |S0d
uB|sag 2jey A4S poseg-abieyy puewsq payipol
Auedwoy seg eSooueneyn
£ )0 paded

2:67 Wwawylely
62 153nbay yrig
£8100-60 'ON 13%30Q



Docket No. 08-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 17 of 23

%hS"b tu2as3d
68428 FELEYET
929'2v1'1$ geL'cnes 268'as8$ 0ZQ'04L'LS 012'1063% 014'898% 009'266'LE 009°48v'9L  000'06Y'GL dsuely rep1gnput ojqpudnisaiyy (Bloy-qns
{UIUNSMIPY INUIATY
pLLELS vPE'L0LS 82910'0% L€2'603 §2810°0% 090°'zezs 0tb'051S 20920°03 0SS'LELS 20020°08 008'Zv'LL Q06'192'9  000'L8E'S Suu3ayl 900°gst J3na
G22'62€% 860'591S bEIE0 08 289'vOLE PLLEO0S oSt HibS 028°6028 B06£0 0% 0£L's0es |06£0°0% 006'028'0L  002'992's  002'vSe'S TWIAYI 0CO'T5L + L00'0p
818'2tLs 168'041LS 41190708 220'2918 LL190°0% 0%0'sLe8 015°261$ 16890°0% 0£S'28LS L6890°0% 00S'ZPt'S  OOLEGLZ  0Q0B'@p32 SUU3YL 000'0F * 1QO'SE
026'80¢% 268€"951S 06720708 225'E818 Q62£0°0% 0e8'eres 000'CLLS $3080°0% 0£9'691% ¥9090°0F Q02'4STF  0OC'SPL'T  o0a'gol'z sluau) 000'SL - 0
s96J842) VaINQuIsIQ
L68'18S SbB'0E2S se€es SY6'0ees [Sr4 Y 0b£'592% 029'2EL8 geis gi9'2el$ oeLs 6¥5'961 $12'86 §12'88 {1-1) puewag {wi4-uon) Ailgeden
Qo0'LLLS 005°8S3 Al g=pin Q06'8SS 00'sL£5 009'€6% oos'ers 00°00€% 008'9p3 €0'00E3 cle sl agt Sing jo Saquiny
{1+1) uojieirodsues ) (episnply 3)qdnaajug
%8 wadad
108°ve3 aseasauy
09e'8BE"LS €00'609S 95¢'4693 095" LYE'LS by¥'259s 9L1°683S SONUAAIY [e10Y
968'cEes oreLLLS arp'LLLs 969'se2$ araeLLs L RN AN v9od
S99'081°LS 581°15$3 Q15'825% $98'60L"\8 965°vESS 8921158 00E'geb’LE  002'85K'0L  001'0£0'LL § IRMEd YiM Lodsuesy jeplsnpuy jeioL
PPS'LELS 952698 89.'49% [P E] 951'69% 892198 004'120'8  008'982'p  006'vL'E SNU0Y B930S
121'6663 667 18V8 2eL'LLSS 0Z¢'8986% 0rg'r9rs 068'81£S 08%'€0s$ 009'SLb'EL  QOP'LLL'S  QOZ'She’s  3MURd Yl LodsuRlL) [EIASHRYL [E10L-ans
—:mE.m:F( INrIAY
1€9°0C8 295'24% 82910'0% 690'818 a2gi0'08 061'sp% Qg5'gls copzo'od 099'923 20v2008 005’188y Q09'L1L 006's0L°L suidul Q00’051 280
QiL 818 99L'88% veLE00s 255'80LS YELE0'08 055'96TS av6'6014 806S0°0% 0Le'9ELS 06E0'0% 00R'30L'e  002'€Le'T  00Y'SEY'E SULAUL 000 0S L - LOD'0Y
vLLL61S veL'bes LiL80'0% 0r0°L6S 11180'03 opa'8LES az4'901$ 16890°0% 02£'6018 16630'0S 00Y'SEL'S  QOL'8vS'L  00v'98s't suusul gOo'or - LDO'SY
app'2sLs €939'5.% 062.10'08 98£'948 06210 0% 0bg'a9LS 004'ees $9080'0% ops'ves #9080'0S 00Z'160'C  008'£€0°L  00E'C5Q'L SunaY) 000'SH + O
. sabey) vonnquisig
055'99€S SLZ'TaLS PR 18 004'8v23 0se'vzls 0Se'p21L S g98°S8 vE6'CY vEB'ZH puawag |gjoL
019'9215 SOE'L9S SEeS SOC'E9S g£es ovL'ELS 0/€79ES SE1S 02£°9€S seis 9:8°€S BE6'92 8E6'92 (1-1] puewag (wiid-uo) Agede)
0V6'6€Z3 0L6'6118 05'¢S 0L6'6LLS 0518 096'SL18 086’48S 05 5% 086°28% 0583 266'LT 966°G1 966'SL (2-1) puewaq (Wnd) 361euyn puewag
SYIQ W puewaq
000'p5S 000°228 00 S.ES 000°42% 00°62€8 00L'ehs 009°(2S 00°'00eS 00g'12s 00°00£S ol [43 (73 S|I'g Jo JaquinN
{1~ L+2-1s1-4) AqpUIE)S [1DEG Yiim Lodsue) ) jepsnpuj,
INuaADY INUIAIY EEIY] anuaaay EIY] aNUBASY EGIELE By DNUDADY ey [GE 19048/ |UOY-AON
1elo ), 130 - Aep 1128y - AON 1eta 130 - Aey udy - Aoy saunung SO
pasodosyg S31eYy JSWWNG pasodolg BAIRY JOIUIM pasadord juasord $31€y JAUNG JUSIG $ARY SN JUDSDIY siun Bujig a4 1531 1504
uBisaq slen A4S paseg-afiley) puewsag Palyipow
Auedwoy ses) ebooueneysn
LI0 s34
e WYeny
62 )59nbay )se1§

£8100-60 "ON 133209




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 18 of 23

€86°218'28 852a.ol (€10), AseAILY %
985°L61'263 06Z'pra’tlS 962'L$S'BLS v09'819'62S 986'602'0LS 919'g0Y'81$ SINNIAIY 2ieY 3seg I18ILJINYYI LN ANV WYId v L0
o7 - YA Ao 8£e'L22'18 L£9'9E2'13 081'486°ZS 0Lz 22248 015'0L2'L$ §19R1UO0Y 1819205 pA SINNIATY 210N 3580 WHIA-NON IvL0L
0% oS 0% 0s 08 o3 SLIVYINOD TVIDTIS u|d-UOoN
S.8'94v'e8 9eR’' 28218 1E9'6E2' S 081'158°2% 042'L42'18 O16'6LT1S £43WOJISNY 0} SINUIAYY Diey oseg [WNIA-NON TV.LOL
nDrLLes £50'20b°215 859°¢0¢' 118 PZP'190°42S gLL2e8'8s 902’8481 S s1985ju0D [R122dS /M SANNINTY 916y 9sed WHls TYLOL
125'C04LS 82V LLTS 960'2EY8 125'€048 [TAAPrA] 980'2Lp% SANNAAIY SNQINVINIOSIN
PPSLTLS 952’698 88.'49% prs'LELS 954'698 892298 SLIVHINGD TWiJ3dg wild
ira'cia’8s 496'590'2L5 £24'£08'9LS €SE'0Z2'92% £C5'165'93 az8'8es’ L3 SJ9WO)SNY) O} SINUSARY ey 25eg Wi 1e)0],
a3 ng s 03 03 as anuaaay gvYy oseg pavjerzy Auedwog
0s 0g as 0s 0% [i4] (juey, L-), PUE 3DIAIIS [21930g UIIMIAQ IJUAIANQ JO %08) HIWI wolj Bupreys wbirey
s 0f as 0% a8 [y {158} ajas9g (2i2ads
as 0% 0% of Qs 08 9 [+} 0 ubawyy {§-§5) 2|AsRg |eradg 1048
JEAunsalpy oruanay
03 [ 8291008 03 82910703 05 a3 Z0v20'08 0s Zobeo 08 o] 0 Q SUyl 000'0S | Jano
[+13 as vEleoas 0% vE4€0 0% 0% 0% Q060'0S 03 806£0 08 0 0 Q SWRW G005 * 100'00
0§ [+ 1118008 0% L1190°0% s i 16830°08 [+}3 1699008 0 1] ] SR 000'0P ~ 10A'SE
0% as g6elo 08 04 062.0°08 0s as $9080°0S o3 b38080°0% [} 0 0 SUNaYl 00081 -0
safieyo vapnquisia 3-x
0% oS gees os se'ed (] 0% SE'1S 03 SELg 0 [\ 0 (1-3) pueweg (Wii3-uoN) Aiveded
0s oS 00'5LES [} 00'SE% as a5 00'00Cs 08 00 003 0 0 Q $ing 10 Jaquiny
{1+8§) avlaiag |ejoeds)
anuanay enuasay oley anuaasy ney INUIABY anuaney ey anuassy Jey 2100 120Aey Gy-AQN
w104 190 - Repw pady = AON 110, 130 - Aepy {8y - noN Jauiling BLITTATY
pusodolg S31Ty JAaWwING PIsodoly 993ey JIWIM Pasodosd Waserg S3)EY JAWWNG IWISALY 281EY 1AM UBSAIY sijun Buphg 1eap 150 3504
uBseq BIEY AJS paseg-abieysg puewsg pAaYpPon
Auedwog seq eBoouepey)
L1ogadey
2-62 oyl
6T 159nh3y RIS

€£8100°60 ON §31300




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 19 of 23

L1919 ¢ 22=g

2-62 wawyseny

62 153nhay yeis
E8100°8D 'ON 33Y30Q

0002 LS %0'001 ofo'zele opo°ars
K] S %Ger 000118 S09 $
g€'9 € %pg 00Q°14$ aLe ¢
8¢ § %SE 000 Lis L€ 3
tL'e $ %i'E ago Lig e 3
oy $ %ge 000118 veE'd S
2Ly S %9t 000't18 et g
6t'g $ =gy 00" 118 p2: A3 3
8Le S %98 000'1 18 e 3
»a'ZL $ %98 000'L 18 'y $
98 L1 $ %O'CE a00'b S 0L $
61 S %991 000 4iS 28 3
otz § %l'st 000°11¢ L8 3
000°7¢LS %40°00L 000°ZELs 000°8rs
[¥73 § %19l QuoiI8 (3 £
604 § %Re'H 000°41E so'p $
$92 % %0¢ 000 L% v8'0 %
- $ %00 000'313 - g
- % %00 000448 - $
. $ %00 000°1LLS - S
£330 § %50 000118 ZzZ0 $
Hp $ %E 000 LLS 8L $
aL S %68 000 Lif 7' <
ag'se S %031 0ag L is 084 b
2r'ge 8§ %Sz 000°4 LS 220t S
2oL T %e'te 000 138 oLy S
sjey FEEB 554 k3 ey
pAdInag Gupdinss aBieyn poidinag
pueuiag

(§-1U2-3) 631AI35 |8Jauad Wn|pen

1+0) 3J|AJR g {RIBUDS) JRWS

%0'00L 000°8P$ 00093 %000l 000°9€S 000°cos *%0"00L 000°g88
Ty [FTiZ a6y S %ATH [ Sipl $ %St [T33
%85 00098 (185 S %E ggo es 9c L S %62 05428
%8T 000'P3 25t $ %zv 000°¢S L2 S %8¢ 0SL°48
%2 . 000'PS sl 3 %oy 000 €8 VL8 Yl oszug
%32 000-¥S 99t 3 %P 000 €§ 08’} S WL asrss
%i'e [l £l $ %LE 000'€$ S5'L S ULl PR
wge . ooors | ezt § %bE 000 €3 58 § %B0T 09448
%G'p 000'F3- ev'L § %OY 000'e$ £9e $.%8T 09228
%L9 _ 000'%8 082 $ %g'L 000€s 98t .u..xm,.m. ) 09Lis
%Ly aogve. T v |2z 3 %L1l 000 €8 BPEL 8 eV asres
%eey 0008 a1l $ %96 000'eS [T S %aBL - 0928
%18 - 000 v2'e S %Sl 000'€3 LZeL S %i0T . . 04E . -
%0°00L 000'ers 000°€8$ %0'00L 000'c63$
%ror 0055 05°SL S %91 05115
%*b'e a00 b% beL $ %8 0sL18
%02 000'p3 9L . $ %ig 0S4 28
%00 000'p8 - 3 %00 054723
%00 000'%8 - $ %00 0sz 48
%00 000°v% . % %00 0sL¢8
%50 000 ¥$ [22)) S %90 092 LS
%e'E 000:¢8 8iqeayddy jon ¥8'e % %LE 09213
%6 8 000 v$ QE'g S e 092 .3
%89 agg ¥ [2: 441 § %0'9! as2728
%b1g 000 v$ 80'02 5 %912 05223,
%02 000 b$ 8E'42 5 %O'EZ 03L'L3
¥5¢ua3leg ey oiey ELGUERIER /ey ?ley FEe0550d ey
fundinog ofiisyy paydinag Buyidinag aBieys pRdNAG Bundindg ofeyg
pueliag puewsq purweq

- AHG e AW (€1lUapIsay

-3 (ENUapiEey

1210,
13qWeneq
Jaquienon

J2g0190
Jequmidas
tsnény

Aiar

auny

Kew

Wy

wew

Kerugay

Aenuer
yiwow

SUIWCLEND YIAHLO 1TV

@iy
Jequalag
BOWIAON

1990120
saquaidag
1snBny

Anp

sunp

Aew

Hudy

yuen
Areruqad
Aienvep

o

SHIWOLSND ATINO LvaH

ufiisaq aley A4S PISEg-2BseyY puRwag PoLIPOY
Avedwo) seq) eBooueneysn




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 20 of 23

) 1nuim upuopodosd 19yum Uy voluadoid BJUBLIRA INUIAYL -
Jmeab s9n009s ) 13jeaih 10A0231; O} aBieya Adaajap
. ﬂuvn_zum mm._mau mm._mr_o PUBWIQ ION 5 om._mcu mm._nf_O purwag “a—oz SASSAIPPE JBPIY YNV AION
70000  zeszea'sh § ZEOOT  957'260°Sk S - 00T oss'zEosE T000F  £Irze0'st § TO00F teTELzEL §
%00 - 3 %8Pl b89'8KE'Z $ | %00 - H %0'Ey  sza'sap'9 $ %e'Lb  9L'LL2'Y $
R osy'sel  § - 3 aeeves  § sev'ss.  §
- 00000°0% _ ¥80°02 8¥6£0°03 - 00000°0% TLTES G/590'08 ¥80°02 8p6E0 03
- 00000'0% £62'42 8V6E0'03 - 00000°0% ZLE'SE 484103 2L6'06 oaLel’0s
- $ 00000'0% ELO'SEL  § 8YOEOOD - $ 00000°0$ 20£'989  § ZS0BL'0% . vie'brg  § SZrel'as
- 5 yEZ'EQ0C § - $ L86'01L°S § LPLL25'S 8
- 00000°0% 180'€59 8P6EC'03 - 00000°0% 0£9'€P92 L9851°08 606'685°C ¥SESL°0$
- Q0000'03 8ge'she 9v6£0°'0$ - 00000703 cov'ozL'y v2181°03 0S4'L80°L Lp821°08
. $ 00000'0% ceL'eol't § b2esi'od - $ 00000°0% pog'ores’L § 1209208 220'008't ¢ bovsz'og
%00 - 3 %S'PE QLnT's $ %p'ee  LEL'LOPL § %0°0 - $ %0a . - S
- 000°0% 288Zi5¢ 0sLLS £61€89'E veoLIg B -
- % 00003 121'6€0'2 § 0SL'L$ ov6'LLL'e § pEO'LLS . 3 - © 8
%0'001  ZES'TOSL § %90 €9c'1ee’s § %9°05 - CAL'LEs'L § %0'l§ 8629658 § %.'2Z§  L0L'966'5 $
G50'r8.L'S g9T8Le Z59'6YE 00'LLS ZS9Bhh'E 0Q'L13 TSO'BYY'E 00'HS IbOSEL'S 00018
Lip'aze's § oo'ezs L8y § 0018 LEL19L'y $ QU'ELg gyLobl's ¢ 00'9LS 090'098't $ 00ZI$
% sanuakay ajey A SanuIAay ey % sanudana _NNY 7 Sanuansy Iy A BINUIATY /ey
uB|saqg aiey A4S - 901D paxid ufi(sag UB|S3Q 218y AJS - OBUELD PUELISg ubisag ajey pasodoag uBjsagaiey BUps(x3
212y AdsS - aBizyy puewag papow

o12'2zL8've

0L1e'L68'k
01’808
02€'169
08%'L6V'E

006'v2L 08
[T
0L8'v91'9
00L'18¥'2

686°1CC
6es'ove

S09°ELE
219'12¢

SIANSASY TV WLOL
1e10L

[&@oqng
S S J9nG
swirayy 0s-62
Swayy sz-0
JBwwng
|ei01qng
SUBYL QS 18AQ
Swryy 05-52
swuayl szZ-0
IO
abtey AJsA(eg

2104
Jswwng
JSIMIA
567205 pUEEEq

|elog,
©sgwwng
) J8UIM
BT Jawdisny

vjo 1 =5eg

£-67 usyieny

62 1$2nbay yeig

£8100-60 'ON 13%40cQ
Auedwo) seq efooueney)

SaANEWLRBlY uBISdQg 318y AJS J0 uosjiedwogy
Auvedwo) seg eboouepeyn

TVILNIQIS3d




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 21 of 23

A91upm ) wojodosd
IeaIf 1aA0331 )

pardjnas alizeya aBieyg puewag

BN

191 u| voruedosd
Ja)ea)h 1aa0aa; a)

aouelIeA ANUBADL
afuey2 Aoajjap

s dbJey2 2fsey] puewdag :aloy S3ISSAUPPE IAPIY VY  AON 5
ZH06L  Qgv'ec 3 o0t igr'ce 3 %0067 ospte & K I 2T
%181 9p0'g < %0'0 - 3 %2'09  gar'or & %L PIYULL B
ZI0'L 11650°08 - 00000'0% L'y 21022'0% XIX3 05£61'03
98’y § 626,008 - § 00000 0% 8vL'st  § 8605203 L99'el 3 89212'0%
wTTG  vL 8 %zoe  ievoz  § %0°0 - $ %00 - s
ayqeajidoty 10N 950'L a00't$ 180'0f 992°p% - - . - -
98a'¢ $ 000'cs L80°0L $ 982'p8 - s - . - s -
%46 0L'E) s %B'6E  0Z£'TL H %8'€C  0ZE'TL ¢ we'eh  oee'el 3
098's po'es” 499’9 00'9g G609 oo'es 099°9 [
090'9 $ 008s 099'8 $ 0093 089'g $ 0093 0909 $ 0095
% SanuaAdy ey A SaNuUsAdY ey A SanuaAay ey A S8nUBAGY ey A SaNUAAIY ey

uB|sag 212y A4S - abaey) paxd

3 212y A4S - 9B1ey) puewdg payipopuBisaq ey ALS - aBugyq putwag

ufiisaq a1ey pasodoid

ufisag avey Aupsixy

evp'eL
052'20

z5¢€2
ese'e

oLyt
o'k

SINNIAIY 1TV TYLOL

[moL
BUUNgG
JOUIM

FBITGG AIRANRG

110
Jewwng
JETTTYY

SHIEGS poemag

[L:113 8
jawwng
19
FBIEG) TAWa1sng,

pjo Z adey

£-67 Juswydeny

62 15anbay yeig

£8100-60 ON 13330Q
Auedwo) seg edaoueiiey)

saanewd|y ubisag aiey A4S 40 uosuedwon
Auedwo) seg eBooueney)d

r-d




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 22 of 23

R ) J3UIMm Uy uojpodoid . 5?.3 u| :n.._ton_o_n JJUBIIEA GNLIAA
131e215 1840332 ) J3jeauB Jancaas 0] . afiteys Kiaayjap
pajdinas afseys abieyg puewag isjoN s abruya abueyn puewag  :OJON SISSHPREAIAPIY VNV 1ANON
V00T s.e'L00% § oot sto'zao'y s VO00F  666°L00'v S 7aoatT
%S'L1 Lis'iay $ %00 - 3 %S'Le  PSL'T06'L § %v o
0L2'6e £9520 0% - Q00DU'0% 602'91¢ 8€902°08
Lp2'eer  § SG590°0% - $ 00000°0% ov9'98G't § 0£8hZ 0f
' %098 0ZTIEY'L § %8'Ly  LL2'T08'V B *%*0°0 - $ %0°0
ajqesyddy oy 218'90L 000 v$ 891'€E6 192°6S - . -
80V'PEL  § 000'FE 200'698 § 182¢¢ - H -
‘ %5'28 vrz'esn'z AS°2S vre'eg0'z § %S'TS 7’8607 $ %965
v161S6 0'ses pLE'LSE 00'52% VL6166 00'sz$
OEC’LEL'l $ 00823 e’ rl’t § o0'62$ OEE’LPL'L § 00'623
A SINUIATY Siey SINUIASY ey A SONUIATY ey A SENUIASY ey A
uB|53Q 91ty AdS - SBIEUD poaxly 53 812y AdS - aBJEY) PUBWIQ POPIPONIBISI0 a1y AJS - abIeq) puswag ufiiseq ejey pasodusyg

uBjseq a1ty Bunsixa

09815¢€ §

aTv'azy't &
825Ce2

969'98L'1 §

+2's60'c $
v16'1S8

685v1°0%
[X:0: 14

00'62%

OEC'LYVL 5 00623

SINUDATY

ey

bel'zes't
vis'lob's

£qL'all
zoa'eg)

110'8¢
£95'6

SINNIAIY 1V VLOL

1210}
Jswuwng

IBUIM
3LIEQS AIeneq

tewy,
Jowung
JBWIM

EreR) puewng

1910,
Jawwng
LIRS

I6IE) ewvisny|

P € 3%y

€62 WawIeny

62 1sanbay yeis

€8100-60 'ON 133300
Auedwo) sen edooueney)

saaleulal|y ubisag a1ey AJg J0 vosuedwo)
Auedwo? seo eBoouepeyn

-0




Docket No. 09-00183
Exhibit DPY-17
Page 23 of 23

' 19juta uf wojpadod DU Uy uojuodold 3IUBLEA ANUIADIL
13jeaif 1aA0321 0] 19je31B.1200331 0} ) abueys Laayap .
pajdinas afieys obieyn puewag  aloN s aBueys efiey) purwaq 3N 50SSAUppe JIPIY YAV (9joN
o AXT apz'agb’L § LSl TTR Ty I 7000 B9s'syeL S VOBOL  eoz'sivL S .
' VA T4 830'vLL'T § . s ’ %8°9Y Lpo'zas'e § %0°'SS m.oo:_ W'y g .
: ovrzes § - s Leesl § 99’508 §
. 98b°2 02600'0% - 0000005 . 589'L1 12590°0% 96€'ee ,£2990'0%
969'6E 621€£0°08 - 00000°0% " 06¢'96 06/80°0% omm. 121, 2680L°0%
. 90E'2b 2S890°0% - 00000°0% 22842 £5TZ1'0% . T0E'vs £€9911°0%
ZYE'LIE B 29990 03 - 3 00000°0% 865'PIS  § £5ZZL 0% Lb1°089  § LLIbL0OS
pa'IeLt ¢ - $ ' gr'eLe’s g le9'002'¢ ¢
EEIND T 02800°0% .. 00000°0% 115’00l 12690 0% 686°2¢€1 £2990°0%
811’842 £9880'0% - 0000003 bLE LSy basyL 0% scL'iLs 99991'0%
625'802 LigaL'ag - 0000003 8si'ae 21l ob 0lg'1ee 80LLL°0%
£9L°822'L ¢ LLBOL'OS - $ 00000°0% 2822081 § TLvoLo% ove'eiz’z ¢ vbi8L 08
) %hS'LS 09$'Z¥8'c § %08 FA2- AN %' PT L76'619'2 § %L'ST 08Z'L26'} $
ajqeayddyy JoN ogeg'Lza‘L 000'L1$ 14485682 or6'gLs ¥96'60€'L 005°L8 0vg'096 00s's ¢
08Z'¢26'v $ 000 LLS LLl'ees'2 § oveory pEE'60E'T § 00545 ors'0es ¢ 00S°S s
%y'6L  00scy’l § %98l 00%ettL 3 %681 009'tKe'L % %seL  008'cryL §
oos'les 00'6L8 008'LZL a0'sL8 008’124 00 L% 008'12/ 00'6.$
008'l2L  § 00°G.$ 0og'ter  $ 005.% 008’12, $ 00'SL$ 00’12, § 00648
SINVIADY Jley A SINUDATY ey A EE) FEg SSRUdAaY 3y % SINUIATYH Jiey
uhi$ag ajey AdS - aBieys paxig sag aley AJS - ab1eq]) puewidg payiparab)seg ajed AJS - 96Je|] pueweq UB|59Q 9)ey pasodoig

uBjsag Sy Hunjsixg

s15'.81'92

BZL'GLL'Y
05T 12
SeE'eLL'L
296'5E9
51889

99€"12p'RL
PTG T
zs6'20Y'e
BYS'9CE'L
009'£e8'41

2o8'pLL
299'viL

v29'6
vZ9's

SINNIAZE 1TV TVLOL
el

fejoigng
suIaY | 000G J8nQ
suuayL 000'SH-100'S
suuayy, 000's-100'¢
swayl 600'e-0

Jawwng

{El0|gng
SULaYL 000'SY 10
sunayl 000°L-100's
swialj, 000's-100°E

Swiay] 000’0
FESEIN
3bieqs AeAidd

|eto),
Jawwng

JBIUIA
d0seq] pueniag

1210y
Jauung
18iU(m
FBieqs Jao)sng

bj0 p 23ey

£67 WBWPENY

62 1sanbay peag

€8100-60 "ON 133200
Auedwo? seg edacurney)

saanjeuldly ubissq e)ey A4S Jo uosuedwo)
Auedwog seg ebooueleyd

£1/2-0






