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CHRISTIAN & BARTON, e

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

MICHAEL J. QUINAN
Direct Dial: 804.697.4149
Direct Fax: 804.697.6149

E-mail: mquinan(@cblaw.com

August 4, 2016

via UPS Overnight

Chairman, Tennessee Regulatory Authority
c/o Sharla Dillon

Dockets and Records Manager

502 Deaderick St.

Nashville, TN 37243

In Re: Petition of Kingsport Power Company
d/b/a AEP Appalachian Power
General Rate Case
Docket No. 16-00001

Dear Ms. Dillon:

Enclosed please find an original and four copies of Witness and Exhibit List of East
Tennessee Energy Consumers in the above referenced docket.

Thank you for your kind attention to this request.

incer yours, ¢

M
Michael J. Qu an

MIQ
Enclosure

cc: Ms. Monica Smith-Ashford, Hearing Officer
Service List

#2001385

909 Fast Main Street, Suite 1200 | Richmond, Virginia 23219-3095
804.697.4100 tel | 804.697.4112 fax | www.cblaw.com



BEFORE THE
TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

In Re:

PETITION OF KINGSPORT POWER
COMPANY d/b/a AEP APPALACHIAN DOCKET No. 16-00001
POWER GENERAL RATE CASE

WITNESS AND EXHIBIT LIST OF
EAST TENNESSEE ENERGY CONSUMERS

Comes East Tennessee Energy Consumers and submits the following as its

Witness and Exhibit List in this proceeding:
WITNESS: Stephen J. Baron

PREFILED EXHIBITS:

Stephen J. Baron Prefiled Testimony

SJB-1 List of Regulatory Appearance
SJB-2 CCOSS/Subsidy Analysis

SJB-3 Revenue Request by Rate Class
SJB-4 Proposed IP Rates

ADDITIONAL EXHIBITS:

CPAD'’s Responses to KgPCo'’s Interrogatories and Requests for
Production, Requests and Responses 2 and 5 through 22 (copy
attached).
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CPAD's Responses to KgPCo's Interrogatories and Requests for
Production in TRA Docket No. 15-00024 (copy attached).

ETEC Correction of CPAD Comparative Margin Summary (copy
attached).

Respectfully submitted this 4th day of August, 2016.
By Counsel:

Michael J~Qdinan

(Tenn. Sup. Ct. No. 11104)
CHRISTIAN & BARTON, LLP
909 East Main St., Suite 1200
Richmond, VA 23219

(804) 697-4149 (Telephone)
(804) 697-6149 (Fax)

Counsel for East Tennessee Energy
Consumers



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that, on August 4, 2016, the foregoing Witness and Exhibit List of
East Tennessee Energy Consumers was served by hand-delivery, facsimile, overnight
delivery service, or first class mail, postage prepaid, to all parties of record at their
addresses shown below

William C. Bovender William K. Castle

Joseph B. Harvey Director, Regulatory Services VA/TN

HUNTER, SMITH & DAVIS, LLP Appalachian Power Company

P.O. Box 3704 Three James Center

Kingsport, TN 37664 Suite 1100, 1051 E. Cary St.
Richmond, VA 23219-4029

James R. Bacha David Foster

Hector Garcia Chief, Utilities Division

American Electric Power Service Corp. Tennessee Regulatory Authority

P.O. Box 16637 502 Deaderick St.

Columbus, OH 43216 Nashville, TN 37243

Kelly Cashman-Grams Monica Smith-Ashford

General Counsel Hearing Officer

Tennessee Regulatory Authority Tennessee Regulatory Authority

502 Deaderick St. 502 Deaderick St.

Nashville, TN 37243 Nashville, TN 37243

Herbert H. Slatery, Il Charles B. Welch, Jr.

Attorney General and Reporter Farris Bobango, PLC

State Of Tennessee Bank of America Plaza

425 Fifth Ave., North 414 Union Street, Suite 1105

P.O. Box 20207 Nashville, TN 37219

Nashville, TN 37202-0207

Henry Walker Beren Argetsinger

Bradley Arant Boult Cummings LLP 401 Harrison Oaks Blvd, Suite 100

1600 Division Street, Suite 700 Cary, NC 27513

Nashville, TN 37203

James M. Van Nostrand
275 Orchard Dr.
Pittsburgh, PA 15228

This 4th day of August 2016.




lichael J. Quinan

#2001386



ADDITIONAL EXHIBIT

CPAD’s Responses to KgPCo's Interrogatories and Requests for Production,

Requests and Responses 2 and 5 through 22



IN THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
AT NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

INRE:

PETITION OF KINGSPORT POWER
COMPANY d/b/a AEP APPALACHIAN
POWER GENERAL RATE CASE AND
MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

DOCKET NO. 16-00001

i N Nt St e’ N’

CONSUMER ADVOCATE’S REPONSES TO INTERROGATORY REQUESTS AND
REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF KINGSPORT POWER COMPANY d/b/a AEP
APPALACHIAN POWER DIRECTED TO THE CONSUMER PROTECTION AKD
ADVOCATE DIVISION OF THE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Comes the Consumer Protection and Advocate Division (“Consumer Advocate” or
“CPAD?”) in the above-referenced Tennessee Regulatory Authority (“TRA™) docket and hereby
responds to the Interrogatory Requests and Requests for Production of Kingsport Power Company

d/b/a AEP Appalachian Power (“Company”) Directed to the Consumer Protection and Advocate

Division of the Office of the Attorney General.



REQUEST NO. 2: (a) Please provide a list, including the docket number and state, of

cach electric utility rate case in which Mr. Novak and Dr. Klein have submitted testimony. (b)
For each such case, please indicate whether the testimony addresses class cost of service or rate
of return issues. (c) For any case in which the testimony is not readily available electronically
on a website, please provide a copy.
RESPONSE:
a. Please refer to Attachment WHN-1 that was included with Mr. Noval’s
testimony for a list of selected cases that Mr. Novak has been involved with. No other
list is presently available. Please refer to Exhibit 1 of Dr. Klein’s pre-filed testimony
for the list of cases in which Dr. Klein has been involved.
b. Please refer to the CPAD’s response of August 6, 2015 in TRA Docket 15-
00024 — Petition of Kingsport Power Company D/B/A AEP Appalachian Power for
Approval of Storm Damage Rider Tariff. This response provides a comprehensive
listing of all dockets that Mr. Novak has been involved with that included a class cost
of service study. Dr. Klein has testified in the following electric utility rate case
dockets, all of which occurred in Tennessee and involve the rate of return for
Kingsport Power Company:
Kingsport Power Co. (92-04425) October 1992.
Kingsport Power Company (90-05736) Nov. 1990.

Kingsport Power Co. (89-02126) March 1989.
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Kingsport Power Co. (U-86-7472) May 1987.
e As far as Mr. Novak and Dr. Klein are aware, virtually all of the referenced
testimony before the TRA is available electronically on a website or otherwise from
the TRA.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESSES: Dr. Klein and Mr. Novak

¥ cen 3 nbmin Al 4~



REQUEST NO. 5: Please provide Mr. Novak’s definition of “throughput” as used on

page 23, line 13 of his testimony.
RESPONSE: The complete text of Mr. Novak’s testimony relating to “throughput”
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referred to in the request reads as follows: «I could easily justify allocating many of
these same costs based upon the total throughput of each custonier class which would
thén allocate a majority of the costs to industrial customers.” Webster’s dictionary
defines “throughput” as “the amount of material, data, ctc., that enters and goes
through something (such as a machine or system).” As used by Mr. Novak in the
testimony quoted above, “throughput” means the electric usage for each customer
class.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 6: (a) Is it Mr. Novak’s position that “throughput” is a recognized cost

causation factor associated with distribution facilities in FERC Accounts 360 through 3707 (b)
Please provide each authoritative source that Mr. Novak believes supports the use of “throughput”
1o allocate costs in a Kingsport Power Company class cost of service study, as discussed on page
23 at line 13 of his testimony.
RESPONSE: To Mr. Novak’s knowledge, the TRA has never, as a matter of policy
in the context of rate design, set rates based on a class cost of service study. Since Mr.
Novak has not propoesed to altocate costs to the different customer classes through the
use of a class cost of service study, he does not in connection with his testimony take
a position on what may or may pot constitute “authoritative sources” for cost
allocators that the Company has requested. With that said, however, “throughput”
is certainly 2 method that can be used to allocate cost to different customer classes.
In fact, Mr. Novak notes that the Company has used energy, or throughput, as one of
the allocators in its own class cost of service study.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak
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REQUEST NQ. 7: (a) Please identify each methodology that is used in the Kingsport

Power Company’s class cost of service study with which Mr. Novak disagrees. (b) For each
such methodology, please provide an explanation of why he disagrees with it.
RESPONSE: To Mr. Novak’s knowledge, the TRA has never, as a matter of policy
in the context of rate design, set rates based on a class cost of service study. Since Mr.
Novak has not provided, in his testimony, 2 critique of each component of the
Company’s class cost of service study, he does not in connection with his testimony
take a position on what may or may not constitute a Company methodology in this
context — or provide a specific critique of same. Instead, Mr. Novak’s testimony
supports the long-standing policy of the TRA to allocate rate increases to each
customer class on the basis of existing margin.
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO: 8: Does Mr. Novak believe that the methodology used in Kingsport

Power Company’s class cost of service study is inconsistent with, or contrary to, generally

accepted class cost allocation methods, as identified in the NARUC Electric Utility Cost

Allocation Manual? ?
RESPONSE: To Mr. Novak’s knowledge, the TRA has never, as a matter of policy
in the context of rate design, set rates based on a class cost of service study. Adoption
of the NARUC Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual by state public utility
comirissions is not a réquirement for setting rates, and, to Mr. Novak’s knowledge,
the TRA has never adopted such Manual. In addition, in Mr. Novak’s experience, it
is exceedingly rare to find any public utility commission that completely sets rates in

accordance with any such Manual or any specific class cost of service study.
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RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 9: Please provide Mr. Novak’s definition of “margin” as used in his

testimony and exhibits.
RESPONSE: As used in Mr. Novak’s testimony, “margin” refers to current
distribution revenues only. Alternatively, “margin” can also refer to total revenues
less purchased power costs.
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

_REOUES-T NO. 10; Please explain why Mr. Novak belicves that the approved increase

should be allocated to rate classes on the basis of “margins.”
RESPONSE: Please refer to Page 25 of Mr. Noval’s testimqny which states that
«__.ag across-the-board increase to all customer classes more equitably spreads the
burden of any increase in rates and is preferable to the Company’s CCOSS results.”
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 1i: (a) Is Mr. Novak aware of any TRA order that uses Mr. Novak’s

“margin” method to allocate the approved rate increase for an clectric utility? (b) If so, please

provide a citation to each such order, indicating the docket number. (c) For any case in which the

order is not readily available electronically on the TRA website, please provide a copy.
RESPONSE: As the Company is well aware, Kingsport Power Company is the only
electric utility of significant size regulated by the TRA. Since this docket represents
the first rate case in approximately 24 years for Kingsport Power Company, it would
naturally stand to reason that the TRA has not had to rule recently on a rate increase
allocation for an electric utility.  However, it is Mr. Novak’s opinion that the TRA

has adopted an across-the-board rate design philosophy in most, if not all, of the
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litigated and scttled rate cases for energy and water utilities under its jurisdiction in

recent memory.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 12: (a) Is Mr. Novak aware of any regulatory commission order from
any state commission that uses Mr. Novak’s “margin” method to allocate the approved rate
increase for an electric utility? (b) Ifso, please provide a citation to such order, indicating the
docket number and state. (c) For any case in which the order is not readily available
electronically on a website, please provide a copy.

RESPONSE: The Consumer Advocate objects to this request on the ground that itis

overly burdensome and requires clarification before a complete and accurate response

may be considered. Without waiving the objection, Mr. Novak would respectfully
point out that a margin method was used in a recent general rate case before the TRA
in docket 14-00146, which is readily available on the TRA’s website.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 13: Is there any class cost of service methodology that Mr. Novak

believes would be appropriate to use to allocate Kingsport’s costs to rate classes in t‘his case?
RESPONSE: Please refer to page 25 of Mr. Novak’s testimony which states that “. .
. an across-the-board increase to all customer classes more cquitably spreads the
burden of any increase in rates and is preferable to the Company’s CCOSS results.”
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REOUEST NO. 14: Please provide Mr. Novak’s definition of “value of service” as he

uses the term in his testimony.

RESPONSE: Mr. Novak would respectfully point out that the full text of Mr. Novak’s
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statement related to “value of service” appears on Page 23 of his pre-filed direct
testimony and reads as follows:
Finally, other factors beyond just the cost of service need to also be
considered in allocating costs. These other factors include value of
service, product marketability, encouragement of efficient use of
facilities, broad availability of service functions, and a fair distribution
of charges among users. Since it is impossible to properly consider each
of these other factors, it follows that no mechanical or mathematical
formula can ever be applied to the cost of service that would translate
it directly into rates.
As the term “value of service” is used in Mr. Novak’s testimony, it generally refers to
the difference in value that different customer groups place on electric service as a
measure for cost allocation. Mr. Novak would further respectfully point out the
inherent challenge of calculating a “value of service” that would by its nature be
intrinsic and unique to every customer. Thus, Mr. Novak uses the term “value of

service” as just one factor to consider beyond a cost of service study in allocating costs.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 15: (a) Please provide a description of how Mr. Novak would measure
or calculate “value of service” for each rate class of Kingsport Power Company. (b) Pleasc
provide any such analysis performed in this case.

RESPONSE: Mr. Novak would respectfully point out the inherent challenge of

calculating a “value of service” that would by its nature be intrinsic and unique to

every customer. Please also see the response to Request 14, which is incorporated

herein by reference.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 16: () With regard to Mr. Novak’s testimony at page 23, line 19, is
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Mr. Novak aware of any TRA order in which “value of service” has been used to set electric
utility rates? (b) Ifso, please provide a citation to such order, indicating the docket number.
(c) For any case in which the order is not readily available electronically on the TRA website,
please provide a copy.
RESPONSE: As the Company is well aware, Kingsport Power Company is the ouly
electric utility of significant size regulated by the TRA. Since this docket represents
the first rate case in approximately 24 years for Kingsport Power Company, it would
naturally stand to reason that the TRA has not had to rule recently on a ratfe increase
allocation for an electric utility.
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 17: (a) With regard to Mr. Novak’s testimony at page 23, line 19, has

Mr. Novak identified any regulatory commission order that uses “value of service” to set electric
utility rates? (b) Ifso, please provide a citation to such order, Indicating the docket number and
state. (c) For any case in which the order is not readily available electronically on a website,
please provide a copy.
RESPONSE: The Cousumer Advocate objects to this request on the ground that itis
overly burdensome, requires clarification before 2 complete and accurate response
may be considered, and seeks information that would require potentially inaccurate
or unwarranted speculation at this point in this case. Without waiving the objection,
Mr. Novak would respectfully point out the inherent chalienge of calculating a “value
of service” that would by its nature be intrinsic and unique to every customer,
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 18: Please explain why Mr. Novak believes that “value of service” is
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an appropriate basis for allocating costs in an clectric utility rate case.
RESPONSE: Mr. Novak would respectfully point out that the full text of Mr. Novak’s
statement related to “value of service” appears on Page 23 of his pre-filed direct
testimony and reads as follows:
Finally, other factors beyond just the cost of service need to also be
considered in allocating costs. These other factors include value of
service, product marketability, encouragement of efficient use of
facilities, broad availability of service functions, and a fair distribution
of charges among users. Since it is impossible to properly consider each
of these other factors, it follows that no mechanical or mathematical
formula can ever be applied to the cost of service that would translate
it directly into rates.
As the term “value of service” is used in Mr. Novak’s testimony, it generally refers to
the difference in value that different customer groups place on electric service as a
measure for cost allocation. Mr. Novak would further respectfully point out the
inherent challenge of calculating a “value of service” that would by its nature be
intrinsic and unique to every customer. Thus, Mr. Novak uses the term “value of
service” as just one factor to consider beyond a cost of service study in allocating costs,

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 19: Please explain Mr. Novak’s understanding of how “peak day”

consumption is used in Kingsport Power Company’s class cost of service study to allocate
costs (refer to Mr. Novak’s testimony at page 23, line 10).
RESPONSE: The Consumer Advocate objects to this request on the ground that itis
overly burdensome, requires clarification before a complete and accurate response
may be considered, and seeks information that would require potentially inaccurate

or unwarranted speculation at this point in this case. Without waving the objection,
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Mr. Novak would respectfully peint out that the full text of Mr. Novak’s statement
related to “peak day consumption” appears on Page 23 of his pre-filed direct
testimony and reads as follows:

The assignment of 40 individual allocation factors to cach element of
the Company’s cost of service is inherently judgmental, and the
Company has not intreduced any evidence to fully explain its rationale
for cach individual allocation assignment. For example, the Company
has allocated a significant portion of its costs based upon peak day
consumption, meaning that almost all of these costs will be allocated to
residential and commercial customers without any discussion or
evidence as to why such an allocation is appropriate. I could easily
justify allocating many of these same costs based upon the ftotal
throughput of each customer class which would then allocate a
majority of the costs to industrial customers. Since the Company has
not provided any rationale for its individual allocation choices it is
impossible to determine its rationale for cost allocation.

In view of Mr. Novak’s rejection of the use of the Company’s class cost of scrvice
study, it is inappropriate for him to speak to how individual allocation factors may or
not be applied by the Company.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 20: Please explain why Mr. Novak has not calculated the “current

margin” for each rate class as the difference between test year revenues and the fuel and
purchased power expenses paid by each class in the test ycar?
RESPONSE: Since rates are being set for a future attrition year, Mr. Novak
calculates the “current margin” for each rate class as the difference between the
attrition year pro forma revenues and the fuel and purchased power expenses paid
by each class in the aftrition year. The use of a test period current margin would
defeat the purpose of the attrition period concept.

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak
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_REOUEST NO. 21: (a) Does Mr. Novak agree that the “margin” for each rate class,

calculated on the basis of total revenues less fuel and purchased power expenses, reflects the
net revenues paid by the rate class in the test year for all costs (e.g., distribution, customer
billing, etc.) that are not fucl and purchased power costs from Appalachian Power Company
passed through to Kingsport Power Company? (b) If not, please explain cach of the reasons
why such a calculation is not the “margin” paid by the rate class.
RESPONSE: Mr. Novak agrees that the “margin” for each rate class, calculated on
the basis of total revenues less fuel and purchased power expenses, refiects the net
revenues paid by the rate class in the test year for all costs (e.g., distribution, customer
billing, etc.) that are not fuel and purchased power costs from Appalachian Power
Company passed through to Kingsport Power Company.
RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak

REQUEST NO. 22: (a) Does Mr. Novak agree that customers who take service at sub-

transmission voltage and above do not cause any distribution costs associated with primary lines,
secondary lines, poles, distribution substations, overhead and underground line transformers
(FERC Account 368)? (b) If not, please provide each reason why Mr. Novak cannot agree with
this statement.
RESPONSE: The Consumer Advocate objects to this request on the ground that it
requires clarification before a complete and accurate response may be considered and
seeks information that would require potentially inaccurate or unwarranted
speculation at this point in this case. |

RESPONSIBLE WITNESS: Mr. Novak
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ADDITIONAL EXHIBIT

CPAD’s Responses to KgPCo’s Interrogatories and

Requests for Production in TRA Docket No. 15-00024



filed electronically in docket office on 08/06/15

BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
AT NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

IN RE: PETITION OF KINGSPORT POWER )

COMPANY d/b/a AEP APPALACHIAN

) Docket No. 15-00024
POWER FOR APPROVAL OF )
)

A STORM DAMAGE RIDER TARIFF

CONSUMER ADVOCATE’S RESPONSE TO KINGSPORT POWER COMPANY’S
REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

The Consumer Advocate and Protection. Division .of the Office of the Atiorney General,

pursuant to the Authority’s Order Amending Procedural Schedule entered on July 28, 2015, hereby

submits its responses to Kingsport Power Company’s Requests for Production of Documents,

including corresponding attachments.

1. Produce all class cost of service, cost allocation and rate design studies in all electric utility cases,

prepared by or participated in by Mr. Novak, during his tenure with WHN Consulting
(September, 2004 to present).

RESPONSE:
The CAPD objects to the question on the grounds that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome. Nearly

every project that Mr. Novak has ever undertaken during his tenure with WHN Consulting has involved
some type of cost allocation or rate design. Therefore, we interpret this question to request only those
projects involving a class cost of service study for electric utilities.

As stated on Page 1 of Attachment 1 to his direct testimony, Mr. Novak has been involved with the
following cases involving class cost of service studies for electric utilities during his tenure with WHN
Consulting,

Client Utility Docket
Bristol TN Essential Services | Bristol TN Essential Services 05-00251

The data supporting the analysis for the class cost of service study mentioned above is subject to
individual confidentiality agreements between WHN Consulting and the utility listed above. Therefore,
Mr. Novak is unable to release the details of the individual class cost of service study.



2. Produce all testimony (in any forum) of Mr. Novak related to any class cost of service, cost
allocation, and rate design issues sponsored or offered in all electric utility cases, during his
tenure with WHN Consulting (September, 2004 to present).

RESPONSE:
As stated on Page 1 of Attachment 1 to his direct testimony, Mr. Novak has been involved with the

following cases involving class cost of service studies for electric utilities during his tenure with WHN
Consulting.

Client
Bristol TN Essential Services

Utility
Bristol TN Essential Services

Testimony
Attachment-WHN3

The testimony referred to above is included as a separate attachment to this response.

3. To the extent not provided in your responses to Request 1, produce all class cost of service, cost
allocation, and rate design studies prepared by or participated in by Mr. Novak, as discussed in
his curriculum vitae in Attachment 1, Page 1, during his tenure with WHN Consulting
(September, 2004 to present). This request is specifically directed to gas and water proceedings.

RESPONSE:

The CAPD objects to the question on the grounds that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome. Nearly
every project that Mr. Novak has ever undertaken during his tenure with WHN Consulting has involved
some type of cost allocation or rate design. Therefore, we interpret this question to request only those
projects involving a class cost of service study for gas and water utilities.

As stated on Page 1 of Attachment 1 to his direct testimony, Mr. Novak has been involved with the
following cases involving class cost of service studies for gas and water utilities during his tenure with
WHN Consulting.

Client Utility " Docket
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel Ohio-American Water Company 09-391-WS-AIR
Tennessee CAPD Tennessee-American Water Company | 10-00189
Tennessee CAPD Tennessee-American Water Company | 12-00049
Tennessee CAPD Piedmont Natural Gas Company 11-00144
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio 07-1080-GA-AIR
Tennessee CAPD Lynwood Utility 11-00198
Texas Attorney General CenterPoint Energy GUD 9902
PSS Legal Fund Aqua North Carolina W-218, Sub 319

The data supporting the analysis for each and every one of the class cost of service studies mentioned
above is subject to individual confidentiality agreements between the client and the utility listed above.
Therefore, Mr. Novak is unable to release the details of the individual class cost of service study.



4.

To the extent not provided in your responses to Request 2, produce all testimony (in any forum)
of Mr. Novak related to any class cost of service, cost allocation, and rate design issues sponsored
or offered by Mr. Novak as discussed in his curriculum vitae, Attachment 1, Page 1, during his
tenure with WHN Consulting (September, 2004 to present). This request is specifically directed
to gas and water proceedings.

RESPONSE:
As stated on Page 1 of Attachment 1 to his direct testimony, Mr. Novak has been involved with the

following cases involving class cost of service studies for gas and water utilities during his tenure with
WHN Consulting.

Client Utility ‘ Testimony
Ohio Consumers” Counsel Ohio-American Water Company Attachment-WHN1
Tennessee CAPD | Tennessee-American Water Company Attachment-WHN2
Tennessee CAPD Tennessee-American Water Company | Attachment-WHN4
Tennessee CAPD Piedmont Natural Gas Company Attachment-WHNS5
Ohio Consumers’ Counsel Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio Attachment-WHN6
Tennessee CAPD Lynwood Utility Attachment-WHN7
Texas Attorney General CenterPoint Energy Attachment-WHN$
PSS Legal Fund Aqua North Carolina Attachment-WHN9

The testimony referred to above is included as a separate attachment to this response.

Produce all class cost of service, cost allocation, and rate design studies prepared by or
participated in by Mr. Novak during his employment with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority.

RESPONSE:
The CAPD objects to the question on the grounds that it is overbroad and unduly burdensome. Nearly

every project that Mr. Novak had ever undertaken during his employment with the Tennessee
Regulatory Authority involved some type of cost allocation or rate design. Therefore, we interpret this
question to request only those projects involving a class cost of service study.

To the best of Mr. Novak’s knowledge and belief, the Tennessee Regulatory Authority has never
adopted a class cost of service study for any utility. Furthermore, to the extent that any class cost of
service study was ever presented for consideration by the TRA during Mr. Novak’s employment, those
records have not been retained by Mr. Novak.

Produce all testimony (in any forum) of Mr. Novak related to any class cost of service, cost
allocation, and rate design issues sponsored or offered by Mr. Novak during his employment with
the Tennessee Regulatory Authority.

RESPONSE:



The CAPD objects to the question as overbroad and unduly burdensome. Nearly every project that Mr.
Novak had ever undertaken during his employment with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority involved
some type of cost allocation or rate design. Therefore, we interpret this question to request only those
projects involving a class cost of service study.

To the best of Mr. Novak’s knowledge and belief, the Tennessee Regulatory Authority has
never adopted a class cost of service study for any utility. Furthermore, to the extent that any
testimony regarding a class cost of service study was ever presented to the TRA for
consideration by Mr. Novak during his employment with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority,
that testimony has not been retained by Mr. Novak.

Relative to documents produced in response to Requests 1-6, produce all work
papers/calculations that support the ultimate numbers contained in said studies and testimony.

RESPONSE: _ ‘

“Thie data supporting the analysis for each and every one of the class cost-of service studies mentioned
in response to Items 1 through 6 is subject to individual confidentiality agreements between the client
and the utility. Therefore, Mr. Novak is unable to release the work papers/calculations that support the
ultimate numbers contained in the individual class cost of service studies.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

,» %m/ %IM

ERIN MERRICK (BPR # 033883)

Assistant Attorney General

Consumer Advocate and Protection Division
425 Fifth Ave., North

P.O. Box 20207

Nashville, Tennessee 37202-0207

(615) 741-8722

erin.merrick@ag.tn.gov



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via U.S. Mail or

electronic mail upon:

William C. Bovender
Hunter Smith & Davis, LLP
1212 North Eastman Road
P.O. Box 3740

Kingsport, TN 37664-0740
423-378-8800

William K. Castle

Appalachian Power Company, Inc.
Three James Center, Suite 1100
1051 E. Cary Street

Richmond, VA 23219-4029

Hector Garcia, Esq.

Senior Counsel

American Electric Power Service Corp.
One Riverside Plaza, 29" Floor
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ADDITIONAL EXHIBIT

ETEC Correction of CPAD Comparative Margin Summary



‘G-NHM UBWYoelY QvdD 49d AB1sUa passiaw 10T
-122A 1593 ADRIS 9DIAIDS JO 1500 SNSIAA GTOT Ui ABIaua Palslaw Ut aBueyd 199}431 03 paIsnipe ‘Apnis 3IAJ6 JO 150D S50 10dSBULY WOLJ 510308} D 7T UO Pajedo|(e $3s0D puewaqg

%TIS'YT %8Y°'SL %00°00T 1230] J0 %
800°000°0T £98'€8.°0€ TL8'E8L'0p SaNUIARY pappaquil jelo]
- €5€'9L5'6 €5€'9L56 i} - SBNUBARY Pappaquil doN
800°000°0T 015°£02'12 815°202°T€ usg - SBNUBABY PIPPIqUI dON
Adisu3 pueswag jejoL
(payoe1ie 935) ONITI IDYVHIUNS 9T0Z/STOZ WOY4 1SOD dvdd d3ad38iN3

166'56'0T $ %151 paje|ay Adiau3
999°€TL’EE $ %8Y°SL paiejay puewag

{3500 Jamod QvdD pue ¢

L BUH UBBMIB( 93UBI3}JIp) uoendje)
£59'8L9'VY $ ; o i st
L3500 J3Mmod QVdD, 0 1IN0 o sem

1RY3 JaMOJ paseydind [anj-uou aseg

P-NHM juswyaeny

TE0'69SVET § 1ad samod paseyoing Qvdd vi
9171669 § 978'€06'6T S T66'VS6'0T S 999°€TL'EE § 912'166'9 $ £8Y'Z85'V3 S pLE'068'68 S LS8TLY'YST $ SONUAABY {ejoL €1
8YE'6E £20'90LT - - 8YE'6E S €20'904T - €20'90LT sanuaAay Jayio 41
8981569 $ £08°2L6T'8T $ T66'YS6°0T S 999°€2L'€E § 8987569 S 9’94879 $ vLE'068'68 § yE8'99L'TST 2NUdAY S3[ES 241233 [e30) 1
£56'655 18L'S9Y'T 60Y'ZY [4T41 806'991 s 209'605°T - 209'605'T 201195 BUlYBH 393438 ot
098'vS7 vy1'L99 800'€C S6 oTv'9L S L60'T69 £86'9Y 080°8€L 301A195 BunysIi JoopIno 6
9€4'S8T 996'LYL 62Y'8TT v6T'v9Y 2ET'BYT $ 689°0VE'T STIZET'T YI8'TLY'T 3014135 [RJ2USD BuljeaH 2R3 8
$£0'88 810'251 [ 34t441 206'629 S8T'70T $ vIT'vee L06'96T'T |24 814 44 321AJ2S 100YDS JHand L
v£L'06 919'LET €ET'TS $0LT6T TET'ES S vSY'I8Y £58'S9Y LOE'LYE 32138 Y2uny) 9
£65'TLS 898'86¢'T PEB'TED'S 951'768°0T 1959267 $ 858'vCY'LT 979°€98'9€ ¥8Y'887'¥S 201AIBS Jamod [elaysnpu| S
PLO'PLTT 9TT'SEE'E pSTL9TT 6v1'829'E 686'606 $ 621'0€7'8 607'EEY'TT 8E9€99'6T 22136 jesauadD adle] v
S0£'950°T 2T'99L'T 960'£19 Y0'881'2 186'S19 $ T92'TLS'S S61'69Y'S LSY'OVO'TY 3IAIRS [R43UBD WNIpBA €
412 916'€56 T€9'LTT 00S'LYE 968'9ST S SYO'6IY'T S¥2'996 €67'S8ET 9DIAIAS |RIBUIY ||elS 4
L89'VEY'T S PTELE'S  $ T00VES'E § TIS'9LE'ST $ LLY'SBL'T S L08'E€8T'ST  $ TELIIETE § 8£0°009'LS  § 201AIBS [RRUAPISIY T
3583.0U| QVdD utdiey Adiauz puewsg aseasdu| pasocdold uidiep 3500 19Mod SINUIAIY ssep) JBwoysn) ‘ON
30 uonedo|Y [¢<EEEL ) o8] «dSUdUX3 dd [9N4-UON avdd avdd avdd aun
a31I3¥¥02 aseg jo uonedoly (21 ‘S s9Inpayas uQIYX3 avdd) PaI-sv Avdd

Juidiei, pa1aLio)

£107 ‘TE $9GWI3Q Suipul SYIUOIA TT 33 04
Aewwing uidsepy sanesedwo) Qyd) O UONIBII0D) I3 13
ANVAINOD ¥3MOd LYOJSONIY



o Adpuz.
uoIsstusues)

0!

9

BLE g

Yo L8,
»\%\m&\\\

BL'950'TT e

Exhibit 3
Page 1 of 11

\6 WIZ6y' IXRXP X = TR DUBLGT § T Peredoty NIk

PORpUN 5| 8153 DIARAG) DM 810 0% SUnY 6] GLOZ 1 AINE Wy ol W 93 01 DOy 1L¥O dBY s0d] €57 B 100 1 AT LATHAVE) 919: Pawieg 11V0
S10Z aUny YBNOAZ [ENIdE SASNEKBLE | r S, AL YA PRRUAITRSUOZ AV O % T} PocaBiny

$i, g qBnGIgs 8NV GLY' 2T Y0 "RaRud PLUSWNQ dD b AUOZ dFY GLOZ PN YA

SELON| UOISERUSURLL 4 Z1 DN - FONMUBASY PUTURG gghuraﬂ_:ran
11 80N
THALG S OIS EaL oY TV L9698 TINE LY $i30¥5'35 (230 moL
[1241221) AT IR LEERES VOISTRUSLE;
29’982} 0T988L E LIFOYYNTY BanueaRy ABLT LOISSIMSURLY, 40U/E107]
RTRIRTS SIS
SETRYS LYOYSOY £SEUTE nEng:
[ o SLOUITL PopUT Wawoaby OpIS DaLa M) GBBLD Uroseld T WA £107
@190 v s50'n PN ITRRARY SHMUMG UOTIIISLRLL §1/750L|
G} byiLevzi 6951218 £5E9UE'S we "ENTY SauBMNY PRHLIC LOFSIASURLL
UOEBRUBLLLY
SELTEYR . ORORONS TN 1]
q 0 9 At %90 003's% § ton'} B0pIRG dnpug
243 ¥LosL %Y 19 0az'se %690 o0g'0L 919487 94 dnioag
9290 [§r 2Z8'0L wyis 50 1344 V 18a7 ojaleg dniug|
— G RSSO0 655'889'} 1 000'008°L 8658596 SIZN0O0 LIBOYYTETT {uanp ABrog fong-ueN
et —
R £eg. wﬁ%x% 1952 839'18'29 GLLL0KE 5982896} osvy WENTY a0 purweg
Iy il uojjeseuep]
"~ WOWINbeY  SenusAk L00Z wounely Hewvanbey 2002 (eodv i pwd) 3954 L00T SWEURLSINCE
FUIARRION  PIPPSQUT WALS numey 10h3 (ORRUINCD  WUOdX3 G 2002 ]
SI0CuYdd  dONIeY 9007 s8d YV S50 7 IORIUI SL0T O 00T
IR 0y SL0UTVO0T pesadasy
posodoig
D-33H d Via=d G+ 53 1] X ¥=Dd 2 Y

TISUISINEeY entensy Ovaa

LOZ Unf PIpUS R0 A DaLSBI0S BLsn -

LTI WOWBY UHaBUd P UTERD SR
43 Ty #an Supn peEnoEd

W T} APIIS P SLIN §102 4 e Bursn - seERuD Rfm PUR pUBIDG .C.<0 §»£ESP 0] $102 '0¢ $Ur papuT sy 71 Bussny

9y OG0T Aupdwos 1w d podsBunt



