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Direct Testimony of Jeffry Pollock 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

Jeffry Pollock; 12655 Olive Blvd., Suite 335, St. Louis, MO 63141. 

WHAT IS YOUR OCCUPATION AND BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED? 

I am an energy advisor and President of J. Pollock, Incorporated. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical Engineering and a Masters in 

Business Administration from Washington University. Since graduation in 1975, I 

have been engaged in a variety of consulting assignments including energy and 

regulatory matters in both the United States and several Canadian provinces. I have 

participated in regulatory matters before this Commission since 1977. More details 

are provided in Appendix A to this testimony. 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

I am testifying on behalf of the Florida Industrial Power Users Group (FIPUG). 

Participating FIPUG companies take power from various utilities throughout the state, 

such as Florida Power and Light, Progress Energy Florida and Tampa Electric 

Company. These customers require a reliable low~cost supply of electricity to power 

their operations. Therefore, FIPUG companies have a direct and significant interest 

in the outcome of this proceeding. 
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1 Q WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

2 A I will address what the Commission should consider when determining what 

3 conservation programs are cost-effective and the balance that must be achieved 

4 between encouraging conservation and increasing customers' rates. I will also briefly 

5 address the fact that revenue decoupling is not the answer to conservation. 

6 Q WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS? 

7 A First, conservation is an important aspect of every utility's portfolio. Conservation has 

8 become even more important in recent times as all consumers - reSidential. 

9 commercial and industrial - face challenging economic times. However, the 

10 importance of pursing conservation programs must be balanced against their cost 

11 and the impact of that cost on ratepayers. It is important that rate impact not be 

12 overlooked when conservation goals and programs are evaluated. 

13 Second. load management programs continue to play an important role in 

14 conservation and should be encouraged. 

15 Third, decoupling revenues from sales is not the way to increase cost-effective 

16 conservation. 

17 Q WHAT IS THE NATURE OF CONSERVATION PROGRAMS? 

18 A In general terms. conservation programs are designed to reduce or reshape load. 

19 (For discussion purposes only, I am including both load management and energy 

20 efficiency as representative of conservation programs.) Traditionally. electric utilities 

21 have matched supply and demand by increasing supply whenever necessary. It 

22 could be less expensive, though, to reduce demand. Conservation may be an 

23 alternative to supply-side additions. 
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1 If conservation programs result in lower costs and lower rates than supply

2 side additions, they are worthwhile. Problems can arise, however, because the 

3 apparent effect is the opposite of new supply. With a new generation plant, the utility 

4 invests money to sell the electricity demanded by its customers. These sales pay for 

5 at least part of the cost of the new facility. With conservation, the utility invests 

6 money and reduces sales. New supply can be used to serve all customers

7 residential, commercial, industrial or street lighting. A conservation measure, 

8 however, provides service only to a specific customer. 

9 Q WHAT SHOULD THE COMMISSION CONSIDER WHEN DETERMINING IF A 

10 CONSERVATION PROGRAM IS COST EFFECTIVE? 

11 A When the Commission determines the cost-effectiveness of a proposed conservation 

12 program, it must weigh the costs and benefits of the program. Thus, the Commission 

13 must balance the desire to increase conservation against increases in rates which 

14 may result from approval of a particular program. The Commission must also ensure 

15 that the cost-effectiveness tests are properly and uniformly implemented. 

16 Q HOW HAS THE COMMISSION JUDGED THE COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF 

17 CONSERVATION PROGRAMS IN THE PAST? 

18 A The Commission has traditionally used the Rate Impact Measure (RIM) test to 

19 perform this balancing. The RIM cost-effectiveness test looks at the costs of an 

20 energy efficiency program from the customers' perspective and provides information 

21 on whether rates will need to be adjusted if a conservation program is implemented. 

22 A program with a RIM benefit/cost ratio greater than one means that rates will be 
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1 lower with the program than with an alternative resource option. Thus, all customers 

2 would benefit. 

3 Q IS THERE ANY CONTROVERSY ABOUT THE APPLICATION OF THE RIM TEST? 

4 A Yes. Some controversy has arisen regarding this test, because it is unclear that each 

5 utility is applying the RIM test in the same way, especially regarding what is included 

6 in the category of "lost revenues." FIPUG currently has discovery outstanding asking 

7 the major investor-owned utilities what each includes in the lost revenue category. If 

8 the Commission continues to utilize RIM, it should make it clear what is to be included 

9 in the lost revenue category so that all utilities are calculating the RIM values in the 

10 same way. 

11 Q IS IT IMPORTANT TO CONSIDER THE RATE IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH 

12 IMPLEMENTING CONSERVATION PROGRAMS? 

13 A Yes. Consideration of rate impacts in the evaluation of conservation programs helps 

14 to minimize both rates and costs for ratepayers. 

15 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON THE E-RIM DISCUSSED IN MR. SIM'S 

16 DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

17 A As I understand it, the E-RIM methodology includes in its calculation the 

18 environmental cost of compliance for certain emissions, including sulfur dioxide 

19 (S02) , nitrogen oxide (NOx), and carbon dioxide (C02), Including all costs which are 

20 avoided as a result of a conservation program, including environmental compliance 

21 costs, is appropriate. It is essential that the impact of these emissions is both known 

22 and reasonably measurable using readily available and objective information. 

4 

J.POLLOCK 
INCORPORATED 

-------- .. 



1 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON THE TOTAL RESOURCE (TRC) TEST? 

2 A The TRC test assumes that any program that costs less than an equivalent supply 

3 side resource would benefit all ratepayers. This is not necessarily the case, as 

4 illustrated in Exhibit JP-1. 

5 I have assumed that a utility serves three customers, each using 100 kW. The 

6 cost of existing resources is assumed to be $100/kW (Case 1). 

7 In Case 2, Customer C increases usage by 100 kW. The utility must add 100 

8 kW of new resources. I have assumed that the cost of the new 100 kW of supply is 

9 $180/kW. Therefore, the plant addition will increase rates from $100 to $120 per kW. 

10 Customer C, whose usage increases, would pay $14,000 for the additional 100 kWof 

11 usage or 78% of the added cost to the system. Under the assumption that the 

12 incremental supply costs more than the average existing supply, other customers 

13 would pay somewhat more, too, as a consequence of the rate increase. 

14 Q WHAT WOULD HAPPEN IF A LESS-COSTLY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

15 WERE SUBSTITUTED FOR THE 100 KW OF GROWTH? 

16 A A conservation program that is less costly than an equivalent supply side resource 

17 would pass the TRC. Case 3 considers what happens when a utility invests in 

18 conservation at Customer C's premises that costs $150 per kW. which is less than 

19 the cost of an equivalent supply-side resource. This investment would allow 

20 Customer C to increase output while maintaining the existing level of usage. In 

21 effect, Customer C would receive the equivalent of 100 kW of service, though in a 

22 different form. 

23 If the utility were to Simply add the cost of this service to its rates, the rates 

24 would increase from $100 to $150 per kW. The rates with conservation would be 
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1 significantly higher than with new supply (Case 2), because, in Case 3, more cost 

2 must be recovered from the existing sales base. This outcome occurs because, with 

3 conservation, there would not be incremental energy sales and corresponding 

4 revenues to defray the incremental cost. Thus, despite passing the TRC test, this 

5 program would fail the RIM test. 

6 Q WOULD THE USE OF THE TRC IN THIS INSTANCE TREAT ALL CUSTOMERS 

7 FAIRLY? 

8 A No. Customer C, who received the "kW substitute" through the conservation 

9 program, would pay only $5,000 or one-third of the cost. Two-thirds of the 

10 conservation cost would be bome by Customers A and B. This result is unfair, 

11 particularly if the other customers have invested in their own conservation measures. 

12 Q WOULD THE RESULT BE FAIR EVEN IF THE CONSERVATION MEASURE WERE 

13 LESS COSTLY THAN THE UTILITY'S EXISTING RESOURCES? 

14 A Not necessarily. An example is illustrated in Case 4 shown in Exhibit JP-1. As can 

15 be seen, the non-participants (Customers A and B) would still experience higher 

16 costs than if a more expensive supply side resource were added. In other words, the 

17 conservation measure would still fail the RIM test. Customer C, though, would still 

18 pay only one-third of the actual cost of the conservation program. 

19 Q WHAT DOES THE ILLUSTRATION DEMONSTRATE? 

20 A The illustration demonstrates that the TRC test has the potential to harm those 

21 customers that are not participating in utility-funded conservation programs. This 

22 result is unfair. particularly for those customers that have implemented self-funded 

23 conservation programs. Further, if the conservation measures were chosen instead 
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1 because they were less costly than adding new supply, then the impact of 

2 conservation on all customers should be lower than if new supply had been added. 

3 Q SHOULD NON-ECONOMIC OR SOCIETAL COSTS BE INCLUDED IN A COST

4 EFFECTIVENESS ANALYIS? 

5 A No. Societal costs are often difficult to quantify so these costs should be excluded. 

6 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTS ON THE COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

7 TESTS? 

8 A Yes. Regardless of which cost-effectiveness test the Commission ultimately deems 

9 appropriate, what is most important is that the Commission encourage conservation 

10 programs that strike a reasonable balance between the advantages of the programs 

11 to program participants and other rate payers and that these conservation programs 

12 are fairly evaluated. 

13 Q IS THERE A SOLUTION TO THIS PROBLEM? 

14 A First, the Commission should continue to give significant weight to the results of the 

15 RIM test in determining cost-effectiveness. Second, customers that choose to 

16 participate in utility-sponsored conservation programs should be required to pay a 

17 greater share of the cost if these payments are needed to make the programs cost 

18 effective to customers not participating in the programs. Since conservation is not a 

19 natural monopoly, the utility should not be given a competitive advantage by providing 

20 a service below its actual cost. That way the program is not subsidized entirely by 

21 other customers. And in fact, Section 366.82(3)(b) of the Florida Statutes and the 

22 Cost Effectiveness Manual for Demand Side Management Services requires the 

23 Commission to consider "participant contributions" to programs. 
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1 Q HOW DO LOAD MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS FIT INTO THE CONSERVATION 

2 PICTURE? 

3 A Load management programs, including interruptible programs, play an important role 

4 in the state. Interruptible rates, in particular, are used effectively by many large 

5 consumers to minimize demand when the utility requires resources to maintain 

6 service to its firm customers. Thus, interruptible power is a lower quality of service 

7 than firm power. The utilities do not include interruptible and other non-firm load in 

8 determining the need for additional capacity. Thus, non-firm load has allowed utilities 

9 to avoid building more expensive capacity. Further, some non-firm load is also 

10 capable of providing contingency reserves. The Florida Reliability Coordinating 

11 Council (FRCC) defines contingency reserves as resources needed to replace 

12 reserve capacity that is no longer available due to sudden forced outages of major 

13 generating facilities or the loss of transmission facilities. Using non-firm load as 

14 contingency reserves would allow the utility to avoid keeping some generation on

15 line, thereby reducing fuel costs and emissions. 

16 For these reasons, these types of programs should be encouraged by the 

17 Commission, and the utilities and the Commission should encourage their growth. 

18 Q ARE THERE OTHER TYPES OF ACTIVITIES THE COMMISSION SHOULD 

19 ENCOURAGE? 

20 Yes, for example, the Commission should more strongly encourage cogeneration, 

21 particularly for industrial processes that generate substantial waste heat. Many 

22 Florida cogeneration facilities use waste heat from industrial processes; thereby 

23 producing no environmental emissions, consuming no fossil fuel, and requiring no 

24 additional water consumption. These cogeneration facilities allow the utilities to avoid 
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1 the purchase and consumption of expensive fossil fuels associated with operating 

2 utility-owned generating units and the emissions associated with these units. 

3 Q ARE THERE CURRENT BARRIERS THAT PREVENT THE EFFICIENT USE OF 

4 COGENERATION FACILITIES? 

5 A Yes. In most instances, an industrial customer cannot fully utilize the additional 

6 electricity from cogeneration because the cogeneration facility is at a separate 

7 location from the customer's other energy-consuming facilities. Consequently, the 

8 customer must either (1) bypass the utility by constructing privately-owned 

9 transmission lines (to interconnect the customer's cogeneration and other load 

10 consuming facilities) or (2) "put" the excess energy on the grid. In situations where a 

11 customer transmission bypass is not a viable option, payment for cogenerated energy 

12 is at the utility's hourly avoided energy cost. As a result, viable projects cannot pass 

13 the necessary economic hurdles to reach fruition. 

14 Q ARE THERE ALTERNATIVES THAT CAN LOWER THESE HURDLES? 

15 A Yes. There are alternatives that should be considered to encourage additional 

16 cogeneration and to allow customers to more fully utilize existing cogenerated 

17 capacity/energy. For example, multiple load management (MLM) would allow a 

18 customer to centrally manage power and energy usage at multiple locations (owned 

19 and controlled by the customer) throughout the utility's service area. This could be 

20 expanded to include using surplus capacity/energy from cogeneration to displace 

21 utility capacity/energy purchases at other locations (i.e., self-service wheeling). MLM 

22 is currently allowed by rule only in certain circumstances. Such circumstances should 

23 be expanded to include self-service wheeling so that cogenerated power can be 
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1 economically developed and fully utilized. Combining the two options would 

2 encourage more widespread (and more efficient) use of cogeneration provided that it 

3 is found to be cost-effective. 

4 Q WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

5 A I recommend that the Commission open an investigation to consider MLM as 

6 described above and to audit how avoided costs are being calculated (1) in applying 

7 the RIM test and (2) in determining the real-time hourly payments for cogenerated 

8 energy. One of the objectives of the audit should be to ensure that the avoided cost 

9 calculations are both consistent and transparent. This would help to ensure that 

10 viable cogeneration projects are developed. 

11 If the Commission decides to broaden energy efficiency measures, the utilities 

12 should specifically address industrial programs that will increase efficiency, such as 

13 the installation of premium effiCiency motors. Such programs should be eligible for 

14 modest incentives. This would encourage the replacement of less efficient equipment 

15 with more efficient equipment thus resulting in demand reduction. Section 366.82(c) 

16 directs the Commission to evaluate the need for incentives. 

17 Q DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON REVENUE DECOUPLlNG? 

18 A I do have some brief comments. Though it is not clear to me if revenue decoupling 

19 will be addressed in this case, I would like to comment on it in an abundance of 

20 caution. Revenue decoupling essentially advocates separating utillty revenues from 

21 utility sales. It gives utilities a guaranteed return regardless of utility sales. 
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1 Q IS DECOUPLING A SOUND REGULATORY APPROACH TO ENCOURAGING 

2 CONSERVATION? 

3 A Decoupling, in my view, has many flaws and I will not attempt to provide a complete 

4 review of them here. Generally, decoupling provides a utility with guaranteed 

5 revenues despite its sales and has the potential to actually increase rates with greater 

6 conservation. Thus, it penalizes consumers for successful conservation efforts. 

7 Decoupling also removes the incentive for the utilities to cut costs and improve 

8 operating efficiency as a necessary pre-requisite to earning its authorized return. And 

9 finally, proper rate design can be a more effective tool to incent customers to be more 

10 effiCient, while providing utilities a more stable revenue stream. 

11 Q HAS THE COMMISSION TAKEN A POSITION ON THE DECOUPLING ISSUE? 

12 A It is my understanding that in December 2008, the Commission provided a report on 

13 decoupling to the Florida Legislature. The Commission's conclusion in that report 

14 was: 

15 [TIhe administrative complexity of decoupling mechanisms currently 
16 implemented in other states, and the FPC revenue decoupling 
17 experiment support the position that Florida is already paving a path 
18 toward the objectives of decoupling without incurring the cost and 
19 difficulties associated with design, implementation and maintenance of 
20 a specific decoupling mechanism. (Report to the Legislature on Utility 
21 Revenue Decoupling at 5). 

22 I agree with the Commission's conclusion and do not believe the revenue decoupling 

23 should be adopted. 

24 Q DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

25 A Yes, it does. 
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1 APPENDIX A 

2 Qualifications of Jeffry Pollock 

3 Q PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSII\lESS ADDRESS. 

4 A Jeffry Pollock. My business mailing address is 12655 Olive Blvd., Suite 335, St. 

5 Louis, Missouri 63141. 

6 Q WHAT IS YOUR OCCUPATION AND BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED? 

7 A I am an energy advisor and President of J. Pollock, Incorporated. 

8 Q PLEASE STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

9 A I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical Engineering and a lVIasters in 

10 Business Administration from Washington University. At various times prior to 

11 graduation, I worked for the McDonnell Douglas Corporation in the Corporate 

12 Planning Department; Sachs Electric Company; and L.K. Comstock & Company. 

13 While at McDonnell Douglas, I analyzed the direct operating cost of commercial 

14 aircraft. 

15 Upon graduation in June 1975, I joined Drazen-Brubaker & Associates, Inc. 

16 (DBA). DBA was incorporated in 1972 assuming the utility rate and economic 

17 consulting activities of Drazen Associates, Inc., active since 1937. From April 1995 

18 to November 2004, I was a managing principal at Brubaker & Associates (BAI). 

19 During my tenure at both DBA and BAI, I have been engaged in a wide range 

20 of consulting aSSignments including energy and regulatory matters in both the United 

21 States and several Canadian provinces. This includes preparing financial and 

22 economic studies of investor-owned, cooperative and municipal utilities on revenue 

23 requirements, cost of service and rate design, and conducting site evaluation. 
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1 Recent engagements have included advising clients on electric restructuring issues. 

2 assisting clients to procure and manage electricity in both competitive and regulated 

3 markets. developing and issuing requests for proposals (RFPs), evaluating RFP 

4 responses and contract negotiation. I was also responsible for developing and 

5 presenting seminars on electricity issues. 

6 I have worked on various projects in over 20 states and several Canadian 

7 provinces, and have testified before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and 

8 the state regulatory commissions of Alabama. Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, 

9 Georgia, Indiana, Illinois, Indiana. Iowa, Louisiana. Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri. 

10 Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico. Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, 

11 Washington, and Wyoming. I have also appeared before the City of Austin Electric 

12 Utility Commission, the Board of Public Utilities of Kansas City, Kansas. the 

13 Bonneville Power Administration, Travis County (Texas) District Court, and the U.S. 

14 Federal District Court. A partial list of my appearances is attached hereto. 

15 Q PLEASE DESCRIBE J. POLLOCK, INCORPORATED. 

16 A J.Poliock assists clients to procure and manage energy in both regulated and 

17 competitive markets. The J.Pollock team also advises clients on energy and 

18 regulatory issues. Our clients include commercial, industrial and institutional energy 

19 consumers. Currently, J.Poliock has offices in St. Louis, Missouri and Austin and 

20 Houston, Texas. 
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1_.!070~IENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITES, TEXAS a~:~~~~{~~~~_~___~~~___I-.--~D~irect~--~-- TX ,~~~~~~~ro~~~s-------~ 411112006 

,41229 TEXAS·NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY Rebutial TX Over $5 Biltion Comptiance Filing 4114/2006... 
Revenue requirements, rost of service study, rate 01 71202 Occidental Periman Ltd. 07--OO319-UTSOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Rebuttal NM 	 312812008 

61101 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL..::C:.::0c.:M::..P.:.cAN:..:.:..Y______ Texas Industrial Etlergy conslJm.:cers--=-_--t--~ __~==-__+ _____=D=lrect='___~ _ $5 BUllon Compliance Flllng__ 3120/2006 

Direct1--51101 CENTERfOINT_ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC ITexas Industrial Energy Consumers 32902 .--::.:.:.._+O:.:v-=erc.$.5 Bllion Compliance Filing 'l/?nJ2008 
Revenue fequirements, cost of service study (COS); 

71202 SOUTHWESTERN PUBliC SERVICE COMPANY Occidental Periman Ltd. 07-00319-UT Direct 317/2006
--------~-

I-- 5O~OI IENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS 	 "fexas Industrial Energy Consumers 34724 Direct _______1 TX IPCR Rider increa~ and interim surctlarge 1112812007 
Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Retum on equity; ~ of service study; revenue 

70601_ i (3EORGIA POWER COMPANY Traditional Manufacturers Group 250~_...J____ .. ()irect • _ GA anocation; ILR Rlllllr;spinning reserve lariff; RTP 10124/2007
NCOR ELECTRIC DELIVERY COMPANY & 1 :3

70303 TEXAS ENERGY FUTURE HOLDINGS LTD Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 34077 Direct TX Acqulsilion; pubfic interest 


1--~1~~n SOUTH""ESTERN ELEc.T.~ICPO~PANY Texas Ind:trlal Energ)'~ 33B91-t-=Di~~=- .... TX ICertiflC:~ofConvenience and Necessity 
~ 
7/17/2007 

7Ja/2oo7 

611912007 

33734 Direct TX Jt30f Convenience and Necessity 618/2007 

Rebuttal Remand 60601 ITEXAS PUC STAFF 	 32795 cost reconciliation 611512007i ..~---
60601 ITEXAS PUC STAFF 	 ITexas Industrial Energy Consumers 32795 Remand ,,,~_rest rate on stranded cost rerondllation 

-r ,
50103 ·ITEXAS p~~s~AFF 	 Texas Ind~t~~~nergy Consumers 33672 1 Rebuttal TX iCREZ Nominations 512112007 

" 

finn, 

dElsign 

rate de~gn 

_" Certifica
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...li. 

CD 

PROJECT UTIUTY 

.50.1.01 IENTERGY GULF STATES UTILlTES,TEXAS 

ON BEHALF OF Docket TYPE 
~----+ 

"l''l~7 __ "Texas Industrial_lOrlergy Consume:rs.:~____.l_____==___+ __ Direct 

33672 Direct150103 _JTEXASF'IJ_CSTAFF ITexas Industrial Energy Consumers 

61101 iAEP TEXASCENTRAL COMPANY l!exaSirldustrial Enel'\lYCon _s__u__m._e_rs____•__ 33309 Cross-Rebuttal 

50701 iENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS_l________~~__ Texas Industrial Energy Consum"fS___~__ 32710 _ ~__ 

611011------tEP TEXAS NORTH COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 33310 Direct 

61101 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPAN"cY____________ _ Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 33309 _--+ Direct 

50701 IENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS 

412191AE;J~SN~O~RT~HHI(C~O~M~PA~N~Y~___________+~~~~~~~~~~~--1-----~~----4----~~------
Direct32710 

50701IE~"TIORGY GULF STA!EOS UTILITIE_STEXAS --ITexas Indusllial Energy Consumers 

I Regulatory 

'"-;~~ .I -TX __ Transition to ComJlEltition 

1 TX CREZ Nominations 

[ ~ CO~location,Rate Design, Riders 

TX 

TX Rider CTC design
1-------

Riders 

Riders 

TX reconstruction costs 

60104 1SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32898 Direct I TX IFuel Reconciliation 

4127120071 

41312007 

2/2812007 

2'J1512oo7 --r-----
1/30/2007 

1/29/2007 

Direct! 

1 [ ~~ 

50701 iENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS iTexaslndustrial Energy Consumers 

IGeorgia Industrial Group/Georgia T extie 

33586 ~HUrricane Rita recons!ructio-.:n:.:c:='--_____-;-__ ~-__c--,-c:_ 

j 
___ L 

I 60303 ~ GEORGIA POWER COMPANY Manufacturers Group 

60503 SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 

IFuel Cost Recovery 
-,-------- --.-~--

1/111200723540-U Direct GA 

1Cost allocation, Cost of service, Rate design TXTexas Industr1al 1/812007 

I---_____!SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY !TexaS~ustr1at EI1ef!lY eonsumers ____ 32766 Direct TX Cost allOcation, Cost of service, Rate design i 12'J22'J2006 

60503 j§QUTHWESTERN_f'l.JBlIC ~RVlCEC;QM.PANY_-J T(lXl!s.lndustrial Energy Consumers 

I 60503 SOUTHWESTE~PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY I Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 

32766 

32766 

----~---- ---- ~~-~I-

Requirements, 

TX Fuel Reconcilation 

~NTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS Texas Industrial Hurricane Rita reconstrucllon costs 

Hurricane R~a reconstruction costs 

10/12106 

10I09I06Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32907 Direct50701 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS 

L~.~.' >EM"",,,,,,, Coo~~ '"'' I e.u""''' I TI< r....."""........ """.7..106 

_6()101 COLQUITTEMC ERCOWor1dwIde 23549-U -r ?~Direct GA Service TenitoryTransfer ~0106 
60601 ,TEXAS PUC STAFF Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 32795 Direct TX IStranded Cost Reanocation 09/07106 

~~--tSOUTHWEST~R-:-~LECTRIC POWER COMPANY Texas Industrial EnElr:!!tConsumers 32672 ____ Direct __ _ TX ME-SPP Transfer 01 Certificate to SWEPCO 8123120061 

50503 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL .2i1~PAN~___ lTexas Industrial Energy Consumers 32758 ___, Direct TX Rider CTC deSign and cost recovery 08124106 

60503 SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ITexas Indusllial Energy Consumers 32685 Direct 

~60301 PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY~)NewJ~ey Large~rgy Consumers . 171406 Direct 

I I 
,Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textile 

60303 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY lP.1~ufacturersGroup _____ 

AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY ITexas Industnal Energy Consumers 

<3.as Delivery Cost allocation and Rate design . ~ 06121/06
1

NJ 

22403-U Direct ~"'___IFuel C<lst Recovery AiIovJal'lOO 

32475 Cross-Rebuttal I TX ADFIT Benelil 50503 
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50102 IPUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS l:rexas I"dusmal E'-'--l1ergy Consumers M '~,:''-'' I :-i=:j=-~~e~tP~~-IOCO-IS~~=________~....~.. -.~~"" 
50701 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS ._~ITe~lndUsirial Consumers...., ----1 '"'' "-""''''"[ OX ....... '"....... """,....., '"", __1_101412005 
- I 

1_50701~ ENTEB<;Y GlJLF STA,.lOllUTILITIES 1"EJ<P.ll ..~s Indusmal Energy Consumers 31315 D~_...... TX Recovery of Purchased Power Capacity Costs 912212005 

IOccidental Periman ltd. EL05-19-002; 

r 
~(J5 SOUTHWES:rERN.f>.UBlIC SE.RVlCIO~OMPAN'I'_lOccidental P0\'ier:Marketing __E~05-1~ F<..esponsive. FEBC FUE!lCost Adjuslment Clause (FCACj . ! 911912005 

50503_LAEP TEXAS CEt>lTlML COMPANY. Texas Industrial Ene.I1l.v..c.on.sumers .._.-j-~•. 31056 Direct TX . ,Stranded Cosl!illnd gther:True.UpBalances 9I2l2005 

Oocidental Periman ltd. EL05-19-00; 
50705 SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC S~VICE.COMPANY .. Occidental Power Marketing E~05-168-00 ___::.Di::rect: IF"",Cost adjustment clause ,,(F.:::C::..A:::CL) ____ . 8/19/2006 

t··--~· 

Georgia Indusmal GrouplGeorgia Textile 

50203 
 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY Man.tJfacture.rs Group_ 19142-U Direct GA IFuel Cost.Recovel)' 418/2005._j----_.... 

_ 4123.<l..jCE~~RPOINT ENER.Q.YHOUSTON ElECTRIC,.:::L:::.LC=---+T_e_xas_lnd~Ustri~·a_1~-=-_______~..::.::..~_~--+__---==-::.:.....__ 311812005 
1 

•. :_I;I:~:::n~tion Ch..=a:.;;fg"'e______ 

41230 CENTERf>OINT ENERGY HOUSTON ELECTRIC, LLC Texas Induslrilll_Energy C()nsume_rs___.. 30485 Supplel1lentll! Direct 1114/2005-----_. ._-------

41230 ICENTERPOINT ENERGY H(jUSTQ.N ElECTRIC,l~Texas Indu~rialEnergy ConsIJlTlers 30485 Direct ..~FinarlCing Order .~Q~ 
8201 IPUBU<:SE.B.VlCE COM"ANY.()I=.COLORADO ._.n ..1Colorado Energy Consumers Cross Answer n._.n~ ICO~_ofSeI\'ICEtStudy, Interruptible Rat~Desi!!n 1211312004, 

8201 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO Cost of Service Study, Interruptible Rate Design 1011212004 

Reverue Requirements, Revenue AHocation, Cost of 
_.8244__,.GEORGIA POWER COMPANY GA Service, Rate Design, Economic Development 101812004 

8195 CENTERPOINT, RELIANT AND TEXAS GENCO TX 61112004_..___~~.. ..~_--+~____+-...c.."'-_________ 
GEORGIA POWER COMPANYISAVANNAH 

8156 AND POWER COMPANY GA 5114/2004 

8148 TEXA5·NEWMEXICO POWER COMPANY TX 312912004 

PROJECT! UTILITY I ON SEHAL"F.-=-:.___-,__-.::..:== 
50503 IAEP TEXP.~~~NT~OM;~~ .. I;~xas Industrial Energy Consumers 32475 

I n~~~9~~NE.WM!:)(ICOf'()~~R COp,jPANY. .. mj~.xa..s Indus~aIEne.rg.y. Consumers 

412..29liTEXA8-NEW MEXlC.O.P.OWER.COMf>."'.NY..... T.. exaS.lndUStrial.§nergy.eonsumers 

1--50303 SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SER'{If.E COMPANY 
Occidental Pariman Ltd. IOccidental Power Marketing . ER05-168-001 

50701. ~ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXA~Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 31544 

I 50701 ENTERGY GULF STATES UTILITIES TEXAS Texa.!.'ndustrial Energy ~onsumers ~I _ .31544 

PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY New Jersey large Energy Consumers BPU EM05020106 
_ 50601 _ AND .§XELONj:0RPORATION _~__ R"tai Energy SuPPJrAssociatIOn PUC·1874-05 

Oocidental Periman Ltd. EL05-19-002; 
50705 ISOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVlCE COMPANY Occidental P~rMarketing ER05-168-OO1 

PUBLIC SERVICE elECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY New Jersey Large Energy Consumers BPU EM05020106 
50601 I AND EXELON CORPORATION 

Regulatory 

TYPE I Jurisdiction I ~le..::.ct,--___ DATE 

Dlnact____,. TX iADFlT Benefit 04117106 

.~Strarli:fE!d Costs and Other True-Up Balances 

--~--

! 311612006 

Direct TX_.~randed Costs and Other True-Up Balances 3110/2006 

Direct NM 

Cross-Rebuttal Tra.'l.sition to Competition COS_IS___ 01113106 

Direct Transillon to COfllJl!Ution CO,,!s:________ 01113106 

NJ~er~~er~_____ 1212212005 

Responsive . ~IFuel COI>!~<Ijusimen! clause (FCAC) 11/1812005 
T 

11/1412005 

http:Man.tJfacture.rs
http:Ene.I1l.v..c.on
http:1"EJ<P.ll


---------

___ 

__ _ 

-t--P~:;lCO~;C~IV;O~~:~~ INew~~~:~!nsumeffi ER03020110 --+-_~_urrebutlal 

8111 i AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY Texas Industrial Energy Coosumeffi 28840 

809!;_ I CONECnV POWER DELIVERY ~ew Jen;ey Large Energy C:Osu:.ars ER03020110 Direct 

7850 Texas Industrial Enet'Ib' Con~me~ 26195 _t---_su-"p--'--plemental Direct 

8045 Vlrgini!l_c:ommitlee for Fair Utility Rates PUE-2003-00285 Direct 
-----

Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textile 
.~802' IGEORGIAPOWERc:~PANY n ___ Manu1acturers I6-U _____________ 

8002 AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY IRint Hills Resources, LP Direct 

7657 PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRICI\~D!>~SCOMPAI'l~ [~ Jersey Large Energy Consumeffi 

7850 RELIANT ENERGY HL&P.:re_xasIndustrial En_erw_~onsumers Direct 

7857 PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY New~~ Large Energy Consumeffi Surrebuttal 

7836 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO Colorado _An_sw_er___+--_ 
...10 

7657 PUBLIC SERVICE_ELECTRIC ./\NO GAS COMPANY New Je~ Large_t=.nergy Coosumeffi Direct 

7863 DOMINION VIRGINIA POWER _ Virginia Committee_ for Rates Direct 

00 
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Docket TYPE ~UI"iSdictl~ Subject DATE 

NJ 1 Cost of Service 311812004 

Allocation and Rat!.Design ____ 214/2004 

NJ Cost Allocation and 114/2004 

TX Fuel Recon=ciIiat=ion=-____ 

VA Stranded Cost 9/512003 

7122120031 

TX 5/9/2003 

NJ 3114/2003 

TX _...It=UEd Rec<llflciliation 

7718 FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION IFlorida Industrial Power Useffi Group 000824·EI 

7633 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY __ 
Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textile 
IManutactureffi Group__ 141JOO.U 

7555 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY _______-+I-'-FIoc=-ridc:.'=a:...lc:.nd::cu-,-st,--,rial 

7658 SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY 

7647 

7608 

ENTERGY GULF STATES, INC. 
-----------,----

RELIANT ENERGY HL&P 

24469 

23950 

759"_~EORGIA POWER COMPANY 13711·U 

GEORGIA POWER COMPANY Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textile 
7520 SAVANNAH ELECTRIC & POWER COMPANY Manufactureffi Group 

7303 INC, Texas Industria~ Energy Consumers 

73""~OUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY 'Texas Industrial_t=.nergy Coosun~:.rs 
CPL, SWEPCO, and WTU7305 Texas In.cl.".slriB1 EnergyCO!1!Jume~__ 


Georgia Industrial Group/Georgia Textie 

7423 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY _____-+1M_snutacturers Group 

Texas industrial Energy Coosumeffi 7305 CPL, SWEPCO, and WTU 

12499-U,13305-U, 
133Q6.U 

22356 

22351 

22352, 22353, 22364 i 

13140-U 

22352, 22353, 22354 

Direct FL 

Study, Revenue Allocation, 
Direct ___Gc,A_____-----i-'--'-,: =-=""--_______________ 1011212001 

Direct FL 1011212001 

Direct TX Delay of Retail Comp_etit:::io::.n'----________ 912412001 

Direct 
TX __ jDeIBYof R .. e.t.B.i Compamion __ 

9122/2001 

Direct TX Price to Beatr----··----- 71312001 

DirectL ...(3~.. .1 F.'l.elCost Recovel)' .. 5111/2001 

Direct GA [Integrated Resource Planning 5/1112001 

Rebuttal TX Allocation/Collection of Municipal Franchise Fees 313112001- --------------r----------------- ---- .-- ---- -.-

croSS.Rebuttalr· I'''''''''''''''' ",," """""OX 
. cros.s'Rebutta,-__ TX ___.. AHocatiClniCollecti(mof MUllj(:lflal FranchiseFees 212012001 

Direct GA ,lrderruptibleRateDesign 211612001 

SUP;kmlentai Direct - 1 TX I~~nsmission Cost Recoverv Factor 211312001 
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PROJECT 

7310 TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY 
----- --------

7308 TXU ELECTRIC COMPANY 

7303 ENTERGY GULF STATES. iNC, 

7308 TXU ELECTRIC COMPANY 

7303 ENTERGY GULF STATES, INC,
-------

7307 IRELIANT ENERGY HL&P 

7303 ENTERGY GULF STATES. INC,
-- -~ -~-----

7307 RELIANT ENERGY HL&P 

7375 CENTRAL POWER AND liGHT COMPANY 
--~---

7375 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

7308 ITXU ELECTRIC COMPANY 
---~~--

7308 TXU ELECTRIC COMPANY 

..~~~~::; ----~-~---

7315 VARIOUS UTILITIES 

7310 TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY 

7310 TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY 

7307 RELIANT ENERGY HL&P 

7307 RELIANT ENERGY HL&P ITexas Industrial Energy Consumers 22355 

Oockat TYPE 

22349 Cross-Rebuttal 

Texas Industrial 22350 Cross-Rebuttal 

22356 Cross-Rebuttal 

Texes Industrial Energy Consumers 22350 
-~~-----

Texas Indushial EneI1!:Y Consumers 22356 

Texes Indushial Energy Consumers 22355 

Texas Indushiel Energy Consumers 22356 Direct 

Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22356 Direct 

Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22352 Gross-Rebuttal 

22352 Direct 

Texas Industrial 22350 Direct 

ITexas Industrial 22350 

Texas Induslrial 22352, 22353, 22354 
----------

Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22344 

Texas Industrial Energy Consumers 22350 

Texas Indushial Energy Consumers 22344 

Texas Indusmal_"-nergyS<>nsumers 22349 Cross-Rebuttal 

Texas Industria~E~ryy Consumers 22349 Direct 

Texas Industrial Energy g,<JllSumers 22355 

----

-IGeorgla Indus~I~Gaorgia Textile 
7334 GEORGIA POWER ManufacturerllGroup _ ----- -------------r------ 11708-U 

Georgia Induslrial Group/Georgia Textne 
7334 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY Manufacturers 11708-U 

7232 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO 99A-377EG 

7258 ITXU ELECTRIC COMPANY 21527 
-------

7246 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY Texas Indushial Energy Consumers 21528 
----~--

7089 __IVI~(3Ii'lIAElECTRIC AND POWER_C~t.lPANY Virginia Committee for Fair Utility Rates PUE980813 

IAMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER SERVICE Old Dominion Committee for Fair Utility 
7090 ICORPORATION Rates PUE980ll14 Direct 

, Regulatory 
Subject DATE 

TX Ral~Design 211212001 

TX 211212001 

TX 216/2001
------; 

1/1212001 

1I9l2001 

1211312000 

1211/2000 
~-------

11/1/2000 

11/1/2000 

11/1/2000 

1011412000 

TX Excess Cost Over Market 1011012000 
------------~---

TX Excess Cost Over Market 101112000 

TX Generic Customer Classes 10/1/2000
---------

TX Excess Cost Over Market 9127/2000 

912612000 

: 911912000 

3124/2000 

311/2000 

VA Unbundled Rates 6121/1999 

Jurisdiction 
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N 
0 

PR~~ECTI UTIUTY 5 ON BEHAlF~O~F___1 Docket 

7142 iSHARYLAND UTILITIES, L.P, Sharyland U_U_�iti_'e_s________-~. 20292 Rebuttal 

Colorado Industrial Energy Consumers 
7060 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO Group 98A-511E Direct 

--T-------~.. 

7039 SAVANNAH ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPt.1UV 

6945 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

~VariOU,~S~ln~d~U~~~ri~al~~~~---------,------.-

IFlorida Industrial Power Users __-------"==-::.::..----+------= 

6873 GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 
I 

__ iGeorgia Industrial Group 9355-U 

8729 VlRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY 

6713 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

Virginia c,om,mille&,I,Or Falr,Utii,',ly Rates: p.UE960036'PUE9601 ___Direct ____ 

Texas incru.mal Energy ConstJmers 16995__ __ C,:"ss-Rebuttai 

6!i82 HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY 

6758 SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY ~=II::~~::::~:::rs ;~;71""""-":: 
,_____,j..:..-"":CO::~e&for£.aJr u~n;Ra~:3;.9~~~,f'UE~ Direct 

DATE 

413011999 

31111999 

Fuel Costs 11111999 

101111998 

101111996 

VA IAitematlve.~'lgUlatOry Plan 611/1996 

TX IRR 11111998 

COURT IlntelT\Jptible Power 

IX Fuel ReconciHation 

VA Alternalive_R~~atory P'ia.n__ _ 

1997 

121111997 
---t-

I 1211/1997
-+-

6729 [VlRGINIA ELECTF{I~C:AND POWER COMPANY 

._6713 .. c;ENTRAL P()WER AND LIGHT COlAPt."'v____________--il:rexas industriai Energy Consumers __+-___,..Direct IX Rat!.[)esign____ 121111997 

~~ ENTERGY TEXAS 

6646 ENTERGY TEXAS 

6646 ENTERGY TEXAS 

6646 iENTERGY TEXAS 

6744 TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY 

6632 MISSISSIPPI POWER COMPANY 

6558 TEXAS-NEW MEXICO POWER COMPANY 

6508 TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC COMPANY 

6475 iTEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC Cf'UDt."'V 

6449 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPA~IV 

6449 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

6449 CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

6523 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 

6235 TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC COMPANY 

6435 SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

6391 HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY 

Texas Industrial Energy Consumers ... 

IT exas Industrial Energy Consumers 

Energy Consumers 

Texas indu~rtal Energy Consumers 

Florida Industrial P~rLJsers Group 

Colonial 

_"~uI1lple InterveR0f1!__ 

ITexas Industrial Energy Consumers 

TElXlls IndustrialEne~ Consumers 

Grace, W.R, &Company 

16705.:---

16705 

473-96-2265116705 

16705 

970171-EU 

15560 

14499 

13986 

TX CompeUti~ Issues 

Rebuttal TX 1Competition 

Rate DeSign 

Wholesale Sales ------------------
Interruptible Rate Desillo 

"1I1IerlllE!!ble Rates ____~__________ MS 

IX 

TX 

___-+1Tccre.ca1.;;.:ment of margins 

+'!e.alTime Pricing Rates 

in/1/1997 

101111997 

91111997 

61111997 

511119971 

211/1997 

1111111998 

</1/1996 

5/1/1996 

41111996 

41111996 

11/111995 

61111995 
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UTILITY 

N 6276
-
6125 


6235 


6063 


6061 HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY 


6181..~§.. ULF STATES UTILlTIE.S COMf'~ .... NY. 

6061.JHOUSTON LIGHTING & POWE~C0t.1f>~Y.~ 
5929 


6107 


6112 


5698 


~OO 

6043 


6062 


6075 


6025 


CENTRAL POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

SOUTHWESTERN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY 

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY 

GULF POWER_COMPANY 

GULF POWER COMPANY 

EL PASO ELECTR::.IC=-::C.::.O:,::M:..PANYc::.c.'--_____ 

GEORGiA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION------_. 
GEORGIA POWER..,C'-O'-M,.cP_A.,.N_Y_____ 

MISSISSIPPI POWER & LIGHT COMPANY MIEG 
I' 

Industrial Power Users Group 940042·EI 

ON BEHALF OF . TYP.~ 
:==-=======--_____1:..;4..:.17:..4:...-__+ __Direct 

______I--__R_ebuttal 

Direct 

941-430EG 

12065 	 Direct 

Direct 

Direct 

Misc. Group 

Misc. 

DATE 


TX It>osting of Off:.§YSlElm Sa""s____.. 81111995, 


1.!~s~~~.1 ...~~Ubject,-___ 

-I__TX=_-+===~~~______ A1lfl995 

7f1f1995 

7f111~1 

5/111995 

';/111995 

..~ ._____ 31111995 


CO 


TXi'late.Desl!ln 
 11111995 


TX _Co._.m.pet.'.".U.\Ie 	 111111994
...PdillnmenIPfO!">5al 


TX ~at.e Design 111111994 


RalElDe~ .__"__ 101111994 


61111994 


71111994 


71111994 


71111994 


11111994 

------. 

l11f1994 



Exhibit JP-1 

Illustration of the Impact of Conservation Programs 

Base Case 

Customer 
A B C Total 

Usage kW 100 100 100 300 Existing resources have cost of $1 OO/kW 
CostlkW $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 
Cost $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $30,000 

Case 2: 	 With Growth at $180/kW 
Extra Cost =$18,000 

Customer 
A B C Total 

Usage kW 100 100 200 400 Adding $180/kW resources to meet greater 
CostlkW $ 120 $ 120 $ 120 $ 120 usage causes all customers to pay more. 
Cost $12,000 $12,000 $24,000 $48,000 

Case 3: 	 With Conservation at $150/kW 
Extra Cost =$15,000 

Customer 
A B C Total 

Usage kW 100 100 100 300 A and B pay more for $150/kW Conservation 
CostlkW $ 150 $ 150 $ 150 $ 150 than if $180/kW resources had been added. 
Cost $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $45,000 

Case 4: 	 With Conservation at $90/kW 
Extra Cost = ~9,000 

Customer 
A 8 C Total 

Usage kW 100 100 100 300 A and 8 still pay more than Case 2 - even 
CostlkW $ 130 $ 130 $ 130 $ 130 though conservation is cheaper than 
Cost $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $39,000 existing supply. 

*100 kW of actual plus 100 kW of imputed usage 

22 

J.POLLOCK 
INCORPORATED 
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