7 !i!:i..}.ts.é frl

Exhibit No.: il
Issue(s): Class Cost of Service

& Rate Design
Witness/Type of Exhibit: Meisenheimer/Surrebuttal
Sponsoring Party: Public Counsel
Case No.: ER-2006-0314 |

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY FILED
NOV.1 3 20069

OF Missourt Puly ic

Sarvice Commis sian

BARBARA A. MEISENHEIMER

Submitted on Behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

CASE NO. ER-2006-0314

October 6, 2006 o f_:[__ Evhibit Mo QOQ\



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of Kansas )
City Power & Light Company for )
Approval to Make Certain Changes inits ) ER-2006-0314
Charges for Electric Service to Beginthe )
Implementation of Its Regulatory Plan )

AFFIDAVIT OF BARBARA A. MEISENHEIMER

STATE OF MISSOURI )
} ss
COUNTY OF COLE )

Barbara A. Meisenheimer, of lawful age and being first duly sworn, deposes and states:

1. My name 1s Barbara A. Meisenheimer. [ am Chief Utlhty Economist for the
Office of the Public Counsel.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my surrebuttal
testimony consisting of 8 pages, BAM SUR pgs. 1-3 and BAM SUR TOU pgs. 1-3.

3. 1 hereby swear and affirm that my statements contained in the attached
testimony are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

ol A

Barbara A. Meisenheimer

Subscribed and sworn to me this 6th day of October 2006.

‘\;?P‘..'.:'U:g‘ JERENE A BUCKHAN
‘§' Nmm% My Commission Expires ( | i W
: s August 10, 2009

}& SEAL . 5 Cole County etene A, Buckman
TR Sommission #06754096 Atary Public

My Commission expires August 2009,
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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
BARBARA MEISENHEIMER

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT

CASE NO. ER-2006-0314

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

Barbara A. Meisenheimer, Chief Utility Economist, Office of the Public Counsel,

P. Q. 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE?

Yes, I submitted direct testimony on cost of service and rate design issues on
August 22, 2006, supplemental direct testimony updating my class cost of service

study and rate design on September 08, 2006, and rebuttal testimony on

September 15, 2006.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

The primary purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal
testimony of Maurice Brubaker. Mr. Brubaker provided the most extensive
crificisms of my testimony. Most concerns expressed by other parties are
reflected in his comments so my response to his testimony applies to similar

comments made by other parties.
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Q.

A.

HAVE YOU UPDATED YOUR CLASS COST STUDY IN THIS TESTIMONY?

Yes. 1 updated my studies to accept in some cases comments contained in the
rebuttal testimony of other parties and to refute the rebuttal testimony of others.
As the first modification, 1 accept Mr. Brubaker’s position on the load factor. The
second modification incorporates a depreciation reserve allocator that shows the
minimal impact on the TOU study results in response to Mr. Brubaker’s criticism
of the use of gross plant in developing the production capacity allocator. I also
incorporated the Staff’'s updated peaks and maximum customer demand
calculations. 1 did not alter either the allocation of off-system sales revenues or
the allocation of primary distribution facilities because 1 disagree with Mr.

Brubaker’s and other parties’ positions on the methods for developing those

allocations.

PLEASE COMPARE THE RESULTS OF YOUR CLASS COST STUDIES AS UPDATED IN

SURREBUTTAL TO THOSE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED IN THIS CASE.

Table 1 provides a comparison of my studies by class. The updated results of my
12 Month A&P study are provided in Schedule BAM-SUR, Page 1. [ provided
updated illustrative rate design examples associated with the study in Schedule
BAM-SUR, Page 2, and Schedule BAM-SUR, Page 3. The updated TOU cost of
service study results in Schedule BAM-SUR TOU, Page 1. Corresponding

updated illustrative rate design examples are provided in BAM-SUR TOU, Page
2, and Schedule BAM-SUR TOU, Page 3.
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Revenue Neutral Rate Revenue Increase/Decrease Percentages

Table 1. Comparison of OPC Studies

RES SGS MGS LGS LPS SC Lights

OPC 207% 10 | -15.06t0 [-12.83% to] -.58%to | 7.34%to |37.60% to| -6.28% to
Supplemental | 5.07% | -15.92% | -12.85% | -1.95% 12.07% 40.82% 1.49%
Direct Studies
orcC 0 o
Surrebuttal 241%1to | -1499to |-10.80% to| -1.34%to } 5.76%to |37.28% to., -7.76% to

. 5.66% | -16.04% | -10.81%  -2.78% 11.08% 41.89% 2.86%
Studies

Q. MR. BRUBAKER CLAIMS THAT YOUR STUDY DOES NOT CONFORM TO THE AGREED
UPON STUDY YEAR. 1S THIS A FAIR CRITICISM?

A, No. My studies to the extent possible use the test year ending December 31, 2005
as described on pages 33-34 of the Stipulation and Agreement in Case EQ-2005-

329 regarding KCP&L’s Regulatory Plan.

Q. MR. BRUBAKER CRITICIZES YOUR USE OF A DEMAND ALLOCATION METHOD FOR
ALLOCATING OFF-SYSTEM SALES REVENUE ARGUING THAT THE ALLOCATION
SHOULD BE MADE BASED ON AN ENERGY RELATED FACTOR DUE TO VARIABLE
FUEL AND PURCHASED POWER COSTS. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE?

Al Mr. Brubaker's proposal to limit allocation of off-system sales to only an energy

based factor is not appropriate because it fails to recognize that off-system sales

revenues are dependent on variable fuel costs as well as capacity cost associated
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with operation of the production plants. My 12 Month A&P allocator specifically

incorporates both an energy related component and a demand related component.

When using a TOU capacity allocator, it might be appropriate to develop a
weighted factor that recognizes both capacity and energy in allocating off-system
sales. However, in this case, it would have minimal effect. I developed a blended -
allocator based on my TOU energy allocator weighted by the load factor and my
TOU capacity allocator weighted by one minus the load factor. I then compared
the weighted result to the TOU capacity allocator that I used in my TOU studies.
The difference would have increased the Residential class’ share of off-system
sales revenues by about 1.5%, benefiting the residential class. 1 should point out
that there was very little difference in the weighted and unweighted allocators. 1
am not surprised that a weighted Energy and Capacity allocator resulting from
OPC’s TOU studies would be similar to just the Capacity allocator because
OPC’s TOU methodology attempts to minimize combined costs of production.
Because capacity costs and variable costs are substitutable to some degree in
production, minimizing total costs would occur when the incremental variable

cost and incremental fixed cost are aligned.

MR. BRUBAKER CRITICIZES YOUR ALLOCATION OF PRIMARY DISTRIBUTION
COSTS BECAUSE IT DOES NOT IDENTIFY A CUSTOMER-RELATED COMPONENT IN
THE PRIMARY DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM. WHY DO YOU ALLOCATE PRIMARY

DISTRIBUTFON COSTS BASED ON DEMAND?

With respect 1o the classification of costs, analysts must evaluate the uses with the
most closely related functionalized costs: energy, demand or customer. The 1992

NARUC Electric Utihty Cost Allocation Manual, page 20, defines customer costs
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as those costs that are directly related to the number of customers served. The

NARUC Manual at page 8 states that the distribution plant includes substations,
primary and secondary conductors, and poles and line transformers that are jointly

used and located in the public right of way as well as the services, meters, and

installations located on the customer’s own premises. Based on my evaluation,

“services, meters, and installations” satisfy the definition of “customer related”. It
is not as clear that substations, primary and secondary conductors, poles and line
transformers, jointly used and in the public right of way, are customer related or
are directly related to the number of customers. For example, it is my
understanding that the number of electric poles and other cost driving
characteristics of poles required to serve customers depends more on land use and
geographic considerations than the specific number of customers served. In areas
where sufficient poles are already in place, no additional pole related costs maybe
incurred to serve an additional customer. As technology grows, electric utilities as
well as telephone utilities will be required (with some exceptions) to lease pole
space to other entities including cable providers and competitive local telephone
companies. As this consideraﬁon becomes more relevant any purported direct
relationship between cost and electric customer numbers is diluted by the other
uses of the facilities. These considerations argue against the proposition that the
cost of poles is directly related to the number of customers. [ believe that similar
reasoning applies to conduit. On the other hand, I recognize that some level of
investment in facilities might be better treated as non-energy and non-demand
related. Therefore, I classified the cost of these investments as customer related
by “default.” T believe that this is probably more true for cost functionalized as
secondary costs rather than primary costs since primary related facilities are

farther removed in that they tend to be less directly related or sized to serve
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particular customers. Based upon these considerations, 1 classified a portion of the
secondary functionalized costs associated with FERC Accounts 364-367 as
customer related and classified as demand related all primary functionalized costs

associated with FERC Accounts 364-367.

MR. BRUBAKER CRITICIZES YOUR TOU CAPACITY ALLOCATOR AND BOTH OPC’S
AND STAFF’S A&P ALLOCATORS (SCHEDULE 2 COS-R) BASED UPON THE
ASSIGNMENT OF DIFFERENT AVERAGE CAPACITY COSTS TO EACH CLASS. WHAT

IS WRONG WITH HIS ARGUMENT?

Mr. Brubaker’s Schedule 2 COS-R is a perfect illustration of the weaknesses
inherent in allocating production costs primarily based on a limited number of
measures of peak demand. Mr. Brubaker’s method allocates total cost of all
plants based in large part on usage in a few peak hours when the average cost is
relatively high due to the operation of peaking plants. This unfairly over allocates
costs to the residential and small general service class because the capacity costs
actually vary by hour depending on the plants in use. The TOU allocator does not
unfairly assign cost to the large power customers. Instead, appropriately, for each
hour, the TOU allocator appropriately assigns the same capacity cost per hour to
each clags taking service during the hour based on the configuration of plants
needed to serve the hour’s total load. As a result, all customer classes pay the
same higher level of costs when peaking plants are operating and the same lower
level of cost when they are not running. The particular patiern of use by each
class over different hours of the year appropriately leads to a difference in overal}

average cost by class.
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The more monthly peaks used to develop an A&P allocator, the better varied use
throughout the year is represented and the better A&P method will be a proxy for
time of use based cost assignment. The Staff’s and OPC’s A&P methods use 12
monthly peaks instead of Mr. Brubaker’s 3 monthly peaks. Therefore, the Staff’s
and OPC’s A&P methods are a better reflection of the variations in cost that occur

throughout the year.

MR. BRUBAKER CRITICIZES YOUR USE OF A PLANT CAPACITY ALLOGCATOR BASED

ON GROSS PLANT NET OF PLANT DEPRECIATION, DOES THAT CRITISM HAVE ANY

MERIT?

No. I do not object to use of the gross production plant net of the depreciation
reserve, because it has minimal effect on my study results. The reason it has little
effect is that gross production plant and the plant depreciation reserve are
proportionally almost identical resuiting in a net allocator that closely mirrors the
gross allocator. In the updated studies attached to this testimony, [ developed an
hourly depreciation reserve allocator using the same hourly process used to

develop the gross plant capacity allocator.  The results are compared in the
following tabile;
Table 2.
Comparison of OPC Gross Plant

and Depreciation Reserve Capacity Allocators

RES SGS MGS LGS LPS SC Lights
Production
Capacity 0.2980 0.0539 0.1166 0.2526 0.2695 0.000576 0.0089
Gross Plant
Production
Capacity 0.2932 0.0539 0.1165 0.2542 0.2724 0.000583 0.0083
Dep.Reserve
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Mr, Brubaker’s capacity allocation factor ignores the mix of gross or net capacity

costs incurred to serve various loads throughout the year. Instead, he assigns

capacity costs consistent with assigning the same average every month, day and

hour of the year

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

A Yes.
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Summary of OPC Class Cost of Service Study Results

Line

B R e

KCPL

TOTAL Residential Small GS Medium GS Large G8 LPS 8¢ Lighting
O & M EXPENSES § 320489042 § 120,328,524 § 19932027 § 37,542231 $ 74,732,943 § 73249239 3 179,264 § 3,524.8M4
DEPREC. & AMORT. EXPENSE $ 51472027 § 19908879 § 4035457 § 6122178 § 10932849 § 9645113 % 26531 § 801,021
TAXES $  {2,053,956) § (347,569} § (118474) 8  (172,646) 3 (386,294) § (851,666) § (1,251 § 23,944
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE § 112204428 § 17468978 § 6280358 § 13,267408 $§ 27482633 § 27484180 § 67488 § 1153382
Subtotal - Expenses and Taxes $ 492,111,541 § 177358812 § 30,129.367 § S56759,171 $ 112,562,132 § 109526865 § 272,033 §$ 5,503,161
TOTAL RATE BASE $ 1042004653 § 418444122 § 76213433 § 128423329 § 221524557 B 183,583,586 5 546,502 § 14,259,125
IMPLICIT RATE OF RETURN 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68%
REQUIRED OPERATING INCOME TO EQUALIZE
CLASS RATES OF RETURN §  IH42L922 § 44701905 $ 8,145,794 § 13719317 $ 23665214 $ 19612024 § 58382 § 1,523,286
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE CREDIT 5 - % - 3 - $ - % - 3 - 8 - 3 -
OTHER REVENUE M 114,178,128 § 37,216,037 § 6,342,371 § 13,382,259 § 27879472 § 28,142,597 § 67,760 § 1,147,633
OFFSETTING REVENUES § 14,178,128 § 37216037 § 6342371 § 13382259 § 27879472 § 28142597 § 67,760 $ 1,147,633
REQ. OPER. INCOME LESS OFFSETTING REV. $ (2,756,206} § 7485868 § 1,799,423 § 337,058 $ (4214258) §  (8,530,573) §  (9378) $ 375653
-4006%
CURRENT RATE REVENUE $ 480355335 § 174940039 §  37,536945 $ 64013840 5 111446986 § 95497177 § 185115 3 5715232
CURRENT REVENUE PERCENTAGES 100.00% 35.75% 767% 13.08% 22.77% 1951% 0.04% LE7%
RATE REVENUE EXCESS OR DEFICIENCY $ - % 0904641 §  (5628155) § (6917611} § (3.095,112) $ 5499114 § 77,540 § 163,582
RATE REVENUE % CHANGE TO
EQUALIZE CLASS RATES OF RETURN 0.00% 5.66% -14.59% -10.81% 2.78% 5.76% 41.89% 2.86%
REV. % WITH EQUALIZED ROR 100.00% 37.771% 6.52% 11.67% 22.14% 20.64% 0.05% 1.20%

Schedule BAM-SUR Page 1
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Summary of OPC Class Cost of Service Study Results
Line Total Residential Small GS Med GS Large GS LPS sC Lighting
i Revenue Neutral Shifts (RNS) to Equalize Class
2 Rates of Return (ROR) 30 39,904,641 ($5,628,155) (86,917,611) {83.099.112) $5,499,114 $77.540 $163,582
3 Percentage Revenue Change to Equalize Class ROR 5.66% -14.99% -10.81% -2.78% 5.16% 41.89% 2.86%
4
5 Current Class Revenue Percentages 35.75% 1.61% 13.08% 22.77% 19.51% 0.04% L17%
6
7 €0% Indicated Class Revenae Percentages 100.00% 37.77% 6.52% 11.67% 22.14% 20.64% 0.05% 1.20%
8
9 OPC"s Reconunended Revenue Neutral Shifts {0} 4,552.32} (2,814,077} (3,458,806} (1,549,556) 2,749,557 38,770 31,791
1] OPC Recommended Revenue Neatral Shift Percentage 2.83% -7.49% -5.40% -1.39% 2.88% 20.54% 1.43%
1
12 OPC's Recommended Revenue Percentages 100.00% 36.76% T.10% 12.37% 22.46% 20.08% 0.05% L18%
13
14 Spread of Possible Rate Change
E5 35 Million Rate Reduction $ (5,000,000} $ (1,838,055 5 (354,986) s (618,723) $ (1,122.880) $ (1.003,838) 3 (2,288) § (59.23)
16 33 Miflion Rate Increase $ 5,000,000 § 1,838,055 § 354,986 $ 613,713 $ 5,122,380 $  E003B38 $ 2288 £ 59231
i7
18 Combined Impact of Revenue Decrease and OPC's RNS
19 Combined lmpact $5 Million Decrease and OPC Shifts $ (5,000,000 $ 3,114,266 $ (3.169,064) § (4,077,528) $ (2,672,4306) $ 1,745719 $ 36,483 s 22,560
20 Combined Impact $5 Million increase and OPC Shifts $ 5,000,000 $  6,790375 3 (2459,091) $ (2,840,083) 3 (426,676) § 3,753,395 $ 41,058 $ 141,022
21
22 Percentage Change in Class Rate Revenue
23 Combined Impact $5 Miltion Decrease and OPC Shifts -1.02% 1.78% -8.44% -6.37% -2.40% 1.83% 19.71% 0.35%
24  Combined Impact $5 Mitlion Increase and OPC Shifis 1.02% 3.88% -6.55% -4.44% -0.38% 3.93% 22.18% 247%
25
26  Adjusted Enpact of Revenue Decrease and OPC's RNS
27  Combined Impact $5 Million Decrease and OPC Shifts  § (5,000,000} % - $ (1,597467) § (2,055,407 § (1,347,126) § - s - $ -
28 Combined Impact $5 Million Increase and OPC Shifts  § 5,000,000 § 3,165,425 § - - - $ - b 1,749,696 § 19,140 § 65,739
29
. 30 Adjusted Percentage Change in Class Rate Revenue
! ki Combired Impact $5 Million Decrease and OPC Shifts -1.02% 0.00% -4.25% -1.21% -1.2t% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

32 Combined lmpact $5 Million Increase and OPC Shifis 1.02% 1.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% [.83% 10.34% 1.15%

Schedule BAM-SUR Page 2
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Summary of OPC Class Cost of Service Study Results
Line Total Residential Stuall GS Med GS Large GS$ LPS sC Lighting
1 Revenue Neutrad Shifis (RINS) 1o Equalize Class
2 Rates of Return (ROR) 30 $9.904,641 (3$5,628,155) (36,917,611) ($3,099,112) $5,499,114 $77,540 $i63,582
3 Percentage Revenue Change to Equalize Class ROR 5.66% -14.99% -10.81% -2.718% 5.76% 41.89% 2.86%
4
5 Current Class Revenues 489,355,315
6 Current Class Revenue Percentages 35.75% 1.57% 13.08% 12.77% 19.51% 0.04% 1L17%
7
3 COS Indicated Class Revenue Percentages 100.00% 31.77% 6.52% 1L.67% 2.14% 20.64% o,omw.e. 1.20%
¢
16 OPC's Recommended Revenue Neutral Shifts {0) 4,952,321 (2,814,077) (3,458,806} {1,549,556) 2,749,357 38,770 81,791
11 GOPC Recommended Revenue Neutral Shift Percentage 2.83% -7.49% -5.40% -1,39% 2.88% 20.94% 1.43%
12
13 OPC's Recommended Revenue Percentages 100.00% 36.76% 7.10% 1237% 22.46% 20.08% 0.05% 1.18%
14 i
15
16 0.0% b - $ - $ - H - 3 - $ - ] - $ -
17 5.0% Increase $ 24461767 $ 8994618 $ 1737143 $ 3,027,752 $ 5494872 $ 4912337 $ 11,194 4 289351
18 7.5% Mcrease § 356,701,650 $  13,491.927 $ 2,605,715 3 4,541,628 § 8242307 $  7.368,505 $ 16,791 $ 434777
19 10% Increase § 48935534 $ 17,989,236 3 3474287 $ 6,085,503 § 10,989,743 $ 9824673 § 22,389 § 579702
20
21 Combined Impact of Revenue Decrezse and OPC's BNS
22 Combined lmpact No Increase and OPC Shifis 3 - $ 4952321 $ (2814077 $ (3,458,806) 3 (1,549,556) $ 2,749,557 $ 38,710 5 81,791
23 Combined Impact 5% Increase and OPC Shifis $ 24467767 $ 13,946,939 $ (1,076,930 $ (431,054) $ 3945316 $  7.661,8% 3 49964 § 371642
24 Combined Impact 7.5% Increass and OPC Shifts $ 36,701,650 $ 18444248 $ (208,362) $ 1,082,822 3 6,692,751 3 10,118,062 $ 55562 £ 516,568
25 Combined Impact 10% Increase and OPC Shifis 3 43,935,504 $ 22,941,557 3 660,209 § 2596698 $ 9,440,187 $ 12,574,230 $ 61,159 5661493
26
27
28 Combhined Impact No Increase and OPC Shifts H - b - 3 - } - 3 - s - H - $ -
2¢ Combined lmpact 5% Increase and OPC Shifts $ 24,467,767 § 13,137,268 $ - s - $ 3716276 $ 7,217,093 § 47,064 $ 350,067
30 Combined Impact 7.5% Increase and OPC Shifis $ 36,701,650 % 18,340,127 § - s 1,076,709 § 6,654,970 § 10.060.944 § 55248 § 513,652
31 Cowmbined Impact 10% Increase and OPC Shifts 3 48,935,534 % 22,941,557 § 660,209 § 2,596,698 § 9,440,187 §$ 12,574,230 § 61,159 § 661,493
2
33 Percentage Change in Class Rate Revenue
34 Combined Impact No lncrease and OPC Shifts 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ] 0.00%
35 Combined Impact 5% Increase and OPC Shifis 5.00% 1.51% 0.00% 0.00% 333% 7.56% 2542% 6.13%
36 Combined [mpact 7.5% Increase and OPC Shifts 7.50% 10.48% 0.00% 1.68% 5.97% 10.54% 29.85% 8.99%
10.00% 13.1i% 1.76% 4.06% 3.47% 13.17% 33.04% 11.57%

37 Combined [mpact 10% Increase and QPC Shifts

Schedule BAM-SUR Page 3
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Summary of OPC Class Cost of Service Study Results

Line TOTAL Residential Small GS Medium GS Large GS LPS sC ~ Lighting
1 O & M EXPENSES $ 320480042 % 117,392,606 § 19715377 $ 37595313 % 75600146 § 75,859,780 § 175,020 § 3,150,799
2 DEPREC. & AMORT. EXPENSE $ 51472027 % 18,947,040 § 3,980,370 § 6,108,194 $ 11207694 § 10,463,905 $ 25,515 § 739,307
3 TAXES $ (2,053,956} § (129,714) § (112,356) § (168,401) $ (656,610} % (1,006,181) $ (1,340) $ 20,627
4 OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE $ 183,204,428 § 343718,704 5 6,103,401 $ 13222455 $ 28365693 % 30,114,755 § 64,227 § 955,194
5 Subtotal - Expenses and Taxes § 492111341 § 170,588,636 §  29,686,79F § 36,757,561 § 114516923 § 115432279 $ 263,422 § 4,865,928
6 TOTAL RATE BASE § 1,042,994,653 § 401,343,791 $ 75215843 % 128,163,825 $ 226373,528 § 198249387 § 527324 § 13,120,955
7 IMPLICIT RATE OF RETURN 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68% 10.68%
REQUIRED OPERATING INCOME TO EQUALIZE
8 CLASS RATES OF RETURN $ 111421922 % 42,875,007 % 8,035,222 § 13,691,594 % 24,183,224 § 21,178,755 % 56,333 § 1,401,697
9 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE CREDIT $ - % - 8 - % - 5 - % - % - § -
10 OTHER REVENUE § 114,178,128 § 34,301,436 $ 6,190,922 § 13348239 % 28743199 § 30,532,728 §$ 65,622 § 995982
11 OFFSETTING REVENUES $ 114,178,128 § 34,301,436 % 6,190,922 § 13,34823% $ 28743199 § 30,532,728 % 65,622 % 995982
12 REQ. OPER. INCOME LESS OFFSETTING REV. $ (2,756,206) § 8,573,661 § 1,844,300 § 343,355 % (4559975 § (9,353,973 % (9,289) § 405,714
-4368%
13 CURRENT RATE REVENUE $ 489355335 § 174,940,039 % 37,556,945 § 64,013,840 $ 111446986 § 95497177 % 185,115 § 5,715,232
14  CURRENT REVENUE PERCENTAGES 100.00% 35.75% T.67% 13.08% 22.77% 19.51% 0.04% 1.17%
15 RATE REVENUE EXCESS OR DEFICIENCY 3 - 3 4222258 % (6,025,854 § (6,912924) $§ (1,490,038) § 1,581,129 § 69,019 $  (443,590)
16  RATE REVENUE % CHANGE TO
EQUALILZE CLASS RATES OF RETURN 0.00% 2.41% -16.04% -10.80% -1.34% 11.08% 37.28% -71.76%
17 REV. % WITH EQUALIZED ROR 100.00% 36.61% 6.44% 11.67% 2247% 21.68% 0.05% 1.08%

Schedule BAM-SUR TOU Page 1
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Summary of OPC Class Cost of Service Study Results
Line Total Residential Small GS Med GS Large GS LPS sC Lighting
1 Revenue Neutral Shifis (RNS) to Equalize Class
2 Rates of Return (ROR) ($0) $4,223,258 ($6,025,854) (56.912,924) ($§,490,038) 310,581,129 $69,019 ($443,590)
3 Percentage Revenue Change to Equalize Class ROR 241% -16.04% -10.80% -1.34% 11.08% 37.28% -1.76%
4
5 Current Class Revenue Percentages 3575% 1.67% 13.08% 22.771% 19.51% 0.04% 117%
6
7 COS Indicated Class Revenue Percentages 100.00% 36.61% 6.44% 1L.67% 22.47% 21.68% 0.05% 1.08%
8
k] OPC's Recommended Revenue Neutral Shifts (] 2,115,129 (3,012,927) (3,456,462) {743,019 5,290,564 34,509 (221,795)
10 OPC Recommended Revenue Neutral Shift Percentage 1.2t% -8.02% -5.40% -0.67% 5.54% 18.64% -188%
1L
12 OPC's Recommended Revenue Percentages 100.00% 36,18% 1.06% 12.57% 22.62% 20.60% 0.04% B12%
13
14 Spread of Possible Rate Change
15 35 Million Rate Reduction § (5,000,000) 5 (1,809,025 $ (351,954) 5 (618,746) $ (1,131,100) $ {1,029801} $ (2.244) 3 (56,129)
16  §5 Million Rate Increase $ 5,000,000 § 1,809,025 $ 352,954 $ 618746 $ 1,131.100 $ 1,029,801 $ 2244 $ 56,129
17
18 Combined Impact of Revenue Decrease and OPC's RNS
19 Combined Impact $5 Million Decrease and OPC Shifts £ (5,000,000) 5 302,104 $ (3,365,881) $ (4,075,208} $ (LB76,119) 3 4260763 $ 32,265 $(277,924)
20 Combined Impact $5 Million Increase and OPC Shifts $ 5,000,000 $ 3920054 $ (2,659.973) t (2.837,715) $ 386,08 $ 6,320,366 $ 36,753 §  (165.666)
2l
22 Percentage Chanpe in Class Rate Revenue
px} Combined Impact $5 Million Decrease and OPC Shifts -£.02% 0.17% -8.96% -6.37% -1.58% 4.46% 17.43% 4.86% .
24 Combined Impact §5 Million Increase and OPC Shifts 1.62% 2.24% -1.08% -4.43% 3.35% 0.62% 19.85% -2.90%
25
6 d Impact of Revenue Decrease and OPC's RNS
27 Combined Impact $5 Millicn Decrease and OPC Shifis  $ {5,000,000) $ - $ (1,753,952) § (2,123,581) §$ {977.641) § - H - 3 (144,826}
28  Combined Impact $5 Millicn Increase and OPC Shifts 3§ 3000000 § 1,838,143 3§ - 5 - s 181,032 § 1963,592 § 17,233 % -
29
30 Adjusted Percentnge Change in Class Rate Revenue
3l Caombined Impact §5 Mitlion Decrease and OPC Shifis -1.02% 0.00% -4.67% -3.32% -0.88% 0.00% 0.00% -2.53%
32  Combined Impact §35 Million [ncrease and OPC Shifis 1.02% 1.05% 0.00% ¢.00% 0.16% 3.10% 9.31% 0.00%
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Summary of OPC Class CGost of Service Study Results

Line Total Residential Small GS Med GS Large GS LPS §C Lighting
1 Revenue Neutral Shifts (RNS) to Equalize Class
2 Rates of Retwrn {ROR} (50} $4.222,258 (§6,025,354) (86,912,924} ($1,490,038) $10,581,129 $69,019 (3443,590}
3 Percentage Revenue Change to Equalize Class ROR 241% -16.04% -10.80% -1.54% 11.08% 37.28% -1.76%
4
5 Current Class Revenues 489,355,335
6 Current Clags Revenue Percentages 35.75% 7.67% 13.08% 22.7% 19.51% 0.04% LiT%
7
8 COS Indicated Class Revenue Percentages 100.00% 36.61% 6.44% i1.67% 22.47% 21.63% 0.05% 1.08%
9
10 OPC's Recommended Revenue Neutral Shifts 0 21,129 3,012,927) {3,456,462) (745,019} 5,290,564 34,509 {221,795)
1 OPC Recommended Revenue Neutral Shift Percentage 1.21% -8.02% -5.40% -0.67% 5.54% 1B.64% -3.88%
12 :
13 OPC's Recommended Revenue Percentages 100.00% 36.18% 7.06% 12.3%% 22.62% 20.60% 0.04% 1.12%
14
15 Spread of Possible Rate Change
16 0.0% 3 - s - H - $ - $ - $ - 3 - $ -
17 5.0% Increase $ 24,467,767 $ 8852558 $ L7201 3 3,027,869 $ 5535008 3 5,039,387 $ 10,581 $ 274572
i8 7.5% Increase $ 36,701,650 $ 13,273,838 $ 2,590,801 $ 4,541,803 $ 8,302,648 $ 7.559,081 $ 16472 § 412008
| 10% Increase 3 48,935,534 £ 17705187 5 3454402 $ 6,055,738 $ 11,070,197 $ 10,073,774 §$ 21,962 $ 549344
20
21 Combin
22 Combined Impact No Increase and QPC Shifts 5 - 3 2.t11,129 $ (3.012927) $ (3.456,462) 5 {745,019) $ 5,290,564 $ 34,509 $ (221,795)
23 Combined Impact 5% Increase and OPC Shifts $ 24,467,767 § 10,963,687 § (1,285,726} 3 (428,593) $ 4,790,079 $ 19,329,951 ¥ o454% 3 52,877
24 Combined Irapact 7.5% Increase and OPC Shifts $ 36,701,650 $ 15389566 $ (422,125) §  L,085341 $ 7,557,629 $ 12,849,645 $ 50,981 $ 190,213
25 Combined Impact 10% Increase and OPC Shifts § 48,035,534 19816246 $ 441475 52599276 $ 10,325,178 $ 15,369,339 $ 56472 ¥ 327549
26
27
28 Combined Impact No Tucrease and OPC Shilts 5 B 3 - 3 - 5 - 5 - s - b} - 5 -
2% Combined Impact 5% Increase and OPC Shifts $ 24,467,767 § 10,245,820 % - $ - 1 4476440 § 9.653,579 $ 42,512 § 49,415
30 Combined Impact 7.5% Increase and OPC Shifts $ 36,701,650 % 15214971 § - 5 1,073,000 % 7471693 % 12,703,535 §$ 50401 % 188,050
31 Combined [mpact 10% Iocrease and OPC Shifts b1 48,935,534 § 19,816,246 § 441,475 % 2,599,276 § 10,325,178 % 15,369,339 § 56472 § 327,549
32
33 Percentage Chiange in Class Rate Revenue
34 Combined Impact No Increase and OPC Shifts 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.00% 0.00% 0.00%
35 Combined Impact 5% Increase and OPC Shifts 5.00% 5.86% 0.00% 0.00% 4.02% 10.11% 22.97% 0.36%
36 Combined Impact 7.5% Increase and OPC Shifts 7.50% 8.70% 0.00% 1.68% 6.70% 13.30% 27.23% 3.29%
37 Combined Impact 10% Increase and OPC Shifts 10.00% 11.33% 1.18% 4.06% 9.26% 16.09% S51% 5.73%
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