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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
TIM M. RUSH
Case No. ER-2012-0175

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Tim M. Rush. My business address is 1200 Main Street, Kansas City,
Missouri 64105,
Are you the same Tim M. Rush who pre-filed Direct and Rebuttal Testimony in this
matter?
Yes, [ am.
On whose behalf are you testifying?
I am testifving on behalf of KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company (“GMO” or
the “Company”) for St. Jozeph Light & Power (“L&P”) and Missouri Public Service
{(“MPS”} territories.
What is the purpose of your Surrebuttal Testimony?
My Surrebuttal Testimony will address the issues of revenues, rate design, Crossroads,
Fuel Adjustment Clause (“FAC”), Low Incorme Weatherization, and Rate Case Expenses.

REVENUES
Are you the witness for the Company responsible for revenues?

Yes. | presented testimony on the revenues of the Company.
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Have you reviewed the revenues utilized by Missouri Public Service Commission
Staff (“Staf) in their updated cost of service models for both MPS and L&P?

Yes. I have reviewed the cost of service models and the associated schedules and have
identified an issue with the revenues.

Would you please describe the issue?

Yes. Similar to Kansas City Power & Light Company (“KCP&L"}, I have identified an
issue with the treatment of a tie amount used to reconcile the test year revenues and sales
amount used in the study with the revenue amount recorded in the General Ledger of the
Company. The tie amount is used as a confirmation that the revenues developed from the
unit sales rebilled at the historical rates in the test period closely approximate the
recorded revenues in the test period. They have no unit sales associated with the tie
amount. During the year many adjustments may be made that could account for the
difference between the rebilling of the unit sales in the test period and the recorded value
used in the books and records. This could include bill adjustments from prior periods,
prorations of customer bills, and meter errors. The Company has not used the tie amount
in this or previous cases, regardless of its value, in the calculation of normalized revenues
for ratemaking, because it is simply used as a confirmation that the rebilling process is
accurate. Staff has been inconsistent with their treatment. Staff did not eliminate the tie
to the General ledger in the ER-2010-0356 case, understating normalized revenues
$247,660 for MPS and $161,162 for L&P. Staff did not ¢liminate the tie in the ER-2009-
0090 case. However, in the companion ER-2009-0089 case, Staff eliminated the
majority of the tie to the General Ledger when it was a negative ($4.3 million) by

increasing normalized revenues by $4.2 million. In the current case Staff proposed to
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retamn the tie amount of $760,590 for MPS and 369,159 for L&P, overstating the
revenues for each jurisdictional cost of service in the case. Again, no unit sales are
associated with this adjustment, because all of the sales are accounted for in the rebilling
process that both S$taff and the Company use in the determination of revenues.

Have you reviewed the issne with Staff?

Yes. On September 27" the Company held a meeting with representatives of Staff and
reviewed the treatment of the tie amount, discussed the elements that are represented in
the tie amount, and defined our position on the proper treatment of the tie amount. On
October 2™, afier considering our position, Staff communicated their plan to retain the te
amount. Staff indicated their opinion that their historic treatment has been consistent and
the revenues should be included.

Do you agree with this position?

No. Ibelieve this treatment provides an inaccurate representation of revenues.

Please describe the elements that comprise the tie amount?

I must briefly describe the process used to prepare our billed revenues in order to explain
the tie amount. At a high level, we use the actual data from our billing system to recreate
the billing determinants and reproduce the revenues associated with the test year.
Separately, revenues are recorded in the General Ledger of the Company. Because the
amounts in the General Ledger include all billing related transactions including
prorations, bill corrections, bill adjustments, and other non-billing amounts, the totals do
not tie with the revenues reproduced through our revenue process. The tie amount can be
positive or negative. The differences in this proceeding represent less than .14% for MPS

and .04% for L&P of the total revenues in this case,
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‘Why should the tie amount be removed from the calculation of revenues?
It is the position of the Company that the revenues used in the rate proceeding should
represent the normal revenues of the test pericd. Special efforts are made to correct the
revenue amounts to properly reflect weather normalization, customer growth, and
annualize rate increases occurring during the period. The amounts included in the
General Ledger tie amount represent one-time, non-normal, out of period transactions
that result from the billing process. Including these amounts distorts the revenues. Staff
has offered to adjust the amount if detailed support can be produced.
Is it possible to gquantify each element within the tie amount?
Only at a high level. In order to identify the detail of the tie amount it would require
evaluating every bill issued by the Company and compile each deviation from the normal
billing process.
What is your recommendation concerning the revenne tie amount?
1 recommend that the Commission accept the Company position and remove the tie
amounts from the calculation of normalized revenues. This will ensure that revenues are
appropriate for ratemaking purposes.

RATE DESIGN
Have you reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony provided by the parties in this case on
both class cost of service (“CCOS”) study and rate design?
Yes. 1 have reviewed the Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Scheperle on behalf of Staff,
Barbara Meisenheimer on behalf of the Office of Public Counsel (“OPC”). Maurice
Brubaker on behalf of the Industrials, and F. Jay Cummings representing Southern Union

Company, d/b/a Missouri Gas Energy (“MGE").
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Michael 8. Scheperle Rebuttal

Would you summarize Mr. Scheperle’s rate design Rebuttal?

Mr. Scheperle summarizes the various CCOS study results and reinforces his opinion
concerning the benefits of Staff’s study. Mr. Scheperle then walks through the rate
design proposals offered by the parties and provides comments on each.

Mr. Sheperle brings out some very important points on page 2 and page 5 of his
Rebuttal Testimony that is sometimes overlooked by other parties and should be
emphasized in making any changes to the rate design that currently exists. He expresses
the following points:

1) A COOS study is not precise and should only be used as a guide for

desigming rates.

2} Bill impacts, revenue stability, rate stability and public acceptance need to

be considered.
Do you agree with his points fo be considered im evaluvating a CCOS and
recommending the appropriate rate design in this proceeding.
I agree that a CCOS study should only be used as a guide and that lll impacts, revenue
stability, rate stability and public acceptance must be considered.
Do you believe that Mr. Scheperle followed those principles?
To a certain extent, he did. However, on some of his recommendations, he did not follow
them.
Would yeu elaborate?
Yes. On page 7 of his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Scheperle states beginning with the

question on line 18:
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Does Staff agree with MGE’s rate design recommendation to
eliminate certain residential rate schedules?

Not entirely. MGE recommends revenue-neutral adjustments in
current rates on the residential schedules for both MPS and L&P.
MGE also recommends that the separate Residential Electric Space
Heating schedules be eliminated and the customers served under
these rate schedules be transferred to the Consolidated General Use
schedules. Staff recommends the Commission not go so far and,
instead, make winter rate adjustments for L&P of an additional 6%
for the MO 920 and MO 922 winter energy block rate element.
These adjustments will bring the winter season rates closer to
GMO’s cost to serve this class in the winter season. At this time,
Staff does not support MGE’s recommeriation to eliminate the
residential rate schedules mentioned above due to some customers
receiving a large increase. For example, Staff computed an L&P
residential customer with Space heating using 1,000 kWh per
month in the summer and 1,500 kWh per month in the winter.
Eliminating the L&P residential rate for space heating and
transferring his usage to the residential General Use rate schedule
would increase his annual bill by approximately 19%. Staff does
not oppose retaining the all-glectric residential rates, but
recommends that customers on such rate schedule(s) be moved
toward GMO’s cost to serve them.

There are three points that I want to bring out of this Q&A.

1)

2

First, like with Mr, Scheperle, 1 do not support the position of MGE’s
proposed rate design. [ previously responded to the MGE proposal in my
Rebuttal Testimony. As I pointed out, no study or support was presented
by MGE in its proposal. Nowhere has MGE taken into consideration the
overall impacis on customers 1o its proposal.

Second, I agree with Mr, Scheperle when he states that Staff is not
opposed to all-electric residential rates. As I previously testified in my
Rebuttal, all-electric, or space heating rates are well recognized in the
industry. The Space Heating class has a different usage profile than non-

electric heating electric customers.



N

n

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

Do you have any other concerns you wish to address with regard to Mr. Scheperle’s
Rebuttal Testimony regarding the residential rate design recommendations?

Yes. Mr. Scheperle has not shown the impacts on customers that his recommendation
will have. Below is a table that demonstrates the increases that customers would see
under the Staff proposal. As Mr. Scheperle pointed out, customer impacts, revenue
stability, rate stability and public acceptance are critical issues that should be addressed in

any rate design. As you can see, the overall impact to the L&P residential Space Heating

rate is substantial to the customers.

Staff Proposal
1L&F Residential - One Meter 3.12% 3.54% 0.47%
&P Residential - Separate Meter 5.29%, 3.23% 0.39%
L&P Non-Residential - Separate Meter 5.88% 3.25% 0.04%

* Hill impacts are calculsted independent of any other
approved fevenue increase.

I have attached to my testimony as Schedule TMR-11 pages 1 through 3, a Bill
Impact Analysis for customers who would be impacted by Mr. Scheperle’s proposal. Mr.
Scheperle is proposing to increase the residential space heating rate by 6% greater than
the overall average residential rates for the winter period in the first and second rate
block. This would have the impact of increasing the typical residential space heating
customer by over 3.54% annually and about $7.14 per month in the winter time more
than the Company’s proposed rate design,

I have a concern that increasing the rates paid by the Space Heating customers
will have unintended consequences. Additionally, because the impact will most hkely be

highly publicized by MGE and others, it will most likely cause a significant stir by the
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residential customers with electric heat. It is likely that the Company will see customers
shift from electric heat to an alternative heating source. As a result, the Company will
lose sales and ultimately lose margins, which means reduced eamnings. Given the market
conditions currently in place, the Company will find it difficult to replace that loss of
revenue and the Company may be forced into additional rate proceedings to address the
loss.
Do you have any comments in regard to Mr. Scheperle’s Rebuttal Testimony
regarding the nop-residential rate design recommendation beyond those you
addressed in Rebuttal?
Again, | believe Mr. Scheperte is proposing o increase the non-residential space heating
customers without first evaluating the impact on those customers. The impacts on these
customers must be understood.

Barbara Meisenheimer’s Rebuttal
Would you summarize Ms. Meisenheimer’s rate design Rebuttal?
Ms. Meisenheimer, representing OPC, does not offer a CCOS study but supports using
the Company study for rate design purposes. Concerning rates, Ms. Meisenheimer
proposes a limited revenue neutral shift for the Small General Service and Large Power
classes. For the MPS service area, she recommends an increase €0 the Large Power class
of one-half of the “revenue neutral shifis” indicated by the CCOS study. Under her
proposal the Small General Service class would receive a revenue neutral reduction equal
to the revenue neutral increase to the Large Power class. Similarly, for the L&P service
area, she recommends an increase to the Large Power class by one-half of the “revenue

neutral shifts” indicated by the CCOS study. For L&P Ms. Meisenheimer recommends
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the Small General Service and Large General Service classes should share a revenue
neutral reduction equal fo the revenue neutral increase recetved by the Large Power class.
The Small General Service class would receive approximately 75% of the offset and the
Large General Service receive 25% of the offset associated with the revenue neutral
increase to the Large Power class. For any approved increase, Ms. Meisenheimer is
proposing it be applied such that no classes should receive a net decrease. For any
approved decrease, Ms. Meisenheimer is proposing it be applied such that no classes
should receive a net increase,

Do you have any concerns with Ms. Meisenheimer’s comments?

Yes, as stated in my Rebuttal 1 reiterate my concern with a rate design that did not take
into account the customer shifts that will almost assuredly result from the proposal,
OP(C’s proposal does not explore the disruption of the relationship between the respective
General Service groups or the Large Power rate groups, leading to the potential rate
switching impact of its proposal. Rate switching is a very real risk to the Company and
its ability to realize the anthorized rate increase amount. Rate designs must consider or
account for this occurrence.

F. Jay Cummings Rebuttal

Would you summarize Mr. Cummings’ rate design Rebuttal?

Mr. Cummings® Rebuttal Testimony focuses on the rate design recommendations of
Staff. Mr. Cummings continues to endorse his position concerning the elimination of the
heating rates. Mr. Cummings responds to Staff’s Direct Testimony by saying that Staff
did not go far enough in its increase of the rates to the residential space heating class.

Do you agree with his conclusion?
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No.
Would you expand on that thought?
Yes. The current rate design for residential rates of GMO and most other electric
companies use meters that are kwh meters and are based on averaging of both energy and
demand costs into energy blocks. This 1s ofien why the rates are declining. For GMO,
the incremental costs (i.e. emergy) is around 3 cents per kwh, the demand and any
unrecovered customer costs are included in the remainder of the declining block energy
rates. By contrast, the MGE rates are designed to include a customer charge and demand
charge in the customer rate and include only energy in the energy rate. If GM()'s rate
design were based on this methodology, its rates would have a very high customer charge
and a low energy rate as follows, These amounts are based on the CCOS results and are
prior to any rate increase.

$94/month for MPS plus energy rate of 3.16 cents per Kwh

$95/ month for L&P plus energy rate of 2.71 cents per Kwh
While this may be correct pricing consistent with the mte design of MGE, it is not the
current state of rate design we are at and 1 am not recommending this design. However,
this may be a more appropriate rate than the rate being proposed by Mr. Cummings.
Why doesn’t the Company propose such a rate design?
The main reason is customer impact and what appears to be the standard for electric rate
design across the country. Mr. Cummings has not shown the impacts on customers that
his recommendation will have. Below is a table that demonstrates the increases that

customers would see under beth the Staff proposal.

10
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I-MGE Elimination Proposal
L&P Residential - One Meter 19.33% 7.84% -2.75%
L&P Residential - Separate Meter 17.71% 12.58% 3.40%
MPS Residential - One Meter 8.11% 3.33% -1.51%
MGE Retention Proposal
L&P Residential - One Meter 6.80% 5.00% 2.52%
L&P Residential - Separate Meter 1.40% -5.60% -9.49%
MPS Residential - One Meter 17.01% 3.70% -2.76%

* Bill impacts are calculated independent of any other
approved revenue increase,

I have attached to my testimony as Schedule TMR-12 pages 1 through 6, a Bill Impact
Analysis for customers who would be impacted by Mr. Cumming’s proposal.
Additionally, we believe that the proposed rate design by the Company is the appropriate
design, without a full rate design/CCOS study.

Do you have any further concerns with Mr. Cummings’ comments?

Mr. Cummings proposed rate changes are focused only on Residential rates and will
result in considerable increases for customers in the Residential Space Heating class.
Additionally, the proposed rate changes do not take into account the Company’s
requested revenue requirement which would add to the impact.

As in our prior rate case, MGE clearly has an ulterior motive - a direct economic
incentive to prevent GMO from providing cost-based rates for customers who use
electricity to heat their homes. Increasing the electric prices for new or existing
customers who utilize electricity for space heating without any cost justiﬁcation will

likely result in less sales of electricity and more natural gas sales for MGE.

11
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It is also important to note that outside of MGE, a natural gas company that
provides service within GMO’s service temritory, there were no builders, developers or
HVAC dealers that intervened in this rate case pursuing rate design changes, in particular
the elimination of all-electric rates. One would assume that if there was a large public
outcry to eliminate certain rates that there may have been more interest 1n this case other
than those with obvious self-interest, such as, the competing natural gas company.

Maurice Brubaker Rebuttal

Would you summarize Mr. Brubaker’s rate design Rebuttal?

Mr. Brubaker focuses his Rebuttal on discussion of the CCOS studies offered by Staff,
OPC, and the Company and his concerns with the allocation methods employed. As his
Rebuttal did not speak to rate design issues I do not have any comments in this
Surrebuttal.

You have detailed your concerns with the respective rate design proposals. Do you
stand by your original recommendation?

Yes. I recommend the increase be applied equally to all classes.

L&P PHASE-IN

In their Direct Testimony Staff witnesses Karen Lyons and Curt Wells recommend
that the L&P rate jurisdiction phase-in be cancelled in this case and instead an
amortization of the unrecovered phase-in be included in this case and amortized
over a three year period. In your Rebuttal you identified some potential aspects of
the Staff proposal that somewhat confused the issue and offered a response to that
proposal. Did Staff offer any Rebuttal on this issue?

No.

12
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Does GMO maintain its position concerning the phase-in?
Yes. The Company is not opposed to the Staff proposal; however, the amortization
period places a significant lag on the timeliness of the revenue recovery from the prior
rate case. It would be more appropriate for the amortization period of the phase-in to be
two {2) years, rather than the three (3) years proposed by Staff. This would result in full
recovery of the phase-in closer to June 25, 2014, the time that the phase-in was to be
completed. Staff’s proposal would result in completion of the amortization period in
January, 2015. Therefore, if the Commission determines that the phase-in of the
remaining L&P mte increases from Case No. ER-2010-0356 should be cancelled and
recovery of the unrecovered phase-in be amortized over some peniod of time, then the
Company recommends the amortization period be set at two {(2) years.

CROSSROADS
In the Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Cary Featherstone, he refers to your Direct
Testimony on the issue of Crossroads. In which, he recites my testimony, which
states that the Company has: “included full plant balances and depreciation
reserves and expenses for Crossroads based on the jurisdictional plant balance,
which is included as an offset to rate base; [and GMO has| included the electric
transmission costs for getting power to the GMO territory.” Why did the Company
inclnde this in the case?
Beyond the fact that this is what the cost of the plant is and the expenses in operating the
plant, the Crossroads issue decided in the last rate case is under appeal at the Missouri
Court of Appeals. This issue is addressed in more detail in the Surrebuttal Testimony of

Buarion Crawford and Darrin Ives.

13
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Q:

In the Rebuttal Testimony of Lena M. Mantle, page 2, she addresses the Non-
Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement filed on May 22, 2009, in Case No. ER-2009-
0090, where GMO agreed to provide a GMO-conducted analysis regarding the
Crossroads units, other capacity additions to GMO’s generation resources and
purchased power agreements. Did GMO comply with this agreement?
Yes, the Company did. However, according to Ms. Mantle, the study should have been
based on the year 2005, not 2010, the year that the study was done. Ms. Mantle
continues to look to the planning practices of GMO and tum her analysis to always look
at what should have happened in her view many years prior to today.

The following is the section from the Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement in
Case No. ER-2009-0090. From my understanding and interpretation of this agreement,
we are to look currently at options for adding generating capacity to GMO’s system, not
what could have happened four years prior.

8. Crossroads

GMO agrees to explore all reasonable options to add generating capacity

to GMO’s system and use its best efforts to determine the best terms

available for each such option. GMO will provide each Non-Utility

Signatory a written report of its efforts and decisions resulting from these

activities by no later than the date GMO files its next general rate case in

Missouri. In addition, GMO agrees to provide supporting information to

each Non-Utility Signatory that requests information regarding the written

report, subject to the Commission rule 4 CSR 240-2.135 on the treatment

of confidential information. Each Signatory reserves the right to assert any

position on the issue of whether the Crossroads Generating Facility

located in Mississippi should be included or excluded from GMO’s rate
base and operating expenses in any future proceeding.

Did the Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement filed on May 22, 2009, in Case No.
ER-2009-0090, ever indicate that the study was to be performed for a period over

four years prior to the agreement?

14
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No. In fact, I can’t imagine performing an analysis to determine the value of a plant
which is using four year old stale data. At that point, the plant was a merchant plant and
not part of the overall regulated rate base of GMO.

FUEL ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE

On page 1 of the Rebuttal Testimony of Staff witness Matthew Barnes, Mr. Barnes
charges that the Company did not provide a justification for keeping the current
95%/5% sharing mechanism in place in its Direct Testimony thus proposing an
85%/15% sharing. Is this true?

No. The Company has justified and explained on a number of occasions, including in my
Rebuttal Testimony at pages 16-22, why the current sharing mechanism is appropriate.
All FACs in the state of Missouri have a 95%/5% sharing mechanism. The GMO FAC
has been in place since 2007. There have been three prudence reviews, nine semi-annual
filings, five true-up filings and three rate cases since the start of the FAC. Throughout
each of these reviews the sharing mechanism has stayed the same. In addition, the
Commission ruled in GMO’s last rate case, Case No. ER-2010-0356, that there was no
basis for changing the existing FAC sharing mechanism. Based upon this history, the
Company saw no reason to justify again the continuation of the 95%/5% sharing. I did,
however, rebut the proposed change in my Rebuttal Testimony in this case.

On pages 2 and 3 of Mr. Barnes’ Rebuttal Testimony he states that the 95%/5%
sharing mechanism does not give the Company enough incentive to keep fuel and
purchased power costs down, either in the short or long term. The reasoning he

provides is the extent of the Company’s reliance on Purchased Power Agreements
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(“PPA”} in order to meet its capacity margin requirements. Do you agree with this
assessment?

No. I find it hard to believe that the Commission would prefer that the Company spend
milltons of dollars to put “steel in the ground™ as Staff puts it, thus causing an increase in
rate base as well as an increase in customer rates in addition to the fact that the type of
plant that could feasibly be built would be a combined cyele plant that runs on natural
gas. Thus, rates would increase for the addition of rate base; the price risk would also
remain high because the company would be relyving on the purchase of natural gas instead
of the purchase of purchased power. As the Commission has already agreed in FAC
Prudence Review Case No. EO-2011-0390, there is a very strong correlation between the
cost of natural gas and that of spot purchased power. So, following Staff’s suggestion,
the Company would be ensuring an increase in base rates while continuing the
vulnerability to price risk volatility. Please see the Surrebuttal Testimony of Company
witness Wm, Edward Bhunk for further discussion on this issne. Additionally, the
decisions about whether to build or purchase are best addressed in the Integrated
Resource Plan (IRP”) setting. The Company currently has a proceeding before the
Commission which addresses this capacity and demand side planning (Case No. EO-
2012-0324).

LOW INCOME WEATHERIZATION

Do you wish to respond to Staff and MDNR’s recommendations regarding GMO’s
Low Income Weatherization (LIW) program?

Yes, [ do. In particular, [ wish to point out that the Staff positions discussed in Missouri

Department of Natural Resources (*MDNR”) witness Adam Bickford’s testimony have

16
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changed. GMO agrees with the majority of Staff’s position discussed in the Rebuttal

Testimony of Henry Warren, with the exception of the following:

(1)  That the Commission order GMO to include $150,600 annually in revenues and
rates for low-income weatherization; and

(2)  That any of the $150,000 funds (plus any interest or return earned thereon) which
is not provided to the Weatherization Agencies in a year should be available in
subsequent years.

Do you agree with MDNR witness Adam Bickford’s positions?

Since Staff’s position has changed from the direct filing, some of MDNR'’s statements are

no longer valid. T will address two items in MDNR witness Adam Bickford’s testimony

where I disagree.

{1 That going forward, all weatherization funds should be distzibuted to the agencies
on a regular basis, and when there is carryover, the amount to be distributed in a
given year should include any carry over from the prior year; and

(2)  That the Commission order GMO to provide monthly reports to the demand-side
management {*DSM”) Advisory Group on low income weatherization funding
and expenditures and submit the reports as non-case related submissions in EFIS.

First, I will respond to the rolling over of funds. The program funds for the LIW

program, along with all of the DSM programs, are deferred in a regulatory asset until the

following rate case, at which time they are amortized over a specified period. Both Staff
and MDNR suggest that GMO requires a tanff change to be in compliance with the

Report and Order in Case No. ER-2010-0356. I disagree with this suggestion. GMO’s

17
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LIW program tariff does not state program funds will be carried over. In the Program
Reporting section of Sheet No. R-62.04, the tariff states:
... The report will include the following information with breakdowns for

each of the participating Social Service Agencies: 2: Amount of program
funds, if any, rolled over from previous year.

This is not a requirement to roll over funds — it outlines a reporting requirement.

As discussed in my Rebuttal Testimony, with the exception of a select few, the
weatherization agencies have not been able to utilize the entire annual funding
allocations. If a weatherization agency depletes its annual allocation of weatherization
funding and requests additional funding, GMO would discuss the request with the DSM
Advisory Group and work within the DSM Advisory Group to provide additional
funding.

Do you have any further comments?

Yes, I also wish to respond to MDNR’s recommendation that the Commission should
order GMO to provide monthly reports to the DSM Advisory Group on low income
weatherization funding and expenditures and submut the reports as non-case related
submissions in EFIS. GMO currently meets with the DSM Advisory Group on a
quarterly basis and provides program updates. GMO believes this is the appropriate
timeframe and does not see a necessity in creating additional reporting requirements for
the LIW program.

RATE CASE EXPENSE

Please discuss the rate case expense issue.
OPC proposes that GMO not be allowed to recover a significant portion of its rate case

costs. The Company disagrees with this recommendation.

18
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What is the overall basis for OPC’s recommendation?

I believe OPC’s general point is that rate case costs are within a utility’s control but that
utilities have no mcentive to control these costs. Therefore, utilities should be penalized.
Is OPC’s allegation addressed specifically to GMO?

No. The same testimony was contained in the KCP&L Rebuttal Testimony of Mr.
Robertson. CPC appears to have a concern with all utilities. Mr. Robertson states on
page 6 of his Rebuttal Testimony, “Public Counsel has become increasingly concemned
with the level of rate case expense among utilities in general.” OPC’s various comments,
which I will rebut in this section of my testimony, do not address specific GMO
concerns. Actually, to be more precise, OPC’s comments are not specific in any regard,
but are a series of generalities.

Are rate case costs within a utility’s control?

Partially. A utility can determine how it incurs costs to defend its positions, such as
whether to utilize outside attorneys or consultants as opposed to internal resources, and if
so which experts to utilize. However, to a large extent the level of expertise required and
costs incurred is a result of the issues the various parties introduce in a rate proceeding,
A utility has a right to defend its filing and to utilize whatever resources are necessary to
do so, as long as such costs incurred are prudent.

Can you provide a recent GMO example of rate case costs being much higher than
anticipated due to issues introduced by other parties, issues that were largely
unanticipated when the Company prepared its initial budget of rate case costs in the

proceeding?
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Yes. In GMO, as well as KCP&L's last rate cases, Case Nos. ER-2010-0356 and ER-
2010-0355 (2010 Cases™), rate case costs were more than twice as much as imitially
anticipated, due mainly to various prudence issues brought up by Staff regarding the
construction of Iatan 2. Since the history of the Iatan 2 issue is well known to the parties
in this case 1 will not go back over the details, but suffice it to say that both GMO and
KCP&L had a right to defend its position on this issue, and utilize the necessary experts
to do so, and the Commuission apparently agreed in its Order in that case, disallowing
very little of the rate case costs incurred (less than 1%). As a reference, the Staff
proposed Iatan Unit 2 disallowances of $184.7 million (iotal unit) while, based on the
Company’s successful rebuttal, the Commission ordered disallowances of $21.5 million
(total unit).

Can you provide an example of unanticipated costs in the current rafe case?

The Company did not anticipate Staff’s depreciation positions as it thought the issue was
resolved from the last case. In order to respond to Staff's testimony, the Company
needed to use outside resources in order to evaluate, understand and respond to Staff’s
positions.

In the KCP&I. case, Case No. ER-2012-0174, Missoun Industrial Energy
Consumers/Midwest Energy Consumer’s Group (“MIEC/MECG™) has introduced many
off-system sales (“OSS™} issues unanticipated when KCP&L prepared its initial rate case
expense budget. As a result, KCP&L has incurred far more expenses in rate case
expenses than initially estimated to respond to the fuel and OSS data requests received to

date from MIEC/MECG, coordinate and attend various meetings with them, etc. These
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incremental rate case costs primarily relate to our consultants, Northbridge Group, Inc.
{(*“Northbridge™).

Regarding the incentive to control rate case costs, what support does OPC offer as
support that GMQ, or any utility for that matter is not incented to control rate case
costs?

None. I believe a quote from Mr. Robertson’s Rebuttal Testimony on pages 6-7 on that
issue is telling:

Company’s management apparently believes that because it decides to
incur outside legal and outside consultant costs to assist it in processing its
request for a rate increase, those expenditures should be considered and
authorized as an automatic recovery from ratepayers. Public Counsel
believes that rationale is neither appropriate or reasonable. It is not
appropriate because the idea itself results in monopolistic inefficiencies
which lead to higher rates than should have actually occurred. The utility
should always be actively seeking to reduce its cost structure so that
ratepayers do not end up paying higher rates than absolutely necessary, but
the indiscriminate incurrence of excessive expenditures runs counter to
that goal. Also, it is not reasonable due to the fact that if the expenditures
are to be incurred they must be done so with the understanding that they
are the most cost-effective altemative and that their incurrence will be
scrutinized thoroughly so as to avoid the payment of improper or
unreasonable charges. Company’s view that it can spend whatever it
desires to process its rate increase request, because the expenditures are an
entitlement subject to automatic recovery, provides no incentive for the
controlling of the costs at issue.” (Emphasis added).

As can be seen from this quote, OPC’s assertions are entirely generalities, with no
specific points regarding utilities in general and definitely nothing specific regarding
GMO.

Nonetheless, please address OPC’s assertions.

To assist in that regard, I set in bold above the points that I believe are the most
significant. I believe these points can be summarized as follows: A utility does not

control its costs and spends whatever amount it wants because it knows it can pass all
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costs through to ratepayers; that there is an entitlement to fully recover costs. While I
cannot speak for other utilities, I can state such is not the case with GMO and KCP&L.
Why do you believe the Company does not take this view?

I would point to two examples as being representative of the Company’s attitude on this
subject. First, GMQ’s corporate values are centered around a balancing of the interests of
customers and shareholders, providing low cost, reliable energy to our customers, while
providing long-term eamings growth for shareholders. To achieve this goal it is in the
Company’s best interests, and that of its customers and shareholders, to control costs.
Mr. Robertson discusses the balancing of customer and shareholder interests on pages 3-4
of his Rebuttal Testimony and in general 1 agree with his comments on those pages and
find them consistent with GMO’s corporate values.

Please discuss the second example demonstrating that GMO does not take cost
control lightly.

Company witness Terry Bassham, President and Chief Executive Officer (“CEQO”)
discusses the specific measures GMO has taken to control costs in his Direct Testimony
in this case (page 7). He addresses the Organization Realignment and Voluntary
Separation plan (referred to as “ORVS™), flat non-fuel operations and maintenance
budgets, capital budget review and non-critical project delays, Supply Chain
Transformation Program, the Generation division benchmarking project and Continued
flow-through of GMO acquisition synergy savings.

Can you provide some examples in the capital cost control area?

Yes. GMO has demonstrated the same capital cost controls that are at KCP&L. KCP&L

has demonstrated its capital cost controls in recent large construction projects, including
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the [atan 1 Air Quality Control System and latan 2, both of which resulted in minimal
disallowances in recent Company rate cases {less than 1%).

Is this same attitude regarding cost control applicable to rate case costs?

Yes, definitely. The Company’s control of these costs begins with budgeting and goes on
from there through vendor procurement, invoice approval, monthly cost report review,
ctc. The steps GMO employs in this process are documented in a flowchart attached to
Mr. John Weisensee’s Rebuttal Testimony, Schedule JPW-7.

Did the Commission disallow significant GMO rate case costs in Case No. ER-2010-
0356 (2010 Case™)?

No. The total disallowance was only $95,000 for MPS and $37,000 for L&P or less than
3% of rate case costs incwred in that case, a case that | mentioned earlier was very
complex with many issues to address.

If a utility has these rate case cost controls in place, isn’t it still possible that it will
incur costs that are not prudent and should be disallowed?

Yes. As just stated, the Commission disallowed some costs in the 2010 Case. The
Company fully endorses the scrutiny of rate case costs and the disallowance of imprudent
rate case costs, or any cost for that matter. The problem with OPC’s recommendations is
that OPC does not present one piece of evidence that any of the costs that the Company
has incurred in this case, or is expected to incur based on GMO’s rate case budget, is

imprudent.
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Please discuss OPC’s three proposed “solutions” to its perceived problem of GMO
not controlling rate case costs,

First, { would state that no solutions are necessary, since OPC provided no specific
concerns regarding GMO’s cost controls or costs incurred in this case. However, I will
address each of OPC’s recommended “solutions.” The first proposal is a sharing
mechanism. Mr. Robertson states on page 3 of his Rebuttal Testimony that “Since
shareholders benefit from the activities from which rate case costs are derived, as much
as, if not more than ratepayers, shareholders should also bear some of the burden of rate
case expense,”

‘What concerns do you have with this recommendation?

This suggestion ignores the regulatory process. It is the existence of the regulatory
process that requires the regulated company to incur rate case expenses. If not for the
regulatory framework, a public utility would be like the seller of any unregulated
commodity and would be able to change its rates without approval and would not incur
rate case expense. Because a regulatory review is necessary to adjust rates, costs incurred
to present and defend the case should be fully recoverable in rates, provided the costs are
prudently incurred. Like any other prudently incurred cost, a utility is allowed to recover
its costs under the regulatory compact.

Does OPC provide an example as to why a sharing mechanism is appropriate?

Yes. Mr. Robertson uses Advertising Expense as an example on page 10 of his Rebuttal
Testimony, stating that while general and safety advertising is recoverable from
ratepayers, the cost of goodwill advertising 1s borne by shareholders. He feels the same

applies to rate case expense.
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Is this an appropriate analogy?

No. The Company agrees that certain advertising expense is “corporate image”-related
and should not be charged to ratepayers and has removed such costs in its filing (see the
Adjustment CS-90 section of the Direct Testimony of John Weisensee). The removal of
advertising costs from cost of service is not a sharing mechanism, but a removal of costs
that should not be borne by ratepayers.

Do you have any examples or analogies supporting the Company’s position that rate
case costs should not be shared?

Yes. Payroll costs are a good example. OPC is not suggesting that these costs should be
shared between ratepayers and shareholders. The same could be said for about any
prudently incurred cost of doing business, including fuel costs, transmission,
maintenance, etc. Once again, under the regulatory compact, a utility is allowed to
recover these costs in their entirety, except for any imprudently incurred costs.

Does OPC have a specific sharing percentage in mind?

OPC proposes a 50/50 sharing mechanism, as one alternative.

What is OPC’s basis for this specific recommendation?

I have no idea; Mr. Robertson did not state a basis.

Has the Commission ever invoked a sharing mechanism for rate case costs?

To my knowledge, in spite of OPC’s efforts at different points in time, the Commission
has not ordered a sharing of reasonable, prudently incurred rate case costs.

Has the Commission ever addressed this issue?

Yes. In re St. Joseph Light & Power Company, 2 Mo.P.S5.C.3d 248, 260 (1993). The

Commission stated:
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The Commission does not want to put itself in the position of discouraging
necessary rate cases by discouraging rate case expense. This is a
particularly treacherous area for the Commission to be addressing in that
the Commisston cannot be viewed as having a dampening effect upon a
regulated company’s statutory procedural rights to seek out a rate mcrease
when it believes that facts so justify it. Disallowing prudently incurred
rate case expense can be viewed as violating the company’s procedural
rights.
Please discuss OPC’s second “solution.”
Its second proposal is that various rate case costs be disallowed, namely extemal costs
(outside counsel and consultants) and intemnal costs.
If external and internal costs are disallowed doesn’t that basically eliminate
recovery of most all rate case costs?
Yes, that covers about everything.
What is OPC’s concern regarding external costs?
OPC believes that the Company has the burden of proof and must establish that any
expenditure it incurs is prudent, reasonable, and necessary, and in the opinion of OPC
that has not occurred. Mr. Robertson further states on page 9 of his Rebuttal Testimony
that since the Company is using outside vendors those costs are not cost-effective and
therefore not reasonable or prudent.
Do you agree with this justification?
No. As a company, we strive to balance cost control measures with providing the best
level of service possible. In the Rebuttal Testimony of John Weisensee, Schedule JEW-7,
is a flowchart which depicts the process the Company utilizes to manage rate case
expense and ensure the monitoring and control of those costs. I agree that GMO bears

the burden of proof, but the Company has laid out its estimated rate case costs for this

case, has provided various data request responses (and updates), and OPC has not
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challenged one single specific cost. Once again, if OPC has gpecific concems regarding
external rate case costs they should present those concerns to the Commission.
Otherwise, the Company has a right to utilize whatever resources it deems necessary 1o
defend its filing.
What is OPC’s concern regarding internal costs?
OPC is concerned that the Company may be doubling up on recovery of in-house rate
case costs, and therefore recommends a 50% disallowance of those costs. Mr, Robertson
states on pages 9-10 of his Rebuttal Testimony:

For example, rate case expense should not include recovery for expenses

that are otherwise included in test year expenses, including salaries for

utility employees that prepare the filing, act as witnesses or provide the

legal requirements to develop, process and implement the rate increase

request. Disallowing these costs from mte case expense will avoid

duplicate accounting of amounts already incorporated m operating
expense.

Is his concern justified?

OPC’s concern is justified, but its facts are not. GMO agrees that it would be
inappropriate to duplicate costs. However, there is no duplication. The rate case costs
that are deferred in a regulatory asset for recovery include only incremental costs; that is,
costs the Company would not otherwise incur absent the rate case. These costs include
all external costs (legal, consultants, printing, etc.} and incremental internal costs such as
travel expenses. The deferred costs do not include internal labor costs. Those costs
continue to be recovered through the payroll annualization process.

Please discuss OPC’s third “solution.”

OPC offers an alternative position to the 50/50 sharing that would allocate the actual
costs incurred to shareholders and ratepayers based on a ratio of the revenue increase

authorized by the Commission to the revenue increase requested by the Company.

27



o O b

3

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

Does the Company agree with this alternative?

No, not at ail. There is no correlation between rate case expense recovery and the ratio of
the revenue increase received to the amount requested. If a utility were to be granted
100% of its request but have unreasonable or imprudent rate case costs would it be
reasonable that the utility be allowed to recover 100% of its rate case costs? At the
apposite extreme, if a utility is granted no rate increase but incurs prudent costs to defend
its claim should it be denied recovery of 100% its costs? As Mr. Robertson stated on
page 4 of his own Rebuttal Testimony, “Customers definitely have an interest in ensuring
that their utilities’ rates are just and reasonable, which is the ultimate objective of any
rate case, whether it results in an increase or decrease in a given utility’s rates....” 1
beheve the same could be said for the Company.

Please summarize your thoughts on OPC’s rate case expense proposals.

OPC has filled its rate casc expense testimony with generalities. Its comments could be
recycled and used in any utility case OPC 15 involved in. Rate case expense is not that
different from other expenses the Company incurs; if the costs are prudent and reasonable
a utility should be allowed to recover those costs in full. OPC has not provided any
spectfic evidence to the contrary. The Commission should reject OPC’s
recormumendation.

Does that conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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Proposed 3 1,042.38 3 A75660 3 4831860 § 545780 § 678844 S 1188706 5 11,887.98 1604748 $ 1594748 § 2064028 3 2084028 3 42508 § 4234508
Change 0.00% 0.07% n.65% 1.28% 2.16% 37T% AT £43% 443% 5.10% EAD% 637% §.37%,
AE—
0 20000 Cumert 3 295088 § 12397680 § 1245864 § 1308976 $ 1431488 3§ 16,10888 % 1510685 23808688 3 2369853 $ 3567868 $ 567888 $ 4785868 §  47,858.69
Propased $ 2,860.66 3 1242880 $ 1250180 § 1313780 & 144564 3 1559796 3 195388 2461748 3 2451748 § 3731628 § 3731828 3 65001508 §  50,016.08
Change 0.00%, 0.23% 0.20% 0.83% 1.00% 2.28% 128% 3% 3.01% 4.01% 4.81% 481% 451%
0 30000 Clvert 3 4,434 80 § 1920783 $ 1638864 $ 18890878 § 2021468 § 25008688 § 2500858 2070868 § 2079688 $ 4177869 8§ 4177068 3 65375888 § 53,78a88
Proposed $ 4,434.89 $ 1893080 $ 1640180 $ 190700 § 2035844 § 2543708 § 25437.98 3051748 $ 5051748 § 4321628 $ 4321928 $§ 5591508 § 554508
Changs 0.00%; 0.18% 0.18% 0.56% 0.71% 172% 1.TI% Z41% 241% 340 2.44% 4.01% 4.01%
0 40000  CuTent $ 5.000.69 3 2440788 $ 242084 § 2486876 $ 2611468 3 3080668 3 3000868 3560868 § 9550868 3 4767860 $ 4767688 § 5965848 § 56,65R68
Proposed 3 £,909.88 3 2421680 9 2430180 5 2493780 $ 2625044 $§ 313Wes § I.17.08 BAITAE § 3841748 § 49011628 3 4511628 § 61,8:5.08 § 6181508
Changs 2.00% 0.12% 0.14% 0.78% 0.85% 1.40% 1.40% 2.01% 101% 3.02% 3.07% 3.61% 3.81%
0 75000 Cusrent s +1,072.38 S 4484783 § 4491884 § 4551878 3 4976488 3 615668 3 65155698 3068 3 563888 § 69068 § esa?Ras § B800EGA $ 8030888
Proposed 3 11,0723 5 4407680 $ 4405180 § 4558780 $ 4600844 $ 5199708 § 51907.96 S7T05746 $ 5700748 3 69,7828 § 6076828 § 8246508 $ 6246508
Change 0.00% 0.06% 0.0T% o.15% 0.31% 0.84% 0.84% 1.28% 1.25% 2,100 2.10% 280% 280%
L] 100000 Cument ] 14,763.88 3 950788 § 5068884 $§ 6026678 3 6151468 $ 6530668 $ 6230968 74,0866 § 7100868 5 8307088 $ =3grAcA § ©505883 § 5505968
Proposad L3 14,750.88 ¢ ERE880 $ 5070160 $ 6033780 § 0165844 § ©87VOS § 667ITOE 7161748 § 7101748 4 B45182B § 8451828 § 9721508 § 6721508
Change 0.00%;! 0.05% 0.06% G.11% 0% 0.85% D.65% 1.01% 1.01% 1.73% 1.3% 227% 22T%
o 125000 Cumertt [3 18,447 30 $ 7434780 § 7441684 $ 7501070 § 7626408 § 105588 & 610560 8584860 $ 8564860 5 0782068 § 0762868 § 10D00RGS § 10080868
Proposed $ 18,447 .38 S TAIEED 3 T4AS1B0 § 7508780 3 7040844 $ 6148708 3 8148796 BASATAE $ BE55748 § 9920628 § 9928829 % 11198508 $ 11198508
Changs 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.09% 2.19% 0.53% 5.53% 0.84% 0.84% 1.47% 1.47% 1.98% 1.98%]

Schedule TMR-11



MGE - L&P PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BASE RATE - TYPICAL BILL IMPACT ANALYSIS - RATE ELIMINATION
RATE MO520, MO921 (GENERAL USE WITH SPACE HEAT - ONE METER}

AL Al

Custc 0
Surnmer—;
First 1000 801447 Firel 1000 $0.11440
Qver 1000 1117 Owver 1000 S 11440
Winter: Winter:
First 1000 80,0778 Firat 1000 $0.07420
Qvor 1000 30.0521 Qver 1000 $0.07420
AVERAGE MONTHLY USAGE -
[ VWANTER KWH USAGE 1
Q 200 500 750 1000 1250 1785 2000 3000
Cummct_??? Winter BH —

[+] Cumreni 5 , 3 25271 % 48558 BrS51 8 B735]8 10038 Y 128, 191.55
Proposed s 9.75 [ 4588 4685} 8 a540]% B35} S 1025018 14254 | % 158151 % 232.35
Change 0.00% -2, 58% -3.50% -5.75% -3.89% 211% 11.00% 13.41% H.30%]

[Summer B4 Annual (4 summer ackd B winter monihs) - -

300  Cument 3 4326 37520 % 56144 § 7664 § 87184 § g76.08 3 120320 § 1,28884 § 1,705,44
Proposed $ 4407 3 araoo § 55108 § E8542 $ a4788 % e8628 § 131980 § 144148 % 2,035.08
Change 1.87% 0.59% -1.85% 1. 30% 2758% 20T% 9.4%% 11.86% 19.33%

800  Current 3 1617 H 50824 $ 6548 § 65008 § - 100580 § 111012 § 133124 § 142268 §  1,039.48
Proposed $ 78.39 H 51028 § 680.36 § 876 § 88546 § 113350 § 145708 $ 157878 3 217236
Change Z11% 020% ~1.02% 1.84% -2.08% 4% 0.06% 10.97% 18.90%)

T00 Current $ 87.04 $ 55392 § T40.16 § 88536 3§ 105058 § 1,15480 ¥ 138152 § 1468738 § 1,884.16
Proposed $ 89.83 L] 55804 § T AT S Bg252 3 103002 § 817032 § 150284 § 182452 § 221812
Change 2.15%) 0.48% 0.82% 1A% A.0T% 21% B8.75% 10.71% 17. 73N

850 Curent H 104.70 L} Bwe § w20 § 06240 % 111780 8 1284 § 144808 § 15340 & 1.951.20
Propasad H 100.09 $ 62488 3 502.76 § 85118 @ 100056 5 124708 § 157148 $ 109318 §  2.7B4.78
Change 2.10%; 0.80% 0.88% AT ~161% 2.14% B.48% 10.34% 17.20%

1000  Cumend H 121.45 H BE796 § 67420 $ 102040 § 118480 $ 125884 § 151508 $ 160140 § 20820
Proposed $ 124.16 1 83332 $ B7140 § 101980 3 116820 § 131860 § 164092 $ 176980 § 235540
Change Z22%)| D.78% -0,32% 0.83% 1.38% 218% B 10.04% 18.71%

1220 Cument s 148,02 ) 78624 § 9rids § 112788 § 126288 § 1387928 164424 | 8 1,60868 $ 211848
Proposed s 14912 s 79400 § 97208 § 112048 § 126889 § 141720 (% 174080 % 186248 $ 245808
Change 2.26%] 0.60% -0 04% 0.64% -1.08% 247T%| 7.84% 0.88% 16.05%

1500 Cuman 3 171.30 H 81136 § 109760 § 125280 § 140800 § 151224 $ 17393 § 162460 § 2240160
Pmposed 3 181.35 H 2212 % 110020 § 1,24580 § 139700 § 154540 § 186892 8 100060 8§ 258420
Change 2.20%| 1.18% 0.24% 0.34% 0.78% 219% 7.48% a.00% 15.28%]

1880  Cument $ 23082 -} 1,12564 % 131200 % 148728 § 162248 § 1,726872 % 195384 % 203828 % 2,458.08
Proposed s 35.28 ¥ 114178 § 131984 § 14688.24 § 181664 $ 1765.04 8 208856 $ 221024 % 290384
Change 2.31% 141% 0.59% 0.0T% 0.36% 2,22% a.90% 8.38% 14.18%;

3000 Cument $ 344.85 $ 1,581.58 §$ 176780 § 192300 $§ 207020 & 218244 § 240958 § 248500 & 291180
Proposed $ w295 ¥ 160852 3 176860 § 1,03500 § 208340 % 223180 § 255532 § 267700 § 327080
Changa 2.35% 1.70% 1.08% G82% 0.26% 2.76% 8.05% 7.20% 12.32%|

Schedule TMR-12



MGE - L&P PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BASE RATE - TYPICAL BH.L IMPACT ANALYSIS - RATE RETENTION

RATE M0920, MO921 {GENERAL USE WITH SPACE HEAT - ONE METER)

Customer Charpe ) 9.7 )
Summar: Summer:
Firet 1000 $0.1117 Firet 1000 $0.11440
Onver 1000 $0.117 Over 1000 $0.11440
Wirler: Winter:
First 1000 $0.0776 First 1000 $0.08230
QOver 1000 $D 0521 Over 1000 $0.05880
AVERAGE MONTHLY USAGE
{ WINTER KWH USAGE _ _ . |
] 200 500 750 1000 1250 1795 2000 3000
[SUMMER kKWH USAGE | ‘
Cuslomer C Winter BN _ _ - - _ ﬁJ

¢ Curent : 3 2_52? 1% 4_2.55 15 5185 1§ 813538 038 ]S 12877 | § 13945 135 181.
Proposed ] 8.75 3 282118 5080 (% TI48] % 20518 10825]% 137211 % 1885] % 205.65
Change 0.00%] iT¥% 4.84% 5.19% £.238% 5.55% A.85% 6.74% 7.30%]

Summer Bll Arual {4 summer and 8 wintes months) - —

300 Cuwrent 3 4326 s 37520 § 58144 § 71684 § 87184 $ 57808 § 120320 $ 128864 § 1.705.44
Proposed $ 44.07 $ 38596 $ 58348 § TaB12 § 91268 $ 102628 % 127296 $ 1,367.08 $ 1,821.48
Change 1.87%| LETR 3.03% A4.30% 4.68% S148% 5.88% 5.09% 6.50%

600 Cumenl 3 16.77 3 60924 $ 68548 § 85088 $ 100588 § 111012 § 133724 % 142288 $ 1.839.48
Proposed ] 71638 3 52324 § 72076 % 88540 104008 $ 11635 $ 1411.24 3 150438 § 1.958.7¢
Change 211%) 2.75% 3.83% 4.00% 4.38% 481% 8.83% 5T4% 6.48%

100 Current 3 B7.84 3 55392 § T40.96 $ 8536 3 105058 % 115480 ¢ 138182 % 146138 § 1.884.18
Proposed $ 69.82 3 560.00 $ 76852 § 93148 § 100572 8 120032 § 145700 § 155012 § 200452
Change 2.36% 27T7% A.56% 4.00% 4.30% ATI% §4% E84% 5.29%

850  Cument $ 104.70 $ 62196 § 80720 3 B6240 3 141760 § 122184 $ 144806 § 153440 $ 195120
Propased $ 108.99 3 63764 § 81518 % 98680 § 116438 § 127706 8 152564 § 161876 & 207318
Change 219%; 269% 3.46% 3.86% 4.18% 4.55% 5.20% 6.50% 5.25%

1000  Cumerd $ 121.45 3 687968 $ 87420 § 102540 § 110460 & 120084 & 151596 § 180140 % 2,018.20
Propoged 3 12413 ] 70428 % e0aB0 § 108844 § 1.233.00 % 1,34660 % 158428 § 168740 B 2,141.80
Change 2.72%] 1668% 3.39% T 4.00% 4.45% 5ATS 6.37% 8.12%

1220 Gument $ 146,02 $ 78624 0248 § 112768 5 128088 §  1,37.42|$ 161424 |6 169088 § 211648
Proposed $ 14932 H BOGSE % 100448 $ 116842 $ 133368 $ 1447285 {60406 |5 i76B0B $ 224248
Change 2.26% 2.64% 320% 3.6T% 1.08% A% 5.00% 5.20% 5.98%

1500 Cesmemt $ 177.30 $ 81138 $ 108760 $ 126260 % 140800 % 151124 % 173938 § 182480 $ 2,241.60
Proposed $ 181.33 3 83508 3 113260 % 120724 8 146180 % 157540 § 1.82308 3% 191620 % 2,970.60
Changa 228% 260% A19% 3.55% 2.82% 4.18% 4.81% 3.01% 5.76%;

880 Cument 3 230.82 5 1,12584 % 131208 § 148728 § 182248 3 1,72672 §% 195384 $ 203528 § 2,4568.08
Proposed $ 238.28 $ 115472 % 135224 § 151688 § 188144 § 178504 § 204272 § 213584 3 2590.24
Chenge 2.31%) Z87% 2.06% 3.30% 3.63% 2.00% 4.85% 4T4% 5.46%]

3000  Gurrent 3 344,85 $ 168158 F 178780 $ 197300 & 207820 § 278244 3 240858 § 240500 3 291180
Proposed $ 352,85 $ 162148 § 181900 $ 158364 & 24820 5§ 220180 § 250948 5 250260 & 305700
Change 2.36%] 2_.92% 2.90% 3.15% 3.37% 3.64% 4.15% +31% 4.89%

Schedule TMR-12



MGE - L&P PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BASE RATE - TYPICAL BILL IMPACT ANALYSIS - RATE ELIMINATION
RATE M0922 (GENERAL LISE - SEPARATE SPACE HEAT METER}

Cuzlomer Charge 521 Cusatomer Charge 5.21
Summer: Surmmer;
Al KW $0.1143 AKAH $0.19700
Winter: Winter;
Al KWH $0.0610 All KWH $0.07420
AVERAGE MONTHLY USAGE "
[ WINTER KWH UISAGE ]
o 200 500 700 1000 1250 1798 2060 3000
SUMMER KWH USAGE ]
Customar Charge Winter BIi___ _ - o I
) Cuarent $ 521 [ 1750 { 8 38.161S 4854 3% 671118 H256 | $ 11832 ]3 12661 ] 3 190.81
Propased H 521 $ 20051 % 238 5715 | 5 T941 (S X 13840 $ 15361 1% 277.81
Ghange 0.00%) 13.99% 17.09% 17.74% 18.32% 18.81% 18.08% 19.07% 18.33%]
Summer BN Annual (4 summer and B winter months) —
300  Cumant 3 39.50 $ 26872 § 44728 § 54832 § 69468 81872 § 108858 § 1,19008 §  1,685.28
Proposed ¥ 40.31 $ aed § 40972 § e18.44 8 7652 § 4402 3 120844 $ 129042 §  1,963.72
Change 208%) 18T% 1172% 13.20% 1£83% 15.41% 18.52% 16.81% 1T.71%)
800  Cument $ 7376 $ 43588 % S84 44§ 8348 § %204 3 98588 § 122572 $ 132124 3 180244
Proposed $ 7541 s 48204 $ a0tz § 75804 § 83892 $ 108532 § 140884 & 153052 § 212442
Change 2.20% 5.00% 8.53% 11.03% 1261% 13.54% 14.04% 15.32% 16.55%)
700 Current $ 8522 48160 § 63018 § 72320 & BI776 & 100180 $ 127144 § 137290 § 186816
Proposed H /A% $ 508,64 § 6882 § 80564 § 8372 $ 113212 § 145584 § 157732 § 27002
Change 2.22% 5.088% 8.01% 10.48% 1207% 13,03% 14.49% 14.88% 16.21%|
850  Cument $ 10237 H 55020 8 6878 3 79780 § 04838 $ 107020 $ 134004 $ 144156 § 103870
Propased § 104,68 $ 57904 % 75792 % 97564 $ 105382 § 120232 § 152584 $  1B4T5Z $ 224112
Change 2.24%. B.24% BA% 9.7T8% 11.37% 12.35% 1307% 14.29% 1574%
{000  Current 3 119.5 s 1878 $ 76732 % 86636 § 104492 § 113876 $§ 140880 $ 151012 $ 200532
Proposed H 122 3 E40.24 § a7z $ 804 § 112412 $ 127252 $ 158604 § 471772 0§ 231132
Change 2.26% 4.83% 7.82% 9.20% 10.76% 14.75% 1231% 13.75% 15.26%
1220  Curen 3 14488 3 71035 § 83782 $ o698 § 119552 § 123036(% 1.50820|% 161072 § 210802
Proposed $ 147.95 $ 75220 % 83028 5 1,040.00 $ 127708 % 137548 |% 18900018 182068 § 241428
Change 227% 4.5T% 7.18% 8.48% 10.00% $0.88% 12.58 13.04% 14.64%
1500 Cumem $ 176.68 3 84738 % eR5E2 § 108488 3 124332 $ 136736 § 183720 £ 173872 § 223362
Proposed $ 180.71 8 BE3.24 § 108132 § 118004 $ 195812 § 150852 % 153004 $§ 195172 § 254502
Change 2.29% 423% 8.5T% T.T% 0.22% 10.18% 11.75% 12.26% 13.84%]
1980  Current s z11.52 $ 108880 $ 121538 $ 131440 $ 146286 $ 158880 $ f055B4 § 195816 § 245336
Proposed $ 23897 § 170788 § 128506 $ 140488 $ 158270 & 17316 § 205488 $ 217638 § 276308
Change 2.31% 386% 8.81% 3.67% 8.10% 8.10% 10.87% 11.14% 12.90%
3000  Cusrent $ MB.11 $ 1583318 § 188172 § 178076 § 192937 3 208118 § 232900 $ 242452 §  29iB72
Proposad $ 358,21 & 158524 % 176332 § 188204 & 205012 & 220052 § 253204 $ 285372 § Q24732
Change 2.33%] 3.40% 4.55% 5.89% 6.75% 7.51% 2.00% 5,45% A122%)

Schedule TMR-12



MGE - LAP PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BASE RATE - TYPICAL BILL IMPACT ANALYSIS « RATE RETENTION
RATE MO (GENERAL USE - SEPARATE SPACE HEAT METER}

5.2t
$0.4143
Wintne, Wirier,
A KWH $.0818 AILEWH SONSD
AVERAGE MONTHLY LUSAGE
[ — VANTER KyWr LIBAGE " o ]
" ) 6 (70 700 000 T250 1765 2000 £
[BUMMERKWIHUSAGE |
Cuslomer Chasgs  IWhler Bt o e
¢ Curent s T2 3 XD K] KR E ABMTE 813118 EEE TBas I ¥ RO 1E 190 61
Proped 3 821 3 16231 & R EY 4378¢% 603118 740913 EETREN ) 11541 1 § 17051
Changs 0.80% J35% AA0% A81% A0.13% 10.20% 4 0.50% A40,54% 40.89%]
Builwnig B Arnws (4 s sod 3 winlat oty —
00 Curant 3 38,50 3 .72 3 w728 3 ElEaT % dsaed % BIB7Z §  1,060.50 TI9008 & 1.685.38 |
Propuaed 1 AT $ 08 % e % S48 8 84372 & 5358 o412 108452 § 152532
Change 205% ~2.58% £.38% 8% 6% 2.91% 8.80% T 8.45%
600 Gurent 3 I $ 43568 % 50444 3§ ooaan 3 83204 $ 5508 § 122572 132724 8 182244
Proposed ] 1541 t 43148 § 563.72 % 65160 § 75442 % 89430 5 1,10450 12242 8 166572
Chonge Z20% A.04% 3.55% +.E2% E.T8% ey oL A% 2% B.5%
O Cument ] us2y 5 48160 % R T | T & FTT S 00180 5 1274 147206 3 1,660.16
Propoped % a1 $ ATBIR § einss $ snBa § 3082 % IR IR R 141472 8 125
Chisngs 2,22% L% FAI% R E34% B33% 7 09% FATY £.32%
B0 Cument 5 12T 1 wow & ek T80 % S4832 % U700 ¥ 134004 144158 § 183676
Propased % 10488 [ 5448 & B0 5 S8 § WEIZ 10138 ¥ 135u82 134182 § 178272
Change 2245 4315 k3 AET% 470% HA0% HE% £8% Z.85%
1008 Currest $ a5t $ 51876 § WA § 80638 3 i0HMEZ 3 1136Y6 § 140880 189042 3 200532
Propossd 3 122,24 $ 1882 ¥ e $ w08 3 87132 § 108158 § 132972 41212 $  1p5eae
Changa .20% D.01% A% 3 18% 4.30% 5.92% A4T% BAT% T 0%
1225 Curend ) 44,80 s e 8 BET Sz & eaps 8 11E 8 1meaels  1a0820 TS0 8 210882
Propasd 3 142.98 s 6§ BEIBE & PO 5 10748 5 1MS2{S 14me 15508 & 190588
Change 237% 2.92% 4.82% 2.56% Q7% S A% 48 5.04% FAM%
1500 Cuement % 178,68 s 84138 % oSN F 0 TORADS T 124352 §  LASTE § 18970 181z § 22382
Propoasd % 180,74 Y a5268 § 8402 0 1OTIOE § 120832 3 13858 3 158810 184612 §  2,08892
Change 2.20% 0.83% 4.10% -2.00% 207% A.0% ANB% £39% -8.56%
1080 Current 5 231.52 5106600 B 1538 $ 139440 5 145286 $ 156680 $  1,68664 195618 § 245336
Progused 4 23667 S tUTIAZ & 120056 § 129772 § 142088 $ 154020 § 478058 167070 § 231156
Change 231%) 0.99% a0 A27% -226% «2,54% A% A 4B -5.78%
000 Ourent 3 340.1¢ $ £538 0§ TBALTE 4 1TBOYE $ 162032 § 345045 § 232300 TAZASE $ 201072
Propowsd 3 258.2¢ $ 860 S 00682 §  LTTHOR B 100732 § LOITSG 5 R2ISMTR 23E12 § 278802
Chings 2.33% 1460 £.31% 032% L 3EY% L3P 1) 2.45% AN,

Beheduls TMR-12



MGE - MPS PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BASE RATE - TYPICAL BILL IMPACT ANALYSIS - RATE ELIMINATION
RATE MOBT0 {GENERAL USE WITH SPACE HEAT)

1043 " 1043
$0.1088 First €00 $3.10580
$0.1120 Nexd 400 $0.10910
50,1176 Owver 1000 $0.11470
Winter:
$0.1088 First 800 5311470
$0.0588 Next 400 $.08545
Ower 1000 $0.0486 Ower 1000 $0.05440
AVERAGE MONTHLY USAGE
I WINTER KWH USAGE i
0 200 500 700 1000 1394 1500 2000 3000
Customear Winier Bil — — —— - —

¢ Currend & 1043 [ 219 $ B4.82 % s s R ) 118268 § 12840 $ 14765 % 196,16
Proposed $ 10.43 1 3337 % [:rfey: I} 8580 § 10543 $ 12688 $ 13263 § 15083 % 214.23
Change 0.00%} A57% 4.85% 5.10% £.33% T.IT% TAD% 5.25% 8.27%}

[Surnimes Bl Annuat (4 summer and 8 winter months _ — —

300 Cumes H 4307 5 42980 § 09697 % 92484 §$ 98548 $ 111838 § 115048 § 135348 § 1,741.48
Propossd [ 4220 $ 43576 § 71104 § B5520 § 101224 & 1,183B3 $ 122084 § 144744 5 188264
Change “Z,02%, 1.35% 281% 3.88% 4.84% 5.04% 80T% 5,04% B.A1%|

&00  Cument $ 57 $ 560,36 % 82148 $ ass40 § 100504 3 124892 § 129004 3 148404 § 1,872.04
Proposed $ &7 3 MR % ap12 3 98228 § 113832 § 131076 $ 135802 % 157452 § 200972
Change =2.50% 0.44% 20¥% 201% 195% 4.95% 5.10% a10% T.35%|

00  Curvent ] 88,81 H 80518 § 86628 $ 100020 $ 114084 & 120372 § 133484 § 152884 3 191684
Propossd 3 B4,88 5 B0B.AE § BE176 $ 102562 $ 1,18208 § 135440 § 140056 $ 161816 § 205338
Change “2.34% 02y 1.70% 287% 3.66% 4.00% 4.9T% 5.84% T12%)

B50  Curent 3 103,71 $ §7235 § 93348 $ 106740 $ 120804 § 138082 § 140204 $  1,59604 3 1,08404
Propossd 3 101.26 3 67196 § 84724 § 109140 $ 124044 $ 141988 § 146804 $ 168384 § 2118584
Change -237T% -0.08% 1ATS 2.25% 3.4% 4,33% 4.56% 5.49% B.79%)

1000  Cusrent % 12051 $ 73056 & 1,00088 § 1,1460 § 1.276.24 § 142812 % 146024 3 168324 § 2,051.24
Propossd - 117.61 3 73740 5 101268 & 1158584 $ 131368 § 148532 % 150148 § 174808 § 2,184.28
Change -2.41%) 0.29% 1.20% 1.86% A03% 4.H% 4,24% 8.16% 6.49%

1357 Cusrent $ 162,48 3 $0T48 § 1,168,680 § 130252 8 1440188 1,500.04 | § 163716 § 1,831.16 § 2,219.16
Propossd $ 158 58 3 90120 % 117848 & 132084 % {47788 | § 164912 | 8 169528 § 191288 § 2,348.08
Change 2AT% 0.60% 0.07% 1.39% 2.38%) 333% A55% d46% 5.81%

1500  Cusrent $ 170.31 $ 67476 $ 123588 $ 136980 § 151044 5 166332 § 170444 § 189844 $ 228644
Proposed 3 174.08 $ 966.80 3 124208 § 138624 3 154320 § 17472 § 1765088 $ 187848 3 241388
Change 2.43% -0.8T% 0.60% 1.20% 217% 1.00% A% 4.27% 5.56%

1960  Cument $ 235.76 § 120056 § 146168 § 159580 § 1738624 § 188912 $§ 153024 $ 212424 § 251224
Propossd $ 250.02 -3 1,167.04 3 146232 3 1606848 $ 176352 § 183408 § 1688112 3 218872 § 2,633.92
Change -2.43%) A1.43% 0.04% 0.88% 1.57% 2.43% 284% A51% 4.84%,

3000  Cumenl 8 355.71 $ 1668038 § 184140 3 207540 $ 221604 S 238882 § 241004 $ 260404 S 295204
Propasad 3 347,01 $ 185500 $ 193028 & 207444 § 223148 § 240292 § 244308 % 206068 § 310188
Change [2A45%) -1.51% -0.58% -0,06% 0.T0% 1.44% 1.62% 241% 3.67%

Schedule TMR-12



MGE - MP3 PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BASE RATE « TYPICAL BILL IMPACT ANALYSIHS - RATE RETENTION
RATE MOATD (GENERAL USE WITH SPACE HEAT)

Eropopot OuuRSH Ray (MOSTG Schedals
1242 Cuslomes Ghangs 4043
Summer:
First 508 30,1088 Faut 800 ¥,10590
Next 400 $0.1120 Seext 400 $0.10990
Oy 000 $0.417¢ Over 1080 $0.114870
Wintar Wintar.
First 500 ¥0.1088 Flest 500 0. 1480
Bt 400 $0.0586 Next 400 F.07060
Cvar 1000 00488 O 1000 8800
AVERAGE MONTHLY UBAGE e Y
H W TER KV UBAGE - - i
[ ] £77) Foa 1060 1384 1500 F006 Fo00
{EIMMER KWH UBAGE i
e [REETED - —

o Guren 0.4 ¥ 7RIS [ oN ETY WAL & T8 % rEA [FIF I ST XTY
Proposad & 10.42 $ ¥4l B 6268 3 Ay & 10181 § 12161 % 154 51 16781 § a8t
Change: s | ZAL% 201% A A 2ARY 151% SoN% I882% 8.1

[Biirar B Acinwial (4 sumener wod & vanker — —— e

W00 Cument $ 507 [} 580§ 082 3 B4 B4 § G6548 §  1.1838 § 115048 TA63AD & 174148

s a0 3 42008 3 87184 § MZ § 69168 % 118088 § 124508 150058 3 203768
Change ~R AN «2.36% ZT8% -1,89% 1.00% BI%% 143% 11.30% 11.61%,

BOG  Cumsnt $ Fi XAl $ 5500 8 82142 ESAD B 108808 § 124882 % 1.796.84 148404 § THTD4
Pmpone $ 397 & 54748 % T2 € 2832 4 .81 3 1387 ¢ 1300 183,78 § 218478
Chawge -3 50% -5 2E% - 15% A.48% 1.98% E.43% SA% 10.29% 45.84%]

0 Cuoren $ 12 5 85 $ a6 3 1000 % 1,14084 % 129072 % 1,354 84 152884 % 1816354
Propased ] B4 B8 3 50080 3 34256 & R 116240 % 134T 3 141840 16804G 3 220040
Chunge 2.34%) 2.37T% 2.74% LT 1.01% L48% 1% A% 15 H%

85¢  Curmnt 3 10371 3 8126 3 w4 3 106740 § 804§ 138082 & 1402 84 150604 08404
Propoaess 3 .28 $ 5 e B e B 04844 % 121788 § 148588 § 1481 88 1888 % 41308
Changa A 2% 2% 4.78% A.85% ATTN, S.50% 0.20% 14,610

e Sowar $ V%3] s TS § 1088 % TIME0 % 127634 3 tAMAZ 1 46124 £563.24 & 208124
Proposed Y 147.81 s e 8 97346 8 141383 5 128032 § 4ABN3Z 5 154002 AT § 23S
Changa DAY -2AT% A% 4.83% 0.69% A% EA% B 14.048%

$387  Gument 5 16248 [ S0T48 $ 46880 8 150252 §  S44348[F  1506D41%F  1AMIS 1816 § 221918
Proposed % 158.56 Y B552 § 1328 0§ 127N6D ¥ d447i2 (& 1655120 ¢  1ymLm 19T § 250302
Change AN FAIR -265% A51% /I 3 4.52% TR LFE )

1508  Current $ 17881 Y AT % 123580 % 135880 & 151044 & 158332 & 1.704.4% 100844 § 2488 A4

[ 1458 [ 95112 $ n2026B S 14323 3 1S12TZ B LYROTE % \THNZ 2072 8 e
Change A AN A A% 2E% -£.4% 0.18% Ad5% A4.34% TADN 1238%,

1880 Cutrend 3 23578 ] 120056 § fARISE % 150680 & 173024 % 188012 & 1.800.24 212424 % 251224
Proposed 3 23002 5 147136 % TAILEE ¥ LA 173208 § 184008 % 1,086 88 22060 8% Z788.98
Changa 24T 247 ABA% 201% 0.48% 7% Fhe% Ga% 101

3000 Cormn $ /M s 108038 ¥ 194148 & 207540 % 229604 & 235887 % 241004 28404 % 236204
Proposed 5 34701 $ 1683852 % 2o A X 220052 § 240831 % 248482 Iramee s 335692
Grange 245%) 24% 280% =21 £.68% 158% 2.28% 4.00% s8]

Schedule TMR-12





