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Introduction

Q. Please state your name, position and business address.

A.

Q*

A.

My name is Charles W. King. I am President of the economic consulting firm of Snavely

King Majoros OConnor & Lee, Inc. (“Snavely King”). My business address is 1220 L

Street, N.W., Suite 410, Washington, D.C. 20005.

Please describe Snavely King.

Snavely King, formerly Snavely, King & Associates, Inc., was founded in 1970 to conduct

research on a consulting basis into the rates, revenues, costs and economic performance of

regulated firms and industries. The firm has a professional staff of 12 economists,

accountants, engineers and cost analysts. Most of its work involves the development,

preparation and presentation of expert witness testimony before federal and state regulatory

agencies. Over the course of its 30-year history, members of the firm have participated in

over 500 proceedings before almost all of the state commissions and all Federal commissions

that regulate utilities or transportation industries.

Q*

A.

Q*

,4.

Have you prepared a summary of your qualifications and experience?

Yes. Attachment 1 is a summary of my qualifications and experience.

Have you previously submitted testimony iu regulatory proceedings?

Yes. Attachment 2 is a tabulation of my appearances as an expert witness before state

and federal regulatory agencies.
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For whom are you appearing in this proceeding?

I am appearing on behalf of the Attorney General of the State of Michigan.

What is the objective of your testimony?

The objective of my testimony is to review and evaluate the evidence presented by

Consumers Energy Company (“CECo”) relating to the findings under Section 1Oi of 1939

PA 3, as added by 2000 PA No. 142, that the Commission must make in order to issue a

financing order authorizing securitization bonds.

What must the Commission fmd in order to issue a fmancing order?

Section 1Oi requires the Commission to make the following findings before it can issue a

financing order that would allow the Company to recover qualified costs through

securitization bonds:

. Under Section lOi( the Commission must find that the net present value of the

revenues to be collected under the financing order is less than the amount that would

be recovered over the remaining life of the qualified costs using conventional

financing methods.

. Under Section lOi(2)(a), the Commission must find that the proceeds of the

securitization bonds are used solely for the purposes of the refinancing or retirement

of debt or equity.

. Under Section lOi(2)(b), the Commission must find that securitization provides

tangible and quantifiable benefits to customers of the electric utility.
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. Under section lOi(2)(c), the Commission must find that the expected restructuring

and expected pricing of the securitization bonds will result in the lowest

securitization charges consistent with market conditions and the terms of the

financing order, and

. Under Section 1 Oi(2)(d), that the amount securitized does not exceed the net present

value of the revenue requirement over the life of the proposed securitization bonds

associated with the qualified costs sought to be securitized

Q- Does CECo claim to have passed all of these tests?

A. Yes, Mr. Francis Ernst claims that he has demonstrated that CECo passes each test.

Section lOi Cash Flow Test

Q* How does CECo support its claim to pass the Section lOi( test that the net present

value of the revenues to be collected under the fmancing order is less than the amount

that would be recovered over the remaining life of the qualified costs using

conventional fmancing methods?

A. On page 1 of his Exhibit (FAE-3), Mr. Ernst compares the revenue requirements of the

“qualifying costs” with and withoutsecuritization. Specifically, he says that if there is no

financing order and prior Commission stranded costs orders are allowed to continue, the

present value of the revenue requirements would be $619.7 million. By contrast, he says

securitization would generate a net present value of future revenues of only $538.6 million,

for a savings of $8 1.2 million. For purposes of my analysis, I am assuming that the costs

identified by Mr. Ernst are qualifying costs even though the Attorney General does not

concede that question for purposes of the ultimate decision in this case.
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Is this a correct comparison?

No. Mr. Ernst ignores the fact that during the coming three years, and for some customers

during the coming five years, there is no difference in the revenues that will be collected

under “conventional financing methods” and under securitization. That is because Section

1 Od of 1939 P A 3, as added by 2000 PA 14 1, freezes rates at their present levels for three

more years and then caps them for two additional years for residential customers, one more

year for small commercial customers. As demonstrated in Mr. Ernst’s Exhibit (FAE-8), the

effect of securitization is not to reduce cash flows, but simply to divert some of them to the

Special Purpose Entity (“SPE”) that pays the bonds interest and principal recovery. The

current cash flows continue for the duration of the rate freeze and likely for the rate cap

periods as well. Those current cash flows recover both the securitization costs and any

increment in revenue requirement over securitization costs represented by conventional

financing costs.

Can you demonstrate the effect of the incorporation of conventional cash flows into

existing rates?

Yes. Exhibit I-D u r i n g  t h e  r a t e(CWK-1) shows the effect of the rate freeze and caps.

freeze years, all customers pay a revenue requirement corresponding to that already

prescribed by the Commission. This condition continues for the additional years of the rate

caps on residential and small commercial customers. The exhibit reflects a very favorable

assumption to CECo that rates are readjusted immediately to recognize the lower costs of

securitization as soon as the freeze or caps expire. I have thus assumed that cash flow during

the remaining years beyond the expiration of the freeze and caps corresponds to revenue

requirement of the securitization bonds.

Exhibit I- (CWK-1) demonstrates that the present value of the cash flow to the

Company is $6 19.8 without securitization and $709.6 million with securitization.
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Does the five percent rate reduction to residential customers prescribed by Section 1Od of

1939 PA 3, as added by Act No. 142, affect amount of stranded cost recovered by CECo

under securitization and under conventional financing?

No. Whatever the level of stranded cost recovery in the present rates, it will still be the same

during the rate freeze and rate cap years whether there is securitization or not. The only

condition under which the five percent residential rate reduction might influence the result

shown on Exhibit I-(CWK-1) would be if the Commission were to find that the

reduction deprived the Company of the opportunity to recover its net stranded costs.Such a

finding might increase the transition cost recovery during the years following the expiration

of the rate freeze and rate cap.

How likely is it that the Commission will fmd that the residential rate reduction

justifies an increase in transition cost recovery?

Very unlikely. Since the Company reports that it earned 18.89 percent on equity from its

electric service in 1998 and 17.2 1 percent in 1999,’ the Commission might well find that the

Company is able to recover its stranded costs even with a five percent rate reduction to

residential customers. However, a more likely finding is that the m stranded cost recovery

justifies a reduction in the revenue requirement from that shown in Mr. Ernst’s exhibits.

What is the relevance of net stranded costs?

Section 1 Oa requires the Commission to issue an order by January 1,2002 providing for the

full recovery of each utility’s net stranded costs, along with implementation costs. Unlike the

costs to be securitized, net stranded costs reflect the net difference between overvaluation of

assets that cannot be recovered under a condition of open market competition and the

‘Response to EM-CE-4.
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undervaluation of assets that increase in economic value as a result of competition. This

netting process is certain to reduce the revenue requirements of stranded costs from those

presented in Mr. Ernst’s exhibit.

What is the basis for your statement that the Commission’s fmding of net stranded

costs will reduce revenue requirements?

There is every reason to believe that CECo’s non-nuclear plants have gained value relative to

their net book value since the introduction of open market access. These “stranded gains” are

the flip side of stranded costs, and in the netting process they must be subtracted from the

stranded costs previously claimed by CECo.

What is the basis for your belief that CECo’s non-nuclear plants have gained value

from the introduction of open market competition for power?

The basis for this belief is the evidence of power plant sales by other utilities. Since the end

of 1995, and particularly since late 1997 when electric competition began to develop, there

have been 50 separate sales of generating assets by incumbent utilities to non-incumbent

entities, either non-utility power merchants or unregulated affiliates of non-local utilities.

These sales are listed in Exhibit I-T h e  e x h i b i t  r e v e a l s  t h a t  o v e r  2 4 3(CWK-2).

individual steam, hydraulic and peaker generating plants have been sold, representing 75,572

MW of capacity. The average sales price has been $384 per kW of capacity.

These sales prices have consistently exceeded the book value that has been used to establish

the respective utilities’ rate bases for purposes of setting regulated rates. For the 64,590

MW of sales for which I am able to estimate the book value, the average sales price was

$392 per kW, the average book value $204 per kW, for an average gain of $188 per kW - a

markup up of 92 percent over book value.
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Q* Assuming CECo’s non-nuclear plants display a similar gain in value, how would it

affect the calculation of the net present value of conventional fmancing?

A. If CECo’s non-nuclear plants experience a gain in value as a result of competition, then when

the Commission nets the stranded gains against the stranded costs, as the legislation requires,

it will reduce the revenue requirement associated with conventional accounting and financing

for stranded costs. To illustrate, the average year-end 1998 book value for CECo’s non-

nuclear generation assets is $167 per kW as shown on Exhibit I-I f  t h e  m a r k e t(CWK-3).

value of these assets even approaches that demonstrated by recent sales, then the true net

present value of conventional financing of m stranded costs will be much lower than that

shown in Mr. Ernst’s exhibits.

Q* What do you conclude with respect to the statutory test in section lOi(

A. I conclude that when the actual (as opposed to theoretical) cash flows are compared, the net

present value of the revenues that CECo will collect under a financing order will be greater

than the amount that it would recover under conventional financing. Therefore, CECo’s plan

fails the statutory test in Section 1 Oi( 1).

Section lOit2Ma) Use of Funds Test

Q* How does the Company purport to satisfy the Section lOi(2)(a) test that the proceeds from

the securitization bonds are to be used solely for purposes of refinancing or retiring debt or

equity?

A. CECo witness John Murphy testifies that the Company will use the proceeds to retire CECo

debt and repurchase equity.
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. Are these assertions adecmate to satisfv this test?

A. Mr. Murphy’s statements are the truth but not the whole truth. To the extent that CECo

retires debt, it does indeed conform to this test. The “retirement” of equity, however, is a

subterfuge that is inconsistent with the obvious intent of the legislation. CECo will not buy

back common stock from investors, rather it will flow equity investment back up to its parent

company, CMS Energy Corporation. Neither Mr. Murphy nor any other CECo witness has

expressed any commitment on the part of CMS Energy Corporation

CMS Energy does not retire any equity, then the intent of Section

satisfied.

to retire its equity. If

lOi(2)(a) will not be

Section lOit2M%1 RateDaver Benefits Test

Q* How does CECo purport to pass the test in Section 1 Oi(2)(b) that securitization must provide

tangible and quantifiable benefits to customers?

A. CECo witness Ernst claims that the Company’s securitization plan passes the Section

lOi(2)(b) customer benefit test because it reduces the weighted average cost of the

Company’s capital from 10.96 percent to 10.48 percent, resulting in a reduction in revenue

requirement of $18.24 million annually.

Although he does not characterize it as a test of Section lOi(2)(b), Mr. Ernst separately shows

the difference in the levelized annualized cost of recovering the stranded costs through

conventional revenue requirements and through securitization payments. He claims to

demonstrate that the annual “saving” is $58.7 million.
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Is the reduction in return a benefit to customers from securitization?

No. Mr. Ernst’s workpapers reveal his alleged savings result from reducing the equity

percentage of CECo’s capital structure from 43.1 percent to 40 percent and increasing the

debt proportion from 56.9 percent to 60 percent.*He then applies the differential of 0.48

percent to a May 3 1,2000, rate base of $3.82 billion to derive the presumed annual savings

of $18.24 million.

While this realignment of the debt/equity mix might yield a lower-cost capital structure, it is

not contingent on securitization. CECo could achieve the identical savings at any time

simply by selling more debt and buying back some of its equity.Therefore, even accepting

the propriety of the $18.24 million savings, it is not a benefit of securitization.

Is Mr. Ernst’s estimate of $18.24 in annual savings from lower capital costs correct?

No. Mr. Ernst’s estimate of $18.24 million is an overstatement of the savings ratepayers

might realize from a lower-cost capital structure. That is because it is computed against the

total rate base, inclusive of production plant.By the year 2003, retail open access will have

been implemented, and the market will set generation rates, not rate base/rate-of-return

regulation. The only savings ratepayers could possibly realize from a lower capital cost

would be that relating to transmission, distribution and general plant.

Would the corrected figure, one that reflected only the portion of rate base that will be

subject to future regulation, justify a fmding that there are net benefits to ratepayers?

No. First of all, a lower cost of capital does not automatically translate into reductions in

rates paid by CECo’s customers. In fact, CECo earns returns that do not conform to its cost

‘Workpaper FAE-4.
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of capital. Specifically, the authorized return to CECo’s equity is 12.25 percent,3 yet the

Company reports that it earned a 18.89 percent return to equity from its electric service in

1998 and 17.21 percent in 1999.4

This disparity between the required return and the return generated by rates will become

embedded by force of law during the next three years. Until 2004, CECo’s rates are frozen,

and no savings whatever can be passed through to ratepayers. Subsequently, rates will be

capped until 2005 for small commercial customers and until 2006 for residential customers.

During these rate cap periods, it is unlikely that there would be any cost-based rate

adjustments.

Finally, even if there were eventual savings in capital costs that could be ascribed to

securitization and properly quantified, they would not begin to offset the very tangible and

quantifiable added burdens securitization will impose on CECo’s customers, as I will discuss

shortly.

Does Mr. Ernst’s Exhibit (FAE-4) comparing levelized capital recoveries just-i@ a

fmding of customer benefit?

No. First, Mr. Ernst’s higher levelized annual cost of the revenue requirement pursuant to

prior Commission orders would apply for seven years, while his levehzed securitization

payments extend for 14 years. Simply multiplying the two numbers by their respective

durations reveals that customers would pay $941,675 over the life of the conventional

financing described by Mr. Ernst compared with $1,06 1,480 under securitization.

‘Final Order, Case No. U-10685, February 5, 1996

‘Response to EM-CE-4.

‘a Act No.141, §lOd(l).
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Second, and more important, this exhibit, like all of Mr. Ernst’s other exhibits, ignores the

effect of the rate freeze and rate caps. Because of these rate constraints, securitization creates

a significantly larger financial burden on CECo’s customers.

What is the basis for your statement that the rate constraints cause securitization to create a

significantly larger burden on CECo’s customers?

CECo’s securitization plan imposes burdens upon customers by deferring substantially more

of the recovery of the Company’s stranded costs into periods beyond the rate freeze and rate

caps imposed in Section 1 Od. That section freezes all rates at their May 1,200O level until

December 3 1,2003. It then forbids the Company from raising residential rates until January

1,2006 and rates for small commercial customers under 15 kW of demand until January 1,

2005. During these rate freeze and cap periods, the securitization charges will be subtracted

from the existing energy charges so that the net rate effect of securitization on ratepayers is

zero.

Since securitization is independent of the rate freeze and rate caps, the same netting against

existing rates would apply even if there were no securitization. Under that scenario, the

stranded costs would be recovered in base rates charged to bundled service customers or

through transition charges to retail open access customers in accordance with earlier

Commission orders. Because of the rate freeze and caps, however, there will be no effect on

the rates actually paid by ratepayers.

Once the rate freeze and rate caps expire, then rates will presumably reflect the underlying

costs, plus any Commission-prescribed “nonbypassable” surcharges. Unbundled generation

rates (and the generation component of bundled rates) will gravitate to the market price of

power in Michigan. Transmission and distribution rates will continue to be set by

Commission or FERC regulation based on cost. Stranded costs recovery charges, be they
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transition charges already prescribed by the Commission or securitization charges resulting

from a financing order, will be added to these market and cost-based rates.

The difference between the conventional financing and the securitization plans lies in the

duration of the stranded cost recovery charges. The Company’s proposed securitization

recovery extends for 14 years, while the transition charges adopted by the Commission

terminate afier seven years. The effect of this difference is that securitization will push more

of the recovery of stranded costs out beyond the rate cap periods.Even on a present value

basis, this effect increases the financial burdens borne by CECo’s customers.

Have you quantified the effect of this deferral of stranded cost recovery?

Yes. These effects are demonstrated in Exhibit I-T h e  c o s t  d a t a  i n  c o l u m n s  B(CWK-4).

and C are drawn from the Mr. Ernst’s exhibits, as is the present value factor of 10.63 percent.

During the rate cap periods, the effect of securitization on ratepayers is zero; they pay the

same rates regardless of whether or not CECo securitizes its stranded costs. After the lifting

of the rate caps, the Company would be able to impose the transition charges or the

securitization charges in addition to whatever cost-based rates it may be permitted to charge

for transmission and distribution. At that time, the difference between the transition charges

without securitization and the securitization charges with it becomes very relevant.

Immediately following the termination of the rate freeze and rate caps, the transition charges

are higher, reflecting the more rapid recovery of stranded costs as well as the higher

financing costs. However, the transition charges terminate at the end of 2007, but the

securitization charges continue until 2014. As Exhibit I-(CWK-4) demonstrates, this

ultimately results in greater cumulative ratepayer costs.
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The final columns of Exhibit I-(CWK-4) reveal that even on a present value basis, all

classes of ratepayers incur greater cost under securitization than under the Commission’s

transition charge plan. Assuming that the rate caps last for the minimum periods prescribed

in Act No. 141, the cumulative present value of these added ratepayer burdens is $96.2

million, as shown in the bottom right of Exhibit I-( C W K - 4 ) .

Could the customer burden from securitization be more than $96.2 million?

Yes. Section 10d(2) releases the Company from its rate caps only on the condition that it

passes the market power tests in Section 1Of and that it has completed the transmission

expansion required under Section 1 Ov. If the Company fails either of these requirements, the

rate caps continue, customers avoid more of the high transition charges, and the relative

burden of the securitization charges in the out-years beyond 2007 increases. Indeed, if the

Company fails either the Section 1Of or 1 Ov tests until 2008, ratepayers under the no-

securitization scenario will not pay any incremental transition charges. Under securitization,

they would have seven more years to pay securitization charges.

What is your conclusion with respect to the customer benefits test under Section

lOi(2)(b)?

I conclude that securitization yields no customer benefits whatever. Instead, it produces

added burdens on customers of at least $96.2 million in year 2000 net present value. CECo’s

plan fails this test.
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Section lOi(2Mc) Lowest Securitization Charpe Test

Q*

A.

Will you address the test under Section lOi(2)(c), that the expected restructuring and

expected pricing of the securitization bonds will result in the lowest securitization

charges?

No. I will not. This is largely a subjective test requiring comparisons ofnumerous alternative

financing scenarios. I do not have sufficient time to make such comparisons.

Section lOi(2Md) Securitized Amount Test

Q*

A.

Q*

A.

Does CECo pass the test required by Section lOi(2)(d) of Act No. 142?

No. It does not.

How does CECo support its claim to pass the test of Section lOi(2)(d), that the amount

securitized does not exceed the net present value of the revenue requirement of the

qualified costs over the life of the proposed securitization bonds?

In his Exhibit (FAE-3), Mr. Ernst compares the amount of the securitized bonds to the net

present value of the 14-year revenue requirements of the qualified costs that CECo seeks to

securitize discounted at 7.73 percent and at 10.34 percent. He finds that both discounted

numbers are larger than the amount of the securitized bond issue. Specifically, M?. Ernst

calculates the discounted present value of the revenue requirements at 7.73 percent to be

$639.5 million and at 10.34 percent to be $577.4 million, both of which are larger than the

proposed securitized bond issue of $472.5 million.
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Has Mr. Ernst demonstrated that CECo passes the Section lOi(2)(d) test?

No. First, there is no justification for Mr. Ernst’s use of reduced discount rates. The time

value of money to CECo is always its composite capital cost. More important, however, is

the fact that the calculation understates the amount actually being recovered via securitization

charges. As Mr. Peloquin points out in accompanying testimony on behalf of the Attorney

General, the actual amount of qualifying cost is $727 million - assuming CECo’s claims are

valid. Under the Company’s plan, this amount will be recovered through a combination of

securitization charges and tax charges, even though the ratepayers have already paid $254.5

million in deferred income taxes.

Does CECo pass the test required by Section lOi(2)(d) of Act No. 142?

No. It does not.

Conclusion

Q- What do you conclude from the analyses you have presented in your testimony?

A. I conclude that CECo fails three of the five tests it must pass for the Commission to issue a

financing order allowing CECo to securitize $472.5 million in bonds. Those are the tests

required under Sections 1 Oi( 1), 1 Oi(2)(b) and 1 Oi(2)(d). In addition, CECo fails the spirit, if

not the letter of the test in Section 1 Oi(2)(a).

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

A. Yes. It does.
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Principal Consultant (1966-1968)

Mr. King conducted research on a broad range of
economic topics, including transportation, regional
economic development, communications, and physical
distribution.

W.B. Saunders & Company, Inc.,
Washington, DC

Staff Economist (1962-1966)

For this economic consulting firm, which later merged
with EBS Management Consultants, Inc., Mr. King
engaged in numerous research efforts relating primarily
to economic development and transportation.

U.S. Bureau of the Budget, Office of
Statistical Standards

Analytical Statistician (1961-1962)

Mr. King was responsible for the review of all
federal statistical and data-gathering programs
relating to transportation.

Education

Washington & Lee University, B.A. in Economics

The George Washington University, M.A. in
Government Economic Policy
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Electric, Gas, Water Utility Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examinetion

Case Number utility

AK Exxon USA P-89-1,2 Trans Alaska Pipeline System Cctober 18,199O

AZ Arizona Corporation Commission
Arizona Retailers Association

u-1345-1
u-1345-11

Arizona Public Service Co.
Arizona Public Service Co.

December 16, 1980
January 151981

CA

California Retailers Association
California Retailers Association
California Retailers Association
California Retailers & California Manufacturers
California Retailers Association

57666 Pacific Gas & Electric Co.
57602 Southern California Edison
59351 Pacific Gas & Electric Co.
59351 Southern California Edison
61138 Southern California Edison

March 6, 1978
April 25, 1978
June 12,198l
May 20,1982
May 28,1982

U. S. Department of Defense l&S 1100 Colorado Springs (Elec) June 14,1977
J.C. Penny Company 5693 All Electric Utilities March 8, 1978
U.S. Department of Defense l&S 1339 Colorado Springs DPU (Gas) October 18,1979

c o U. S. Department of Defense l&S 1540 Colorado Springs DPU (Gas) February 9,1982
U.S. Department of Defense C. Council Colorado Springs DPU (Gas) September 30, 1984
U.S. Department of Defense C. Council Colorado Springs DPU (Elec) June 6,1985
U.S. Department of Defense C. Council Colorado Springs DPU (Elec) May 19,1986
U.S. Department of Defense C. Council Colorado Springs DPU (Elec) June 30,1987

CT

Retailers Merchants Association
Division of Consumer Counsel
Public Utilities Control Auto
Division of Consumer Counsel
Division of Consumer Counsel
Division of Consumer Counsel
Division of Consumer Counsel
Coalition of Hotels, Alloys & Retailers
Coalition of Hotels, Alloys & Retailers

72-0204 Various Electric Utilities
760604,5 CL&P and HELCO
78-0303 Bridgeport Hydraulic Co.

80~0403,4 CL&P and HELCO
81-0413 United Illuminating Company

81~0602,4 CL&P and HELCO
82-0701 CL&P
85-10-22 CL&P
87-07-01 CL&P

July 22, 1976
November 10, 1977
(none)
August 11,198O
July 20, 1981
October 5, 1981
September 28, 1982
(none)
April 25, 1988
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Electric, Gas, Water Utility Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utlilty

DC

D.C. People’s Counsel
DC. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
Washington Metro Area Transit Authority
Washington Metro Area Transit Authority
D.C. People’s Counsel
Washington Metro Area Transit Authority
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
DC. People’s Counsel
DC. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
DC. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel
D.C. People’s Counsel

666 Potomac Electtic Power Company
715 Potomac Electric Power Company
725 Potomac Electric Power Company
737 Potomac Electric Power Company
746 Potomac Electric Power Company
756 Potomac Electric Power Company
785 Potomac Electric Power Company
759 Potomac Electric Power Company

665 Remand Potomac Electric Power Company
Q05 Potomac Electric Power Company
912 Potomac Electric Power Company

634, Ill Potomac Electric Power Company
917 Potomac Electric Power Company
922 Washington Gas Light Company
929 Potomac Electric Power Company
934 Washington Gas Light Company
939 Potomac Electric Power Company
917 Potomac Electric Power Company
951 Potomac Electric Power Company
945 Potomac Electric Power Company

March 6,1976
(none)
April 4, 1980
Januaty 1,196l
June 26,196l
December 15, lQ61
September 21,l Q62
March 291964
June lo,1965
August 20, IQQI
May 7# 1992
May 22,l Q92
September 24,l QQ2
June 15,1993
December 16,1993
Filed April 22, 1 QQ4
March 16, 1995
April 16,19Q5
Februaty 20,1957
September 29,1999

DE DPSC Staff
DPSC Staff

94-164 Artesian Water Company
94-149 Wilmington St&urban Water Company

(none)
March IO, lQQ5

FL

Florida Retail Federation
Florida Retail Federation
Florida Retail Federation
Florida Retail Federation
Florida Retail Federation
Florida Retail Federation
Florida Retail Federation

790593-EU
610002-EU
620097-EU
620097-EU
630012-EU
630465-El
830465-El

All Electric Utilities
Florida Power and Light Company
Florida Power and Light Company
Florida Power and Light Company
Tampa Electric Company
Florida Power and Light Company
Tampa Electric Company

March 5, IQ81
July 23, 1981
September 22,l Q82
April II, 1983
August 19.1983
April 19,1964
(none)

GA

Georgia Retail Federation
Georgia Public Service Commission
Georgia Public Service Commission
Georgia Public Service Commission
Georgia Public Service Commission
Georgia Public Service Commission

3270-U
4007-u
4364-u
4755-u
4697-U
9355-u

Georgia Power Company
Georgia Power Company
All Electric Utilities
Georgia Power Company
All Utilities
Georgia Power Company

September 3, 1981
August 21, 1991
August I, 3993
January 25,1994
May 10, lQQ4
November 4, 1 QQ8

HI Public Utilities Department
Hawaii Consumer Advocate

2793 All Electric Utilities
4536 Hawaiian Electric Company

February 14, 1978
February 1, 1983

Page 2 of 13
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Electric, Gas, Water Utility Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utility

IL

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/
Chicago Bldg. Mgrs. Association

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/
Chicago Bldg. Mgrs. Association

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/
Chicago Bldg. Mgrs. Association

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/
Chicago Bldg. Mgrs. Association

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/
Chicago Bldg. Mgrs. Association

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/
Chicago Bldg. Mgrs. Association

Illinois Retail Merchants Association/

76-0698 Commonwealth Edison

76-0566 All Eletric Utilities

80-0546 Commonwealth Edison

82-0026 Commonwealth Edison

83-0537 Commonwealth Edison

87-0427 Commonwealth Edison

90-0169 Commonwealth Edison

June 22,1977

(none)

March 5, 1981

July 22, 1982

March 19, 1984

March/April 22, 1988

October 29,199O

IN

KS

KY

Indiana Retail Council
Indiana Retail Council
Indiana Retail Council

J.C. Penny Company

Seven Kentucky Retailers

3578OS2
35780-Sl

36318

115,379-u

7310

N. ind. Public Service co.
Public Service of Indiana
Public Service of Indiana

All Kansas Utilities

Louisville Gas & Electric Co.

June 1,198O
October 15,198O
May 4,1982

January 22,198l

April 25, 1979

MA

Coalition of Municipalities
Coalition of Municipalities
Coalition of Municipalities
Coalition of Municipalities
Coalition of Municipalities

20279 Western Massachusetts Electric
5571556 Western Massachusetts Electric

957 Western Massachusetts Electric
1300 Western Massachusetts Electric

85-270 Western Massachusetts Electric

March 19, 1960
May 14,198l
March 9, 1982
January 1, 1963
March 26, 1986

MD
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel

6977 Washington Gas & Light Company
6814 Potomac Electric Power Company
6807 All Electric Utilities

September 17, 1976

September 1, 1977
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Electric, Gas, Water Utility Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utwty

MD

Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Retail Merchants of Baltimore
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Organization of Consumer Justice
Maryland People’s Counsel
Maryland People’s Counsel
Retail Merchants of Baltimore
Genstar Stone Products, et al.
Industrial lntervenors
Maryland People’s Counsel

6882 Baltimore Gas 8 Electric Company
6985 Baltimore Gas 8 Electric Company
7070 Baltimore Gas 8 Electric Company
7149 Potomac Electric Power Company
7163 All Electric Utilities
7236 Delmarva Power & Light Company
7397 Baltimore Gas & Electric Company
7427 Delmawa Power 8 Light Company
7574 Baltimore Gas 8 Electric Company
7597 Potomac Electric Power Company
7604 Potomac Electric Power Company
7588 Baltimore Gas 8 Electric Company
7663 Potomac Electric Power Company
7685 Baltimore Gas 8 Electric Company
7878 Potomac Electric Power Company
7878 Potomac Electric Power Company
7983 Baltimore Gas & Electric Company

(none)
September 28, 1976
December 20,1976
April 18, 1978
January 17,1979
October 23, 1978
June 20,198O
September 8, 1980
December 2,198l
Februav 18,1982
April 20, 1982
October 19, 1982
November 22,1982
April 12, 1983
December 9,1985
June 28lJuly 1986
March 4, 1987

Ml

MN

MO

NC

NH

General Services Administration
Michigan Attorney General

Minnesota Retail Federation

Missouri Retailers Association

North Carolina Merchants Association

Business & Industry Association of N.H.
Business 8 Industry Association of N.H.
Business & Industry Association of N.H.

U-l0102
U-l 1772

EOO2/6Ft-77-611

EO-78-161

E-l 00

79-187-11
80-260
82-333

Detroit Edison Company March 22, 1993
Consumers Energy/Detroit Edison November 16,1998

Northern States Power 1979

Kansas City Power 8 Light Company February 19, 1981

All Electric Utilities December 18,1975

Public Service of N.H. February 6,198l
Public Service of N.H. February 5, 1981
Public Service of N.H. November 2,1983
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Electric, Gas, Water Utility Cases

State Case Date of Cross-Examination
Client

Case Number Utlilty

Dept. of Public Advocate 761-6 Public Service Electric & Gas January la,1977
Dept. of Public Advocate 7911-951 Atlantic City Electric Co. April 21, 1980
N.J. Retail Merchants Association 803-151 All New Jersey Utilities March 31, 1981

NJ Department of Public Advocate 815-459 N.J. Natural Gas Company (none)
Resorts International Hotel, Inc. 8011-827 Atlantic City Sewerage Co. (none)
Dept. of Public Advocate 822-116 Atlantic City Electric Co. August ll,i982
Dept. of Public Advocate 355-87 Elizabethtown Gas June 9,1987
Dover Township Fire Chiefs 88-080967 Tom’s River Water Company February 22,1989

N.Y. Council of Retail Merchants 26806 All Electric Utilities February 3,1976
NY Metropolitan N.Y. Retail Council 27029 Consolidated Edison Company (none)

Metropolitan N.Y. Retail Council 27136 Long Island Lighting Company July 1, 1977
N.Y. Metro. Transit Authority 27353 Consolidated Edison Company September 5, 1980

OH Ohio Council of Retail Association 88-170-EL Cleveland Elec. Illuminating (none)
Ohio Council of Retail Association 83-1529-EL Cincinnati Gas & Electric February 151992

Pennsylvania Retail Association 76-PRMD-7 All Electric Utilities September 7,1977
Southeastern Pa. Transp. Authority R-811626 Philadelphia Electric Company December 11, 1981

PA Eastern Penn Energy Users Group R-822169 Penn. Power & Light Company March/April 1983
Eastern Penn Energy Association R-842651 Penn. Power 8 Light Company December 3,1984
Penn Business Utility User Group R-850152 Philadelphia Electric Company February 19,1986

Houston Retailers Association 5779 Houston Lighting Company October 19, 1984
TX Houston Retailers Association 6765 Houston Lighting Company September 25, 1986

Cities for Fair Utility Rates 842518431 Houston Lighting Company April 25, 1989
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Electric, Gas, Water Utiihy Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

VA

WI

Consumer Congress of Virginia
Consumer Congress of Virginia
Va. Business Committee on Energy
Virginia Pipe Trades Council

Wisconsin Merchants Federation

Case Number

19426
19960

PUE 7900012
PUE 8900051

6630-ER-2

utwy

Virginia Electric Power Company July 1, 1975
Virginia Electric Power Company September 19, 1978
Virginia Electric Power Company February 251981
Old Dominion Electric Corp. 8 October 31,1989

Wisconsin Electric Power Company May 151978
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Telecommunications Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utliky

AL U.S. Department of Defense 24472 All Telephone Companies June 14,1995

AZ
Arizona Burglar & Fire Alarm Association

Federal Executive Agencies

9981 -E-
1051-80-64

E-1051-88-148

Mountain State Telephone

Mountain State Telephone

(none)

(none)

CA

Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association

Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association

Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
Western Burglar & Fire Alarm Association
California Cellular Resellers
Federal Executive Agencies
California Cellular Resellers
Cellular Services, Inc.
Federal Executive Agencies

59849
5984cont.
A83-01-22
A83-02-02
A82- 11-07

A85-01-034

A87-01-02
A88-07-17019
A.88-11-1040
1.87-11-033
1.88-11-040
1.88-11-040
A92-05-004

Pacific Telephone 8 Telegraph
Pacific Telephone & Telegraph
Pacific Telephone & Telegraph
General Telephone of California
Pacific Telephone & Telegraph

Pacific Telephone & Telegraph

General Telephone of California
Pac. Bell Tel. & GTE of CA.
All Cellular Carriers
All Telephone Companies
All Cellular Carriers
All Cellular Carriers
Pacific Telephone & Telegraph

March 25, 1981
June 23,1982
June 29,1983
January 17,1984
Jan. 18, Oct. 31
November 28, 1984
June 4,1985
October 2,1986
October 22,1987
January 23,1989
August 11,1989
March 6-7, 1991
August 19,199l
October 3, 1991
June 9,1993

c o

U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
Colorado Municipal League
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
AT&T

i&S 717
l&S 1700

APPL
i&S 1766

Appi 36883
i&S 89 l -082T

905-544T
9OA-665T
92M-039T
92S-229T
9OA-665T
96S331 T

Mountain Bell Telephone Company 1972
Mountain Bell Telephone Company (none)
Mountain Bell Telephone Company September 18, 1986
Mountain Bell Telephone Company November 28,1988
Mountain Bell Telephone Company December 13,1988
U.S. West Communications February 21, 1990
U.S. West Communications July 17, 1991
U.S. West Communications October 23, 1991
U.S. West Communications Februav 24-24, 1992
U.S. West Communications July 30-31, 1992
U.S. West Communications November 6,1996
U.S. West Communications April 17, 1997
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Telecommunications Cases

State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utwy

CT
Connecticut Consumer Counsel
CT Cellular Resellers Assn.
CT Cellular Resellers Coalition
AT&T

770526 Southern New England Telephone Co. November lo,1977
89-12-05 Southern New England Telephone Co. (none)
94-03-27 Springwich Cellular/Bell Atlantic May 16, June, 1994

AT&T/SNET Arbitration Southern New England Telephone Co. Filed October 28, 1996

DC. People’s Counsel 729 Chesapeake & Potomac Tel. Co. May 13,198O
DC. People’s Counsel 798 Chesapeake 8 Potomac Tel. Co. July 18, 1983

DC General Services Administration 827 Chesapeake & Potomac Tel. Co. May 7,1985
General Services Administration 854 Chesapeake & Potomac Tel. Co. April 16, 1987
General Services Administration 850 Chesapeake & Potomac Tel. Co. October 7, 1991
General Servbes Administration 926 Chesapeake & Potomac Tel. Co. October 7,1993

DE
Public Service Commission
Federal Executive Agencies
Public Service Commission

DeprRepre
86-20

Depr.Repre

Diamond State Telephone Co.
Diamond State Telephone Co.
Diamond State Telephone Co.

April 1, 1985
July 31,1987
March 8, 1988

FL

GTE Sprint Communications Company
Office of Public Counsel
Federal Executive Agencies
Federal Executive Agencies
Federal Executive Agencies

720536-TP
DeprRepre
880069-TL
880069-TL
880069-TL

All Telephone Companies
Southern Bell
Southern Bell
Southern Bell
Southern Bell

September 12,1983
July 30, 1986
July 21,1988
November 30,199O
February 11,1992

GA
Georgia Attorney General
Federal Executive Agencies
Federal Executive Agencies
Georgia Public Service Commission

3893-0
3905-u
3987~U
4018~U

Southern Bell Telephone Co.
Southern Bell Telephone Co.
Southern Bell Telephone Co.
Southern Bell Telephone Co.

January 8,199O
June 12,199O
February 13,1992
Jan 14, Feb lo,1993

HI

Hawaii Public Utility Commission
Four Hawaii Counties
Department of Defense
Department of Defense
Department of Defense
Department of Defense

1871 Hawaiian Telephone Company July 8, 1971
4588 Hawaiian Telephone Company December 15,1983
7579 Hawaiian Telephone Company April 26, 1994

94-0093 Oceanic Communications March 13,1995
7702 All Communications Carriers June 2,1995

94-0298 GTE Hawaiian Telephone Company May 7,1996
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Telecommunications Cases

Stste
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utlilty

ID U.S. Department of Energy U-l 000-63 Mountain Bell Telephone Co. May 16,1983
U.S. Department of Energy u-i 000-70 Mountain Bell Telephone Co. March 6,1984

Illinois Aalarm Companies 79-0143 Illinois Bell Telephone September 26,1979
IL Attorney Generaal of Illinois al-0478 Illinois Bell Telephone December 28,198l

GTE Sprint Communications Co. 83-0142 All Telephone Companies August 4,1983
Federal Executive Agencies 89-0033 Illinois Bell Telephone June 12,1989

State Corporation Commission Depr. Repr. Southwestern Bell May 12-14,1986
KS Federal Executive Agencies 166.856-U Southwestern Bell November 7,1989

Federal Executive Agencies 190,492 All Telephone Companies Novemtnsr 4,1994

Maryland People’s Counsel 6813 C&P Telephone Company 1975
Maryland People’s Counsel 6881 C&P Telephone Company December 17,1975
Maryland People’s Counsel 7025 C&P Telephone Company March 15, 1975

MD Maryland People’s Counsel 7467 C&P Telephone Company Cctober 20,198l
Federal Executive Agencies 7851 C&P Telephone Company March 20, 1985
Federal Executive Agencies 8106 C&P Telephone Company May 9,1988
Federal Executive Agencies 8274 C&P Telephone Company August 2,199O

Ml Michigan Attorney General U-8911 Michigan Bell Telephone Co. November 7,1988
Michigan Attorney General u-9553 AT&T Communications/MCI December 4,199O

MN GTE Sprint Communications Co. 83-102-HC All Telephone Companies August 5,1983
U.S. Department of Defense 87-021 -BC Northwest Bell Telephone Co. (none)

GTE Sprint Communications Co_ TR83-253 Southwestern Bell Tel. Co. September 5,1983
MO Federal Executive Agencies TC-89-14 Southwestern Bell Tel. Co. (none)

Federal Executive Agencies TO-89-56 Southwestern Bell Tel. Co. November 7, 1990

MS Federal Executive Agencies u-5453 South Central Bell Tel. Co. May 15,199O
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State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number utlilty

NJ

NM

Department of Public Advocate
Department of Public Advocate
Department of Public Advccate
Department of Public Advocate
Department of Public Advocate

New Mexico Corporation Commission
New Mexico Corporation Commission

DeprRepr.
815-458

DeprRepr.
DeprRepr.

TO92030358

1032
86-151 -TC

N.J. Bell Telephone Company
N.J. Bell Telephone Company
N.J. Bell Telephone Company
N.J. Bell Telephone Company
N.J. Bell Telephone Company

Mountain Bell Telephone Co.
General Telephone of Southwest

Mar-79
October 15,198i
March 1,1982
February 1,1985
September 30,1992

November 14,1983
February 5,1987

NV Prime Cable of Las Vegas
Prime Cable of Las Vegas

95-803418035 Central Telephone - NV
969035 SprintKentel, Nevada Bell

Filed November 22,1995
June 2,1997

NY
Holmes Protection, inc.
Holmes Protection, Inc.
5 Alarm Companies
GTE Sprint Communications Co.

27350 New York Telephone Company
27469 New York Telephone Company
27710 New York Telephone Company
28425 All Telephone Companies

October 17, 1978
May 17,1979
July 24, 1980
July 8, 1983

PA
I
City of Philadelphia

SC

Office of Consumer Advocate
Office of Consumer Advocate
Office of Consumer Advocate
Office of Consumer Advocate
Off ice of Consumer Advocate

R-832316
I
Pennsylvania Bell Telephone

Depr.Repr.
86-5 11 -C
86-541 -C

DeprRepr.
89-180-C

Southern Bell
Southern Bell
General Telephone of South
Southern Bell
ALLTEL of South Carolina

ISeptember 20,1983

July 1, 1986
December 11,1986
April 8, 1987
July 10, 1989
September 26,1989

TX U.S. Department of Defense 858518218 Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. (none)

VA U.S. Dept. Of Defense, GSA, et 19696 C&P Telephone Company October 6, 1976
Federal Executive Agencies PUC 890014 All Telephone Companies February 13,1989
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State
Client

Case Date of Cross-Examination

Case Number Utiilty

VI V.I. Department of Commerce
V.I. Public Service Commission

205 Virgin islands Telephone Co.
341 Virgin Islands Telephone Co.

April 29,198O
March 20,199l

U.S. Department of Defense u-72-39 Pacific Northwest Bell 1973
U.S. Department of Defense U-87-798-T Pacific Northwest Bell December 20,1983
U.S. Department of Defense U-88-20524 Pacific Northwest Bell November 8,1988
U.S. Department of Defense U-89-2698-F US West Communications November 28,1989

WA WA Attorney Genera&RACER UT-940641 US West Communications Filed October 14, 1994
U.S. Department of Defense UT-941 464 US West Communications June 22,1995
U.S. Department of Defense US West Communications January 22,1996
WA Attorney General/TRACER UT-951 425 US West Communications Filed June 23, 1997
WA Attorney GeneranRACER UT-961 632 GTE Northwest, lnc July 29, 1997

WI GTE Sprint 6720-TR-38 All Telephone Companies October 20,1983
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Federal Communications Commission

client Docket Subject Date of Cross-Examination

Department of Defense 16020 Consat Rate of Return 1973
Airline Parties 16258 Bell System Rates July 22, 1968
Airiine Parties 18128 TELPAK 3/22,10/15 1971, Feb. 22, 1972
National Data Corporation 19989 WATS (none)
Press Wire Services 19919 Private Line Rates (none)
Aeronautical Radio 20814 Private Line Rates October 5,1978
Depatiment of Defense 20690 1,544 Mbps Service January 30,1979
State of Hawaii 21263 interstate Separation Februaty 7,1979
international Record Carriers CC78-97 Telex/lWX Rates March 6, 1980
IlT World Communicatiins cc%-633 Rate of Return (none)
Aeomauticai Radio CC78-72 Access Line Charges (none)
MCI CC84-800 Rate of Return (none)
lnd. Data Corn. Mfg. Assn. CC85-26 AT&T Accounting Plan (none)
Tymnet, inc. ENF84-22 Packet Switching Costs (none)
Adeiphia Jones intercable, et. al. Bell Atlantic Video Diaitone Filed 7129194
Adeiphia Jones intercable, et. al. Bell Atlantic Video Diaitone Filed 8l23l94
Adeiphia Jones Intercable, et. al. Bell Atlantic Video Diaitone Filed 2/21/95

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Fauquier League for Environment Protection 50-328
50-329

Va. Electric Power Co. 1976

Postsi Rate Commission

Association of Third Class Mail Users R71-1 Rates 1970
Dow Jones & Company R72-1 Rates 1972
Dow Jones & Company R74-1 Rates September 13,1974
Dow Jones & Company MC76-2 Rate Structure January 6,1979
Dow Jones & Company MC79-3 Rate Structure September 12,1979
Dow Jones & Company R80-1 Rates November 25,198O
Warshawsky & Company C82-1 Rate Structure (none)
Dow Jones & Company R84-1 Postal costs June 14,1984
Dow Jones & Company R87-1 Rate Structure Costs November 2,1987
Dow Jones & Company R90-1 Rate Structure Costs Sept 12,Oct lo,1990
Dow Jones & Company MC91 -1 Pre-barcoding Discounts November 19,199l
Dow Jones & Company MC91 -3 Pailetization Discounts March 2,1992
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National Retail Merchants Association

National Wireless Resellers Asscciation

U.S. Congress

Yz-jYz-

Electric Rate Reform Legislation

Federal Marltlme Commlsslon

Date of Cross-Examinatlon

1976, 1977 &1979

Xtober 12.1995

State of Hawaii
Foss Alaska Line
Palmetto Shipping and Stevadoring

I
71-16 Ocean Shipping Rates October-71
79-54 Barge Rate Increase Jul-79
8520 Vessel Charge Liability October 27, 1986

I

Western Coal Traffic League
Western Coal Traffic League
Western Coal Traffic League
Arkansas Power & Light Co.
Central Illinois Light Co.
Western Coal Traffic League

Thomas Cook, Inc.

InterMate Commerce Commlsslon

I
Ex Pane 349 R.R. Rate Increase
Ex Pane 357 R.R. Rate Increase

Ex Pane 375 (Subl) RR. Rate Increase
37276 Cost of Capital
37450 Cost of Capital

Ex Pane 347 Costing Methods

36595 Air Fare Deregulation

Copyright Royalty Tribunal

May-76
01%78
June 1, 1980
(none)
March 10, 1981
(none)

(none)

Public Broadcasting Service 88-2-86CD Television Valuation (none)

Federal Energy Regulatory Commlsslon

I Exxon USA I OR69-2-000 [Pipeline Quality Bank
I
Octobar 18,199O

Canadlan Transporl Commlsslon

Rail Costing Inquiry, 1967-1969
Telecommunications Costing Inquiry, 1972-1975
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Consumers Energy Company
Present Value of Cash Flows Assuming Stranded Cost Flecovety

Exhibit !-_.. __(CWK-1)
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sraylon Pdnt
Srayicn DIMI
Wyman #4 (9.27%)
G&&M

_- -_.
WGW iT Oil h Cd

IC ou
ST O,l
IC Oil

,467
11
57
24
9

469
12.4
566
14
34
41
26
11
16
9.9
140
140
6.5
5.7
6.1

IC 011
cc 011 &Gas

lC/Gl Ot t
HY PS water

tiY W&M

isi
31
2u
32
26
4
7

24
24
24
60
30
67
63
24
64
4,
66
66
65

S’lB6 PG&E CA Duke Ewgy $501xmo,axl s360,ooo.wo 2*c56I l/lwB7 Maa Landhlg
Mono Say
O&&i-Id ;65

ST Gas 37
ST O&G 3B
GT Oil 2,

11/24,B7 Atamk@-s
Atamttos GT
Hu”thgton Seech
Hu”ti”atca Seech GT

Southern Calilomta Ed!son CA $76l,gOO,COg $2266MJ000 IQW
133
670
136

16Q2

26
24
36
30
44

4 s237,cowol $133,2go,wo
Cod Water GT
Eltwanda
Ettanda GT
tAti&Y
Mandatav GT

Scuthem Catifcmta Edtson CA 146
560
911
t36
435
136
46

ST Gas
GT Ott&Gas
ST Gas
GT Gas
ST GES

ST Gas
GT/CC Ott 6 Gas

ST Ga8
GT Ga
ST Ge8
GT Oit 6 G=
GT Gas

35
20
31
30
3Q
26
24

5

AES

AES

AES

Houstm I-&.

Houstca INI.

Houstm IvJ.

ticustal lid.

Houstm lxi. 15w ST/CT Gas 27

6 530 CT/CC Gas 23

1020 ST Gas 36

6

Omond Seech*

2MQ6 Lmg Eteezh

2i596 El Segundo

9

1 0

t i/24/97 Highgnw#
San Semtiin

Sadhem Catttwnta Edtson

32696 Sailhem Catilomta Edtsw

Scuthwn Catt1cil-l~ Ed&n

Southern Catifomta Edtam

CA

CA

CA Tt,ermoEc,Mk 16Q ST Gas 44
130 ST Gas 40

11,2B/Q5 t,2 Fwt Mtin 1 1~31,36 DOE PA AYP Ca@l (AEP)

I/696 Mason
Wyman t.223
Vwm4
CF@3
All Hydm

1 ll2wB6 Cwlktll Mtne ME FP6L

276 ST Co@ 31

96 ST OiUBto 45
223 ST Oil 26
362 ST al 20
33 GT Oil 26

373 HY water 56

11 120 O!Q7 M~6.z
MVskc GT
N&v Bcsto”

Edgar
Framingham

Ui96 Saton Ed MA $776,CCO,OW .$45owlwl

west M-&my
L street

1065 ST OhG 3g
14.2 JE OII 29
717 ST Gas 32
26.4 JE 011 3g
42.6 JE Oil 29
135.2 JE 0116 Gas 26
16.6 JE Oil 32

12 3’2/96 Kincaw wtYQ6 Corn Ed ,L Domkvon $166,wo,al0 $166,WO,C00 IICQ ST Coal 3l

1.32 $155.3  $117.63

3.42 $166.4 $46.71

1.70 $96.9 $55.59

S26.7

$54.3 $164.91

$66.1 $64.6a

$56.3

$612 .3  Sl4l.m

$776.9  $2OB.Q2

1.33

4.33

3.70

1.73

l.Lw

$361.2 $220.46

$169.1 $16903

Snavdy King Majoros O~Gm~oe and Lee, Inc.



July 28 2gOO U.S. Electric Utility Non-nuclear Generating Asset Sales Exhibit I__ _ (CWK - 2)
Page 2 Uf 5

Sal+ Dale PlanI(S)
# Annciuxsd Nan+)

D8t0 Saner state Suyw Pwchase Price Fwcfted wok Sumnmr Typo FMI Aqg A@ PlkX/ Mada EoDk
CO”lplBt& So&Ran0 vakJ.3 V&J0

Prke ($!.I) value (S) capxily (MWJ 012B6 shw sikw

YZ7B6 cau 2 (5g%)

icea EddgepcrtHalbor
Srldgepxl Hubof JE
New Haven Harbor

ll/9ial senea

l l&l/98 Pornard
Pc+Uam.i GT
Seward
ShawllIe
ShawllIe IC
TklJS
Titus GT
WZ%lfl”
Waren CT
Piney
Yak Haven
slo&ufg
Ham&x
H”“temtw”
Mountain
OMl”a

G&mwgh
Conemaugh IC

Gblberl GT 1-6
GIltal GT 9
Sawwine

Fc&d Rlwr
Gka” Gardnef
Werner
Deep Creek

S’W96 Cm Ed-IN IL

Yl4iS3 NYSEG NY

GPUINYSEG

Eastern UUMy Ass
(k4p”~~P)

40699 U”itMl M”“ll”*tl”g

7/27/99 GW/Olhem

I lh?6’99 GPU
GFU
GPU
GFU
GW
GW
GPU
GPU
GPU
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW
GW/Othm
GPU/Othws
GW/Others
GW/OrnfJr8
GW
GW

GW0hers
GPU
GPU
GW
GW

4/19/99 PG 6E
PG &E
PG &E

WI/99 PG 6E CA CalpIne

PA

MA

CT

PA

PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
PA
NJ
NJ

NJ
NJ
NJ
NJ
NJ
NJ
MD

CA

Southern Co.

AES

Ed!son Missk.”

Southern Co.

Southern Ca.

Wiscmwin Enerw

First Energy Corp.

siule Energy

Southw” Energy

610 ST coal 40

675 ST Coal 14
306 ST Coal 39
126 ST Coal 57
161 ST Coal 47
95 ST coal 46
7, ST coal 50

1694 ST Coal 26

566 ST Oil 3Q
299 ST Oil6Gas 23
64 ST Oil 46
36 JE/lC 27

230

637
17

447

67

ST OllhGas

ST Oil&CORl
JE Oil
ST O&G

HY-PS Water

23

34
31
23

401 ST 0& 3a
169 GT Gas 2fJ
197 ST Coal 43
597 ST Coa! 41

6 IC Oil 35
243 ST Coal 46
31 CT Gas 2a
62 ST Ccal 49
57 CT Gas 26
27 HY Water 73
19 HY Water 93
19 CT 27
20 CT 27
60 CT 27
40 CT 26
2u CT 27
20 CT 26
40 CT 26
56 CT 26

260 ST Coal 26
2 IC Oil 29

293 ST Ca 3n
2 IC Oil 30

266 CC Gas 23
w GT 011 &Gas 29
160 GT Oil .& Gas 3
229 ST 0.4G 42
224 GT 06G 26
210 HY.PS Water 33
66 GT Gas 9
1w GT Gas 27
212 GT Gas 26
19 HY water 73

2,022 ST Gas
690 ST Gas
207 ST Gas
156 GT Gas

669 G S T  GeoUwmti

36
40
33
12

21

1.W

3.29

5.92

I .97

I.36

3.96

2.12

$104.9 $104.92

$667.1 $62O.D9

$955 .4  529D.a?

3462.3 391.42

$258.6 $131.93

$247 .0  $16165

$494.3 $124.14

$36606 $162.66

2.19 $261.34 $119.@g

M6.39

Snaveiy King Majoms O’Connor and Lee, hc.



July 29,2CUX U.S. Electric Utility Non-nuclear Generating Asset Sales Exhibil I___ (CWK - 2)
Page 3 Of 5

SE& D a m PlanI(S) Dam Seller
# Annmn-ced Name(s) CCMlQMMl

23 ,2,4,96 All H,.Z,c&ct,c 7lll99 Nmgara Mdmwk

Smm

NY

Buyer Putchase Pr& Fmpormd Sook Summer Tm Flld AqAg8 PrkeI hladmt Sook
Sook Ratio V&m Vllkm

Price (SM) value (S) capacity (Mwl @12l96 saw s&w
Orion Power Hdd@s S425sca~ $26O,@xJ,a!a 661 HY W&ml 62 1.70 $642.97 $376.21

24

25

26

27

937 ST O&G 44 3.60 $266.49 $75.92
297 GT O&G 29

76a ST Cod 45 0.96 $261.03 S272.C6
6al ST Coal 4,

s294aOO.ccO 1753 ST G&F06 34 2.io $275.37 $131.00
415 GT Gas 26

s24o,wO,om 642 ST Gas 33
614 GT Gas 26

113
16.6
3.5
1.5
3.7
3.6
3.2

5301.coO.am 1m
494
271

$49*cmO.Ocu 52
3.44
6.4
6.4
6.9

, ,675
1.95

s30500fmo 16U

660
1034
163
13.6
22.6
10.1
20.7
160
22.1
11.5
24.5
66.9
35
9

3.2

$1,805,120 16

606

$2,250,0@,,0@3

397
492

36
3a

4
10
12
17

2699

ST O&G
JE KBrCSaS
HY Wamr
HY WEmr
HY Wamr
HY Wamr
HY Wamr

ST Gm
GT Gil
GT GU

ST OH
HY wB.mr
HY Wamr
HY Wamr
HY Wamr
HY Wamr
HY wamr

ST CCd

ST COd
ST CMI
ST CCd
HY wamr
HY wamr
HY W&M
HY wamr
HY wamr
HY wamr
HY wamr
H” wamr
HY W&r
HY wamr
HY Waler
HY wamr

ST Oil

ST Oil 6 Gas

ST Oil &Gas
ST Cd&G_
GT Gas
GT Gas
HY wamr
HY Water
HY Waler
HY Water

ST 011 &Gas

l2ilYS6  Enckm
17CTs

1,29/99 A,t,“er Kill S,adm
Astoria GT

vw99 w. Sprklg6ekl Sk?.

Ganinem Falls
D@,ht
lrdma Orchad
Red Erldgn
Pldts Srldge

9n9i96 wyllall a4
M0dVXlV
Mliicfd
VWl&l
EllSWCdl
Howland

3’1/99SanDmgoG6E CA

6fll/99 Niagara Mtiawk NY

6!21/99 Con Ed NY

m99 C-XI Ed NY

7/2Z99 Western Mass. (NE UUlii) MA

DynegylNRG EnergY

NRG Energy (NSP)

NRG

Cc,, Ed E”ergy

2.10 $346.64 $164.64

4, $319.51
m
60
76
70
68
l!n

36 1.63 $236.50 $162.26
27
26

20 1.62 $1.072.74 $590.61

Con Ed NY ollcm power @GE)

Sangor HflreEmctrk ME PP&L GlcM
75
92
64
79
62
67

44 I .60327669 $343.75 $190.63

23
14
30
7,
40
67
6a
51

$699.65

Mc+~mup Elect.(Easmm UUI.)

lZCV99 Montana Power/Potiand

Gmmral’Pugel Sand Enerw

MA

MT

NRG Energy (NSP)

PP&L Global11/2@6 coMp I ,2 *
Cdstrip 3.4

Hauser L&a

Kerr Lake
Mrcoy
Mysnc Laka
RlIklbOW
RYml
Tlvxnrscm Falls

66
90
63
62
61
92
93

Monmll~ewporl w3drk ME FPL

Ccm Ed NY Soumem Energy

Oranw h Rocldand NY Soulhem Energy

11/24M 67% SOMine*

11/24/96 33% Sowline
LOVM
HIllbum
Shoemakar
t&ngaup
Rio
Svmging  SrkJge
Grehemsvllle

20 1.35

25

25 1.05
33
27
27
75
7,
64
42

$153 $112.62

$167

$342 6327.3a

20 2.13 $529 $246.02324/99 Collins CornEd IL

Snaveiy  King Majoms O’Connoe and Lee, Inc.



July ‘26,ZC0l U.S. Electric Utility Non-nuclear Generating Asset Sales

Bak DltN Ptant(s) D& Seller state eupr Purchse Price m m - S u m m e r  Type FUd AvgAge Prkx/ Mark-31 Sook
” Anrwwced Name(s) compteted &ok Raw V&B V&Jll

Pllce (SM) vatue (S) cawcity (MWI 012/96 wkw SJkW
532 ST Cd 33
t49 GT Oil h gas
316 ST Coal
t57 JE OlthGaa
10 IC OlthGa~

1309 ST Cal
103 GT OU&Gas
10 IC ON

14cX ST Cod
725 ST Cd
113 JE Oil

30
39
30

Ftsk
FkkJE
Ftmk IC
J&t
Jdlet GT
Jotlet IC
POW60Oll

32
35
29
31
25
39
3nWauk&n JE

Will COlmtY IWO ST Cad
53 GT 011

t34 GT OllhGas

39

27mom
cakmat
Etecbic Junc6on
LOlllbd
Sabrocb

2B
154 GT OUhGas

54 JE Oil h Gas
95 GT Oil

&?co.@Ywm 1340 ST cpat

362 ST cod
6 tc Oil

20.7 ST Oil
23 ST Oil
7.2 IC Oil

1 btY W&f

26
23
29

27

47
31

20
46
49
r2
39
57
46
50

23

36
25

WA TransAka Cwp.

PA WPS power

hw WPS Power
Cmtia

sa+xo*wo

s106,ow,wo

s37.ooo,ow

.s5.3Do*cca

$1 BcwQo

s90*900*0@3

s665soowJ

$4cxvxwOO

2.27 $336.61 $149.25

$266.04

s4D2.17

37

36

39

40

41

42

43

44

w m9 cmtretk 5/S’OO Pe,dfkx@Avtsta0thers

t&w99 PP6L542509 sunbury-
swltury IC

eJlln9 3.3s%wynen4*
Cw&OlJ
camboll IC
Carabw Hydra
Fkta Inn
Squa Pall
Tmker Hylro (Can&d&~)
Tinlw IC (Canada)

1 l/IS’96 4.5% New Haven Harbor *

4.2 IC OU
1.4 HY water

33.5 HY Water

$1,4B6,wo

$377,oco,orx

$125,6D3,D,O

t IC

20 ST

6 IC
6.6 IC

17W ST

1060 HY-PS
29.4 HY.PS

6.4 HY
9.9 HY
0.4 HY
2.2 HY
43 HY

20.9 HY
2 HY

1.4 HY
0.3 HY

Oil

OhG

OU
Oil

Oil

$265.00

1.07 $96.39 $90.24

0.24 $53.47 $221.76

6.m $717.72 $tO4.32

UnlWFltchbwg GM h Ekctric Light CO. CT tJ”bd llt”nllna6”~

lwl,96 Nwport El@& (Eadern UUtmeS) RI W&ash Power Equip.

Nla~ra&?xhester G & E NY NRG

Corm. L 6 PlWMECO fdA/CT NGC

214w99 owe@

7w99 MonMll9
wtdtetowll
D0VCil
Norwalk HwLw

26
70
95
64
74
6t
43
75
71
64
93

29
31
41
37
31
29
29
IO
30
33
32
31
29
26
52

$66,SW,OW 491 ST Oil
753 ST Oil
214 ST 011
330 ST Oil
5.6 IC Oil

14.9 JE Jet Fuel

523 $2a7a $ 3 9 . 1 2cmmut L a P CT NRG

54.7 JE Jet Fuel
17.2 JE Jet Fuel
17.2 JE Jet Fuel
17.2 JE Jet Fuel
12.3 GT Oil

Devon Jot
Frankdin Drive Jet
tajclletow” Jet
Nwwalk Harbor GT
T~~“QK”I Jet
T”““el Jet
Sot161 MeadowJet
Scu61 wadov~ Rek~se

17.2 JE Jet Fuel
17.2 JE Jet Fuel
156 JE Jet Fwl

63.6 ST RlIklSe

Smvety King Majoros O’Qrme and Lee, lnc



Juiv 26.2WO U.S. Electric Utility Non-nuclear Generating Asset Sales ExhibiI I__ __ (CWK - 2)
pag05of5

sale IJam P-NE) D&S Sener SW.3 Buyer Purchase Price RepWed Book Summer Type FW Avg A* Pdcu’ Markat B o o k
I ANWU~& Name(s) CCiIlp!&d Book FIatio Vtil3 Vtb

Prke (SM) value (S) c4wly (Mwl 012loa Qkw &mw
Devw QT 4a GT Gas 2

46 9iZ&W Avon Lake E,l,W D”qws”e Light Q,.
Ciwswkzk
Elmma
NW C-W3
NIW
Brunot lskwd
PhIllip (SiWpknl can bo rewvered)
NW Cast!+ Diesel
Nibs CT
Ava~ Lake CT

47

4a

49

,W7/99 Albany Steam StaUofI

91 WX 70% k&have StaWe.

w9/00 9.72% fzxlIlem8U~
Conemaugh Diesel

W2/00 Niagara t&hawk

Southern Callfcmla Edkon

Potam= Ebckk Power (PEPCO)

50 6WN Dk3twson Poto”,s Elec,rk Power (PEPCO)
Chalk Point
h4organknvn
Pclkml~ Rhw
DkkersaI GT
Chalk Point GT
Mwgantown GT

TOTALS

TOTAL6 Exch,,,l”,, ..leS w,th unknown book Wl”4.

FL

OH
PA
PA
PA
OH
PA
PA
PA
OH
OH

NY

NV

PA
PA

MD
MD
MD
VA
MD
MD
MD

PSEG Pcwer UC

AES Corp.

PFVAbgheny Energy

Southem comply

3205*000DlO

$1,705,@xv3xl $l,iw,~,ooo

639 ST

692 ST
662 ST
474 ST
332 ST
136 ST
ia CT

0 ST
6 IC

25 CT
24 CT

400 ST

llC6 ST

166 ST
I ST

546 ST
19g7 ST
1164 ST
4a2 ST
291 GT
516 GT
24a GT

75,672

64,.59g

Oil I Gas

Gxil
Cd
CCA
CC4
CC4
Oil

Cd
Oil
OM
Oil

Q&Is

Cd

Cal
Old

cd
cowOil

COti
CWI

Q&Oil
011

.x

30
2a
40
40
44
25
47
26
26
27

$3.2132

3.s s69a.77 s4w.a2

45

27

2a
2a

1.32 stia.75 saw

wx3.07

2.12 $913.17 $430.74

3a
25
2a
44
6
a

25

i.63 $ 5 1 4 . 1 6  $335

$a64

1.92 $392 s2g4

.Snave/y King Majoros O’Connor and Lee, hc



Exhibit I -_~ WVK - 31

Plant in Sen.+x
Source: Pages 204-206 FERC-1

Column g
Line Category Balance

15 Steam 1,479,132,750

Calculation of Consumers Energy Generation Asset
Net Book Value

32 Hydro 217,368,223

41 Other 36,984,779

Total 1,733,485,752

Allowance for Depreciation
Source: Page 219 FE%-1

Column c
Line Category Balance

20 Steam 811,679,640

23 & 24 Hydra-PS 81,589,503

25 Other 36,906,860

930,176,003

Less Net Book Value Plants not in Market Value Model

Plus Fossil Fuel Inventory
Source: FERC-1, Page 227, Line 1 (average of columns b 8 c )

Plus Construction Work in Progress (CWIP)
Source: FE%-1, Page 216, Lines 2-4,

Plus Plant Materials & Operating Supplies
Source: FE%-1, Page 227, Line 7 (average of columns b & c )

Plus Land for Future Ash Pond
Source: FERC-1, Page 214, Line 3, Column d

Net Book Value of Valued Generation Assets 926,366,203

Book Value per kW Peak Summer Capacity (5,537 MW)

1998 FERC-1 Data used; Consumers Had not yet filed 1999 data as of July 2000

Net Book Value
12l31198

803,309,749

0

38,556,700

45,837,493

38,564,650

117,611

$167.31

Snavely King Majoros O’Connor and Lee, Inc.



Exhibit I-_(CWK-4)
Consumers Energy Company
Present Value of Customer Cash Flows


