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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DAVID D. MARSHALL

Please state your name and position with Duquesne Light Company ("Duquesne")?
My name is David D. Marshall and I am President and Chief Executive Officer of
Duquesne.

Are you the same David Marshall that previously filed direct testimony in this
proceeding?

Yes.

SUMMARY OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

What issues do you address in your rebuttal testimony?

My rebuttal testimony addresses intervenor testimony on the following topics: (i) the
valuation of Duquesne's generating assets and the related calculation of Duquesne's
stranded costs; (ii) the proposed disallowance of prudently incurred investments on the
basis of 2 "sharing" of stranded costs; (iii) the appropriate methodology for calculating
customer generating credits ("CGCs") during the transition period; and (iv) the potential
early retirement of Duquesne's generating units that may not be economic.

Before summarizing Duquesne's response on each issue, please indicate whether
Duquesne 1s proposing any significant modifications to its Customer Choice Plan?
Dugquesne has sought to respond to the concerns of the intervenor parties with
appropriate modifications of its Customer Choice Plan. Other buquesne witnesses

describe the modifications that relate to their topics. I will address two important
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modifications here because they relate to market valuation, an issue I discuss n some
detail.

First, Duquesne will, if the Commission deems it appropriate, divest all its
generating units in the year 2003 to establish a final valuation for those assets. The only
real criticism of Duquesne's market-based proposal for valuing its generating assets was
that Duquesne had not committed to a sale of those assets. To eliminate unproductive
disputes regarding the relative accuracy of differing market-based valuation techniques,
Dugquesne will allow the Commission to order an auction in the year 2003. The year
2003 was selected using the market price forecasts and operating cost assumptions of
the Office of Consumer Advocate ("OCA"). As expiained in the testimony of Mr.
Schnaitzer, even if Duquesne accepts the more optimistic market price assumptions of
the OCA (other than the proposal to "share" stranded costs), Duquesne will not fully
recover its stranded costs until the end of 2003. Duquesne is therefore proposing to file
a petition with the Commission no later than December 31, 2002 instituting a final
valuation and, at the Commission's option, instituting an auction of the generating
assets. Duquesne also is adopting a "trigger" mechanism that accelerates the date for
a final valuation should market prices begin to rise even higher than the levels forecast
by the OCA. The specifics of Duquesne's ﬁ.nal valuation proposal, as amended, are
described later in my testimony.

Second, Duquesne is offering to modify its proposal to calculate CGCs during
the transition period. As most witnesses agree, it is critical that the CGC during each
year of the transition period accurately reflect the market price of power during that
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year. Duquesne has proposed using the results of a competitive power sale auction (or
"RFP") to set the CGC during each year of the transition period. However, several
parties have criticized the contract terms for the proposed power sale. Duquesne's
response is two-fold. First, Duquesne is willing to submit its proposed power sale
auction (both the proposed contracts and the solicitation procedures) to the Commission
for prior approval. Consequently, the Commission will have the opportunity to satisfy
itself that the terms of the solicitation are adequate to set a market-based CGC. Second,
Duquesne will cease using the RFP process if an index for market clearing prices is
established in the Duquesne area that is representative of the market prices for
Duquesne-supplied generation. While such an index does not exist today, 1t is possible
that during the transition period one may develop. Should such an index be established,
the need for an RFP would no longer exist and Duquesne would petition the Commis-
sion to substitute index prices for the prices resulting from Duquesne's RFP.

Please summarize your conclusions regarding the four major points you are addressing.
The first issue is the appropriate method by which to value Duquesne's generating
assets. It is a fundamental premise of Duquesng‘s Customer Choice Plan that this
valuation be made by the market, not by expert witnesses using computer models to
forecast market prices and operating costs twenty to forty years into the future. Most
parties agree that it 1s inappropriate to calculate stranded costs using such long-term
forecasts. The simple reason is that long-term forecasts have historically proven
inaccurate; indeed, reliance on them has greatly contributed to the stranded costs that
exist today, particularly the costs of above-market power purchase obligations. Yet,
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despite the nearly unanimous agreement on this basic point, most parties oppose
Dugquesne's final valuation procedure because it does not include divestiture. Duquesne
has now offered such a commitment and thereby should have eliminated most disputes
regarding the valuation of its assets.

The second issue is the proposed disallowance of Duquesne's investment in
generating plant. Three parties, the OCA, DII and the Environmentalists, propose that
the Commission disallow recovery of a portion of Duquesne's investments in its
generating plants. Each of these parties contends that a "sharing" of stranded costs is
supported, if not required, by the Customer Choice Act. As explained below, and in the
testimony of Messrs. Clayton and Schnitzer, Duquesne strongly disagrees. The stranded
cost sharing proposals find no support in the Customer Choice Act because they
penalize Duquesne without regard to its ability, whether past or future, to mitigate its
stranded costs. They are also unfair, and contrary to sound ratemaking principles,
because they deprive Duquesne's shareholders the opportunity to eamn a fair return on
prudently incurred costs. Finally, these witnesses incorrectly assert that their proposed
disallowances are consistent with past ratemaking practice in Pennsylvania. I am not
aware of a single instance in which a utility's prudent investment was disallowed on the
basis of a comparison of its embedded generation costs to forecasts of spot market
purchases over the rematning lives of those assets. Mr. Clayton and Mr. Schnitzer also
provide a detailed rebuttal to these proposals.

The third issue I address is the computation of CGCs during the transition
period. The intervenor proposals represent polar opposites. The parties representing

4
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customers (e.g., the OCA and DII) argue for a fixed CGC that is set in advance,
contending that this gives customers the "certainty” they need to make power purchase
decisions. The suppliers (e.g., MAPSA and NEV), by contrast, argue for a CGC that is
adjusted each year, contending that otherwise the CGC could be set too low and
customers would have an artificial incentive to return to Duquesne because of the rate
cap. Duquesne agrees with the suppliers that, because of the rate cap, the CGC must be
adjusted each year during the transition period to reflect changing market prices.
However, Duquesne disagrees with the suppliers to the extent they propose to inflate the
CGC above actual market prices, thereby introducing an artificial incentive to leave
Duquesne. This important issue also is addressed by Mr. Schnitzer and Mr. Lahtinen.

The fourth issue I address 1s the potential that one or more generating assets will
be uneconomic over their useful lives and therefore shouid be shut down prematurely
in an effort to mitigate costs. Several parties contend that certain units (e.g., Perry and
Elrama) are uneconomic and should be shut down. As discussed by Mr. Schnitzer,
however, these parties have not considered the costs that can, and cannot, be avoided by
the early retirement of a particular unit. Mr. Clayton and Mr. Schnitzer discuss this
factual issue in some detail in their testimonies. The purpose of my testimony, by
contrast, is to present Duquesne's proposal for addressing early retirement decisions in
a fair and comprehensive manner. Specifically, Duquesne is proposing to submit, on
or before January 1, 1999, a study that addresses whether particular units should be shut

down and, if so, the appropriate treatment of the related costs. This study can be
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critiqued by all interested parties and any resulting modifications to rates would be made
retroactive to January 1, 1999.

THE VALUATION OF DUQUESNE'S GENERATING ASSETS

Before responding to the intervenor testimony, please provide a brief recap of
Duquesne's proposal to value its generating assets.

Duquesne proposed to refer the final valuation question to an arbitration panel in the
year 2003. The panel would be directed to use then-existing indicia of market prices,
such as comparable asset sales, forward contracts,. and futures prices. Duquesne
submitted this proposal because (i) a market-based valuation is far superior to a long-
range forecast based on computer models, (ii} such a final valuation was more
appropriately conducted at a time when power markets were more fully developed, and
(iii) the rate cap imposed by the Customer Choice Act limits the ability of the
Commission to make a one-time determination of stranded costs accompanied by a fixed
schedule of CTCs and CGCs.

Is this proposal supported by other parties?

Yes. As Iindicated in the summary of my testimony, Duquesne's proposal to use a
market-based valuation is supported by nearly all parties. Certain parties, however, have
criticized the nature of the valuation and, specifically, the failure of Duquesne to commit
to auction its assets.

Please be more specific in describing the views of the other parties on this issue.

I will describe the testimony of the six parties that support the use of a market-based
valuation of Duquesne's generating assets. It is important to recite each witness'
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position because it shows their near unanimity on this issue. The party most fully
supportive of Duquesne's approach is the Office of Trial Staff ("OTS"). Mr. Metro, an
OTS witness, agrees with Duquesne that:
In my opinion, Duquesne's market value approach to stranded costs is superior
to a "regulator administered" approach. In a regulator administered approach,
the projection of market rates over a 30 year period would be necessary to

attempt to determine the net present value of the company's stranded costs. The
regulator administered approach is not accurate by any account.

* ok ok

No analyst can project the market prices accurately over the long run (more than
three years), or even the short run (up to three years). Ibelieve that any utility's
stranded cost claim is in error if 1t is based on 30 year market rate projections.
OTS Statement No. 4 at 16-17. The only modifications to Duquesne's proposal
recommended by Mr. Metro are (i) extending the transition period if necessary to
recover the stranded costs identified in the final valuation, and (i) use of a return on
equity of 10.:5%, rather than 11.5% as proposed by Duquesne. Id. at 14.
Do other parties concur with Duquesne and the OTS?
Yes. With the exception of the OCA and DII, all other parties of which I am aware A
agree with the proposition that the Commission should rely on market forces, not
administrative forecasts, in determining stranded costs. Notably, however, all other
parties believe that an auction of Duquesne's generating assets is the only method that
would provide an accurate valuation. Rather than summarizing these positions, in the

interest of accuracy I will continue to quote directly from the testimony of each witness.

I will first describe the positions of parties that represent customer interests.
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The Environmentalists are strongly supportive of Duquesne's approach,
particularly the timing of the valuation (i.e., to be held in several years, rather than

today). Mr. Schoengold, their witness, stated:

We currently do not have a competitive marketplace for power. . . . Thus, we
cannot reliably extrapolate from current market prices to estimate future market
prices. While we have theoretical models of how the markets are supposed to
work, theoretical models do not always predict real world behavior. Small
differences in market prices can make large differences in stranded costs. Itis
best to wait and see what the actual market prices are and calculate stranded
costs after the fact, rather than guess at market prices ahead of time and lock into
probable mistakes.

Environmentalists' Statement No. 1 at 10. On deposition, Mr. Schoengold indicated that
he would agree with using an auction to value the assets, provided that it is conducted

several years from now:

Q. Would an auction of all the generating assets be a reasonable procedure
for a true-up valuation of the assets?

A .. . [T)f the auction were taking place a few years down the road, when
we do have a competitive market in place or when it's presumed that
there will be a competitive market, I would say that would be a good
way of doing it.

Schoengold Deposition at 10-11.

The City of Pittsburgh also agrees that long-range forecasts are unreliable and
that a market-based valuation is preferable. Mr. Seiple, the City's witness, stated:

One of the major weaknesses of administrative valuation techniques that Mr.
Schnitzer points out in his testimony is that it is very difficult to forecast future
market prices. I agree with this assertion and also agree with his claim that one
of the most widely ignored aspects of forecasting is that "Costs and hence prices
are usually projected assuming that technology never improves, costs never
decline, and efficiency gains are never realized. This type of 'fixed technology'
estimate has historically proven to be very inaccurate." (Citing Schnitzer
Testimony at 8.)
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City of Pittsburgh Statement No. 1 at 7. Like Mr. Schoengold, Mr. Seiple prefers an
auction to any other market valuation approach: "[t]he most preferable method would
have Duquesne commit to selling off a substantial portion of its generating assets to
determine market value." Id. at 16.

Finally, the Hospital Shared Services witness, Mr. Weisenmiller, also is critical
of administrative forecasts and would support a market-based valuation if it involved
an auction of Duquesne's generating assets. Direct Testimony of Robert Weisenmiller
at 141-48.

What about parties representing suppliers? Do they concur with Duquesne on these
issues?

Yes, although they focus on the related issue of calculating CGCs, not a total level of
s;tranded costs. (The two suppliers addressing this issue, MAPSA and New Energy
Ventures, do not take a position on the overall level of stranded costs that should be
recovered.) The witness for NEV is Mr. Boonin, the Commission's former Chief
Economist. He agrees with Duquesne that the market, not administrative forecasts,
should determine the level of CGC {and hence CTC) charged each year during the
transition period. He states:

For the Commission to estimate a fixed price for generation in an unbundled,

full service tariff it must make and lock in numerous assumptions. Generally,

when estimating a price, "normal" assumptions are made about weather, fuel,
prices, economic conditions, supply availability, etc. These assumptions are for
extended periods. There 1s almost no possibility that these normal estimated

costs will produce a price at prevailing market rates at every time let alone at
most times.
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I propose that the unbundled price for generation is to be determined by the

market. This is necessary in order to make choice a reality for retail customers

while treating all affected parties equitably.
NEYV Statement No. 1 at 5, 3. Mr. Boonin proposes that prices from a regional power
exchange be used to set the CGC, rather than using the RFP as proposed by Duquesne.
Id. (Inexplicably, however, Mr. Boonin's testimony also appea.rs to contemplate a one-
time determination of total stranded costs, such that his market-based proposal would
apply only to the determination of the amount of stranded costs recovered each year in
the CTC. He thus seems concemed only that suppliers not be harmed by one-time
determinations used to set the CGC, but not concerned as to whether shareholders are
harmed by one-time determinations to set total stranded cost recovery.)

The MAPSA witness, Mr. Russell, also concurs with the criticisms of
administrative forecasts: "[o]ne could rely upon experts to project future market prices,
but, as noted in the Company's testimony, experts have proven remarkably unprescient
in predicting future energy prices" (MAPSA Statement No. 1 at6}. Unlike Mr. Boonin,
however, Mr. Russell is not content to set the CGC at the actual market price of power,
He recommends setting the CGC at the cost of constructing a new generating unit,
seeking to encourage customers to switch away from purchases from Duquesne.

You have described the testimony of six parties that support market-based valuation
methods. Do any parties disagree with these statements?

No. While The OCA and Duquesne Industrial Intervenors ("DII") support a one-time
determination of stranded costs based on long-range forecasts, I note that, in deposition,

their witnesses agreed that an auction of Duquesne's assets would provide a more -
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accurate valuation.' Mr. Baron, DII's witness, stated that "the best valuation would be
achieved by a divestiture and a sale of the assets." Baron Deposition at 9. Mr. Kahal,
OCA's witness, agreed that "a divestiture would probably produce a more reliable
estimate” than "the kind of price and cost forecast that the OCA has presented,”
although he questioned whether the sale of Duquesne's nuclear assets was possible.
Kahal Deposition at 31.

I take it then that all parties agree that the best approach is to value Duquesne's
generating assets through an auction. Please explain Duguesne's position on this issue.
Duquesne agrees that an auction of its generating assets will provide an accurate
valuation for those assets and equally important it will, unlike an administrative forecast,
provide Duquesne compensation for those assets at the same level that is used to
calculate the CTC. Asindicated in the summary of my testimony, Duquesne is willing
to commit to such an auction to narrow or eliminate unproductive disputes in this case
over market valuation.

Are you aware that, under the Customer Choice Act, the Commission cannot compel
such an auction of Duquesne's assets?

Yes. I am aware that Section 2804(5) provides that "[t]he commission may permit, but
shall not require, an electric utility to divest itself of facilities or to reorganize its
corporate structure.” Duquesne will waive this protection, provided that the auction is
conducted in 2003 (uniess market prices rise and trigger an early valuation).

Why is the timing of the auction important? Why not just hold it today?
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As I will explain in more detail below, the timing is critically important because of
Duquesne's obligation to serve its customers under the rate cap throughout the transition
period. Moreover, given Duquesne's substantial stranded costs, there is no need to
perform the valuation today, and there are good reasons (as expressed by several parties)
to postpone that valuation untif markets are more fully developed.

Please continue.

As discussed by Messrs. Clayton and Schnitzer, Duquesne selected the year 2003 using
the more optimistic market value estimates of the OCA. As they explain, using OCA's
assumptions (with the exception of the "sharing" disallowance), Duquesne can fully
amortize and depreciate its stranded costs by the end of 2003. (If less optimistic
assumptions were used, Duquesne would not fully recover its stranded costs until after
2005. See Ex. DJC-21.) Mr. Schnitzer also explains that, if market prices in the next
few years rise above the levels predicted by the OCA, Duquesne will accelerate the
valuation procedure - again, with the purpose of avoiding any overrecovery of stranded
costs. Finally, in the unlikely event that the auction produces a value that exceeds the
remaining book value of Duquesne's generating assets, Duquesne will reimburse
customers for any overcollections through future credits to their bills.

Please explain how the valuation process would commence.

Duquesne will petition the Commission no later than December 31, 2002 to institute the
a final valuation. The petition will give the Commission two options: (i) order
Duquesne to auction all its generating assets, or (ii) appoint an arbitration panel to
determine the value of those assets using the best market evidence available. Duquesne

12
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is providing the Commission with both options because it is possible that the
Commission could chose not to order divestiture due to (i) concerns of employees
associated with a sale of the plants, or (ii) the difficulty in selling Duquesne's nuclear
assets. In any event, the choice is that of the Commission, not Duquesne. Once
Duquesne files its petition, all interested parties can comment on whether the
Commission should order Duquesne to auction its assets or, instead, to utilize a board
of experts.
Please return to the issue of the timing of the auction and why that is so important to
Duquesne?
The reason is the rate cap imposed by Section 2804(4) and Duquesne's continuing
obligation to serve its customers under Section 2807(e). These two provisions, taken
together, create the obligation to provide generation service at rates capped at current
levels while the CTC is being collected.

There are two problems with holding an auction today that stem from this

obligation. The first is that, if Duquesne were to auction its generating assets today, it

" would have no generation remaining with which to fulfill its obligation to serve. Itis

not clear thatthe Commission would allow the Company to simply fulfill that obligation
using spot market purchases or whether, instead, the Company would have to secure
longer term contracts to supply customers. Duquesne would strongly oppose the latter,
given that customers have the option, but not the obligation, to continue purchasing
from Duguesne. Any such long term arrangements would risk the incurrence of

additional stranded costs.
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The second, and equally serious, problem is that Duquesne would bear the risk,
during the transition period, that market prices would rise above the level implicit in the
auction ;;rice. The reason is the rate cap imposed by the Customer Choice Act. Under
the rate cap, Duquesne cannot charge more than currently approved rates and this limits
Duquesne's ability to fix, in advance, aschedule of CTCs. That is because, by doing so,
one aiso implicitly fixes a CGC schedule for each year. Yet, if market prices rise above
the level forecast in the CGC, Duquesne cannot pass the cost of market purchases
through to its customers. As an example, if the auction resulted in a CGC of 2
cents’kWh, but market prices rose to 2.5 cents’kWh during the transition period,
Duquesne would have no choice but to purchase power at 2.5 cents/kWh in the market
and resell it to returning customers at 2 cents/’kWh. The resulting economic losses to
Duquesne could be substantial, presenting an unacceptable risk to Duquesne's
shareholders. Conversely, customers would reap the benefits if market prices turned out
below the levels implicit in the auction price. Iwill discuss the relationship between the
rate cap and the methodology for setting CGCs later in my testimony as well.

What about GPU's recent announcement to divest its generating assets? How is GPU
addressing the rate cap issue?

I have read GPU's recent announcement, but I am not aware that GPU has set forth a
speciﬁc. plan or timetable regarding divestiture. It may be that GPU anticipates reaching
a settlement with affected parties that removes its continuing obligation to serve under
rates capped at current levels. In the absence of any such agreement, Duquesne has no
choice but to propose that the valuation be conducted in later years. In addition, as Mr.

14
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Schnitzer, Mr. Schoengold and Mr. Russell seem to agree, there wiil be more abundant
evidence of market values in the future and this is an additional reason to postpone the
valuation for several years.

Has Duquesne considered proposing that the rate cap provisions be waived?

Yes. Duquesne made such a proposal as part of its pilot program, but the proposal was
rejected. To explain, Duquesne proposed an option by which customers could receive
a fixed CTC during the transition pertod if théy waived their right to retum to service
from Duquesne at the rate cap. The purpose was to address the potential that certain
customers would prefer a fixed CTC over one that varied each year with market prices.
The fixed CTC would have been set on the basis of the levelized price from a long-term
firm power sale by Duquesne.

What was the reaction to Duquesne's proposal?

The proposal was uniformly criticized by intervening parties on the basis that it
"conflicted" with the Customer Choice Act. For whatever reason, the parties were

unpersuaded by the fact that it was the customer's choice to select this option. The

Commission agreed with those parties and rejected the proposal. Duquesne therefore
did not resubmit the proposal in this proceeding. I should note, however, that if the
parties wish to revisit this issue, Duquesne is willing to consider resubmitting this
proposal (of one with a similar effect). Butthey cannot have it both ways: a fixed CTC
schedule, but a right to return to service under the rate cap whenever market prices rise
above pre-determined levels. If they truly desire certainty, it must come with
accountability -- 1.e., the willingness to accept the associated market price risks.
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I understand from Mr. Clayton's testimony that the final valuation, and hence the
auction, could be triggered prior to the year 2003. Would your concerns regarding the
rate cap arise if this occurred?

They would arise if the values produced from the auction were not sufficient to
terminate, within a short period, collection of the CTC. This could occur, for example,
if market prices were rising above levels predicted by the OCA, and hence an early
valuation was conducted, but the auction price was lower than expected, thereby leaving
a CTC in piace for a year or more. In such an instance, a solution to the rate cap
problem would have to be devised. It could involve an agreement to remove the cap or
an arrangement with the purchaser of the assets to sell Duquesne power at a fixed price
(a "call option"). Duquesne's willingness to auction its assets is predicated on an
assurance that the Commission will fairly address this issue if and when it arises.

Are there any other implementation 1ssues associated with Duquesne's final valuation
proposal.

Yes. Duquesne is authorizing the Commission to order it to auction up to 100% of its
generating assets. If the Commission chooses to require Duquesne to sell less than
100% of its generating assets, the remaining assets would be valued pursuant to the
arbitration panel proposal outlined in my direct testimony. Thereason is that generating
assets are not fungible. For example, the auction of Duquesne's fossil units would not
provide a fair valuation of Duquesne's nuclear units.

Do you expect this aspect of the proposal to be controversial?

16
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No. It is my understanding that the main witnesses in this case fully agree with the
stat;aments in the prior paragraph. See Baron Deposition at 18; Kahal Deposition at 32;
Russell Deposition at 20; Weisenmiller Deposition at 4-5.

What would happen if the Commission ordered the sale of all the umits, but there was
not a buyer for some of the assets?

The auction would set the value of only those assets that were actually sold. For the
assets that could not be sold, the absence of any market interest would cap their value
at zero. The matter would then be referred to the arbitration panel for a determination
of whether there was a negative value (e.g., costs that could not be avoided by shutting
the unit(s) down). The panel would then submit its recommendation on that issue to the
Commission for review and approval.

Is Duquesne proposing that it be permitted to submit a bid to purchase its generating
assets?

As a stand alone company, Duquesne is simply too small to remain in the generation
business. Therefore, as a stand alone company, Duquesne has no expectation of
submitting a bid. However, the issue need not be addressed today. If Duquesne or its
affiliate desires to participate in the auction, Duquesne will make such a request in its
petition and propose éppropriate safeguards to ensure that it does not have an advantage
over other, nonaffiliated bidders.

PROPOSALS TO DISALLOW STRANDED COSTS

Please describe the proposals of the intervenors to disallow the recovery of stranded

costs.
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There are three main proposals. The first is the OCA proposal, which would disallow
any return {equity or debt) on Duquesne's stranded generating assets. The second is the
DII proposal, which would disallow any equity return on Duquesne's stranded
generating assets (i.e., would not permit a return on the equity portion of the capital
invested in such assets). The third is the Environmentalists proposal, which would
allow recovery of no more than 60% of Duquesne's stranded costs. Each, however, has
a common thread: the proposed "sharing" of stranded costs between ratepayers and
shareholders.

What is Duquesne's response to these proposals?

Mr. Schnitzer and Mr. Clayton provide a detailed response to these proposals in their
rebuttal testimony. I will limit my response to the foilowing three points.

First, the proposals should be rejected because they bear no relation to any cost
mitigation that Duquesne could have taken to reduce its cost of service. The parties
concede this point. DII Statement No. I at 15 ("I am not challenging DLC's mitigation
efforts in this proceeding"); Kahal Deposition at 89 (witness does not "make any
representations or claims with regard to the prudence of the company in incurring any
investments"). The proposals thus are not only arbitrary in that they bear no relation to
any actions that Duquesne took or could have taken, but they also conflict with the
Customer Choice Act. The Act specifically states that, in considering the appropriate
level of stranded cost recovery, the Commission may take into account the utility's
mitigation efforts, but it makes no reference at all to a generic "sharing" of stranded

costs.
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Second, as Mr. Clayton explains in more detatl, the proposals would not allow
Duquesne an opportunity to earn a fair return on its prudently incurred capital. The
parties do not seriously contend otherwise, nor have they even bothered to estimate the
impacts on Duquesne. For example, Mr. Kahal suggests that "Duquesne has the
potential to achieve earnings on its nuclear plants in the competitive market if cost
control and operations are successful" (OCA Statement No. 1 at 43), but Mr. Kahal has
not even undertaken to calculate the financial impact of his proposal on Duquesne
(Kahal Deposition at 45-46). Moreover, as Mr. Clayton demonstrates, the OCA
adjustment eliminates any return on equity even if one assumes that the operational
improvements to which Mr. Kahal refers (which were projected by Duquesne) are
achieved.

Mr. Schoengold's testimony also is misleading. He contends that, if his proposal
is accepted, "the stockholders will end up having made a reasonable return (9.0 percent
for Duquesne . . .) on bad investments." Environmentalists Statement No. 1. Yet Mr.
Schoengold does not analyze whether a 9% retumn is "reasonable"; he just assumes that
it is. Moreover, he fails to provide any support or explanation for his calculations and
thus, as discussed by Mr. Clayton, it is impossible even to model their impacts with any
accuracy to determine whether his predicted "retum" is accurate. In any event, as Mr.
Clayton testifies, Mr. Schoengold's proposal, if adopted, would have severe economic
consequences for Duquesne and would not permit Duquesne to earn, on a going forward

basis, anything close to a 9% return on equity.
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Third, Messrs. Baron and Kahal contend that their proposals are consistent with
past ratemaking practice in Pennsylvania. This is not true, although I note at the outset
that this issue not dispositive; the real issue is whether such a disallowance is fair and
reasonable on the facts of this case. Putting that aside, however, I am unaware of any
case (and the parties do not refer to one) in which the Commission disallowed the
recovery of embedded generation costs on the basis of a comparison of those costs to
market price forecasts, which assumed that the capacity could be replaced by purchases
in the spot market. No such assumption would have been appropriate, given that
utilities have had an obligation to serve their loads on a long-term basis. That obligation
has never been discharged through reliance solely on the spot market (or the "coordina-
tion" market as it has been called traditionally).

In fact, the "practice" in Pennsylvania is just the opposite of that posited by the
intervenors. The practice in Pennsylvania that is most relevant here is that of rate of
return regulation -- in which rates are set on the assumption that the utility will earn no
more, and no less, than its allowed return. Under this practice, it is irrelevant if the
utility's assets turn out to be above, or below, their market value. In each instance, rates
are set on the basis of allowed returns.

A good (and very recent) example is the Ft. Martin sale. There, Duquesne
reached an agreement with the OCA and the Commission regarding the appropriate
disposition of the sale of Duquesne's share in the Ft. Martin plant. As noted by many
witnesses here, the sale price exceeded the book value of Duquesne's interest, but the
proceeds were not used to increase the refurns to shareholders beyond approved levels;

20



10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

III.

rather, consistent with rate of return regulation, the gain was used to accelerate the
amortization and depreciation of strandable assets. Thus, Duquesne's shareholders did
not "share" the gains. It is therefore neither fair nor consistent for the OCA (and others)
to contend that, for the remaining plants ~ where market values are below book values
— it is "just and reasonable" for shareholders to bear an economic loss. To the contrary,
provided that Duquesne has adequately mitigated its cost of service (including through
actions such as the sale of Ft. Martin, which was the only one of its kind in Pennsylva-
nia), shareholders should continue to have the opportunity to eamn a fair return, no more
and no less.
THE METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING THE CGC
Please describe the scope of this section of your testimony.
In this section I will briefly discuss one important policy issue: the need to set CGCs
during each year of the transition period on the basis of the then-prevailing market price
of power.
This seems to be an intuitive result. Is it controversial?
Yes. The reason is the rate cap imposed by the Customer Choice Act. The rate cap
produces a situation in which customers cannot be harmed if the CGC differs from
actual market prices, but suppliers and the incumbent utility (Duquesne) can be
substantially harmed. This dynamic is the reason the Commission is presented with
starkly different proposals from customer and supplier groups.

I wiil first address the customer proposals. The OCA and DII propose to set
CGCs at a fixed level throughout the transition period, using their computer forecasts
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of market prices. They réadily concede that, under this approach, if market prices rise
to levels above the fixed CGC, customers will return to Duquesne and take service at
the rate cap. "Taking service at the rate cap" means, for purposes here, purchasing
unbundled generation from Duquesne at a price equal to the CGC. When market prices
rise above that level, purchasing from Duquesne is clearly preferable to paying a
marketer the actual (higher) market price. In such a scenario, the customer is protected
and Duquesne is protected, gtven that the CGC was set on the basis of a market price
prediction that, in retrospect, was too low. However, the suppliers are harmed (they
contend) because customers will have an artificial incentive to return to service from
Duquesne.

Now consider the opposite scenario -- in which market prices fall below that
projected in the CGC. In this situation, customers are again protected because they are
not required to purchase power from Duquesne at the CGC. Consequently, one would
expect them to purchase power in the open market at lower rates. Suppliers too will
benefit under this scenario, given that customers are less likély to continue purchasing
from Duquesne under the rate cap. The loser in this scenario, of course, is Duquesne.
Duquesne will fail to fully recover its stranded costs because the fixed CGC, in
retrospect, was set too high and, hence, the CTC was set too low.

As the foregoing illustrates, customers have a natural incentive to "lock in" the
CGC because they gain "certainty" without any adverse economic effects associated
with the resulting loss of accuracy in forecasting the CGC. The suppliers, on the other
hand, have the incentive to adjust the CGC on an annual basis to reflect actual market
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prices. Suppliers also, however, have an incentive to fix the CGC in advance, provided
that it is set so far above market prices that they bear no material risk of market prices
exceeding the CGC in any year. The latter incentive is illustrated by Mr. Russell's
proposal to set the CGC on the basis of the cost of constructing a new generating unit,

even though he concedes that ECAR has excess capacity.

In view of these conflicting incentives, what is Duquesne's proposal?

The only fair resolution is to set the CGC at the market price and that is precisely the
purpose of Duquesne's RFP proposal. I recognize that many parties have criticized the
RFP as producing prices that are "too low". While this is not the point -- the goal 1s to
establish a method that measures actual market prices -- I note that the market prices
produced by the eight-year RFP are nearly identical to those forecast by the OCA, with
the sole exception of an artificial "bump" in market prices that OCA predicts will occur
in 2003 due to the addition of new capacity. Whether or not this spike in prices actually
occurs is, of course, a matter of speculation, but, from the results of the eight-year RFP,
the market is predicting that it will not occur. More to the point, however, none of the
parties (with the exception of Mr. Boonin) offers any concrete alternative for calculating
the true market price of power in the Duquesne region. In the absence of any such
alternative, the Commission should accept Duquesne's proposal, modified in themanner
mentioned in the summary of my testimony. (I also note that Mr. Lahtinen discusses

this issue in greater detail in his testimony.)
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THE POTENTIAL EARLY RETIREMENT OF GENERATING ASSETS
Please summarize the intervenor testimony regarding the early retirement of generating
facilities.
There are a range of proposals, but they each have the common thread is that a particular
generating unit be shutdown permanently if it is not forecast to provide an economic
benefit over its remaining useful life. Altematively, the witnesses would deny
Duquesne the recovery of the losses associated with continued operation of such a unit
if Duquesne chose to keep it running.
What is Duquesne's response to these proposals?
Duquesne agrees that a unit should not continue to operate if it is clear that it will no
longer provide economic benefits. However, as Mr. Schnitzer and Mr. Clayton explain,
the intervenors have not factored in all the costs associated with shutting down particular
generating units. These include current costs that cannot be avoided, or at least cannot
be avoided entirely in the year the unit is retired. As these witnesses explain, once all
such costs are factored in, it is not clear that any of Duquesne's units should be retired
at this time.

However, Duquesne agrees that the economics of retiring these units is a
complicated issue and that it merits continued attention during the transition period.
Consequently, Duquesne is proposing to submit 2 detailed study, on or before January

1, 1999, regarding the economics of shutting down any of its existing units. This study

24



1 will be noticed for public comment and the Commission can make the determination of

2 whether any units should be shut down.
3 Q. Does this conclude your testimony?
4 A. Yes.
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Q. Would it be fair to say then that you
believe that that methodology is superior to the
valuation produced by the sale of the assets?

A. I would say that the accuracy of the
valuation, the precision in the valuation, the
best valuation would be achieved by a divestiture

and a sale of the assets.
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Q. Would an auction of Duquesne’s fossil

units provide an accurate valuation of Duguesne’

nuclear units?

s

A, It's possible that one could derive an

accurate valuation of the nuclear units from the
auction of the fossil units. It wouldn’t

necessarily be the case.

8
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31

Q Is there any better way to determine
the market value of Duguesne's generating
assets than the kind of price and cost forecast

that the OCA has presented?

A Yes, I think there is.
Q Could you elaborate?
A I think a divestiture would probably

produce a more reliable estimate, although I --
even I would have to concede, though, that a
divestiture at ‘the present time of nuclear

assets 1s very problematic.

BETA REPORTING
{202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 (703) 684-2382
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32

0 And as I understand the caveat, the
general proposition would be that if Duguesne's
fossil units were sold, that sale price
wouldn't necessarily be a good valuation for
the nuclear --

-\ That's right. To put it another way,
I'm want sure that there is much of a market
right now for nuclear assets. That is, the --
my ;omments about the divestiture process were
really predicated on the notion that there is a
broad competitive market for generation assets.
I think that there are so few buvers in the
nuclear asset field right now that I wouldn't
be confident that that would produce an

efficient market price.

BETA REPORTING

(202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 {703) 684-2382




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Exhibit DDM-1
Page 7 of 17

45

Q Have you made any calculations of
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46
what you would expect Duquesne's earnings to be

were the OCA proposal to be accepted?
A I have not done that, no.
0 Any calculations regarding the

financial impact of those proposals on the

company?
A No.
BETA REPORTING

(202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 (703) 684-2382
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0 Does your testimony make any
representations or claims with regard to the .
prudence of the company in incurring any
investments?
A No.
BETA REPORTING
(202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 {703) 684-2382
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20

Q Would the auction of Duguesne's
fossil units provide an accurate valuation of
the value of its nuclear units?

A No.

o] Would the auction of one of
Duquesne's fossil units provide an accurate
valuation for all of its fossil units?

A Probably not.

BETA REPORTING

(202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 f703) 684-2382
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10

Q Well, let's take it step by step.
Would an auction of all the
generating assets be a reasonable procedure for

a true-up valuation of the assets?
A There 1s -- it's a good approach with
one problem to it. The problem being the

gquestion of when the auction takes place.

RETA REPORTING
(202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 {(703) 684-2382
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® ' 1 If the auction were to take place --
2 and, here again, we're referring to all of the
3 generating assets. If the auction were to take
o :
4 place at this moment, we don't have an open
5 competitive market for generation, so there --
6 it's not clear that a price that would be
o
7 determined at such an aucticn would really
8 reflect the value of those facilities in the
® 9 same way it would if we had in place an open
10 competitive market. And so I would say if the
11 auction were taking place a few years down the
® 12 road, when we do have a competitive market in
13 place or when it's presumed that there will be
14 a competitive market, I would say that would be
® 15 a good way of doing it. If it's done now,
16 it's -- there are some potential problems with
17 that approach.
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Q Would an auction of Puguesne's fossil

assets provide an accurate valuation of the

nuclear assets?

A No,

an auction of the fossil assets

(202) 638-2400

BETA REPORTING
1-800-522-2382
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5 .
should provide, if done properly, should
provide a valuation of the fossil assets.
0 Would an auction of one fossil asset

provide an accurate valuation of the remaining
fossil assets?

A Depending upon how representative
that one asset was, it might at least give you
a data peoint, but it would not be as indicative

as an auctilion of all of those assets.

BETA REPORTING
(202) 638-2400 1-800-522-2382 {703) 684-2382
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DONALD J. CLAYTON

I. INTRODUCTION
Please state your name and business address for the record.
My name is Donald J. Clayton. My business address is 411 Seventh Avenue,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230-1930.
Have you previously testified in this proceeding.?
Yes. I submitted direct testimony (Duquesne Statement No. 2) and various
supporting exhibits (DJC-1 through DJC-9) with Duquesne Light Company’s
August 1, 1997 restructuring filing.
What is the purpose of vour rebuttal testimony?
The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to discuss the Company’s proposed
modifications to its original proposals with respect to stranded cost. I will then
discuss the Company’s position with respect to the proposals of the various
intervenors on stranded cost and stranded cost recovery, adjustments to
regulatory assets, adjustments to nuclear and fossil decommissioning, life
extension of certain generating plants, shut down of certain generating plants |
ECR roll in, ROE spillover, and asset securitization. I will also update the
Company’s range of stranded costs as of December 31, 2005 and discuss the
negative impact on Duquesne’s financial viability under the "sharing proposals”
which have been advanced by various parties.
Will you summarize the positions of the various parties relative to stranded cost

and stranded cost recovery?

Yes, four parties, the OCA, OTS, DII and HSS/ARI, have made more or less
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comprehensive assessments of the Company’s stranded cost and stranded cost
recovery. These parties have commented on virtually every aspect of the
Company’s stranded cost and stranded cost recovery proposals. (However, OTS
and HSS/ARI have not proposed an independent valuation of the Company's
owned-generation stranded costs as of December 31, 1998.) Other parties have
made proposals which would impact the Company’s claims but have not made
comprehensive proposals of their own. In general, there was fair agreement
among the parties on the amount of the Company's generation plant assets and
there was a large degree of overlap on regulatory assets. In contrast, there was
a fairly wide range of opinion on the market value of Duquesne’s generating
plants and there was a significant difference of opinion among the parties on the
amount of stranded cost recovery which should be allowed. Exhibit DJC-10
shows the relative positions of OCA, OTS, DII and HSS/ARI with respect to the
Company’s level of stranded cost as stated on a consistent basis with the
Company’s positions as of December 31, 1998. Exhibit DJC-11 shows the total
impact on revenues of the various proposals and Exhibit 12 shows the sharing
proposals of the OCA and DII. In the sections that follow, I will detail the
Company’s position with respect to each of the major adjustments proposed by
the various parties and show why each of the proposed adjustments should be

rejected by the Commission.
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II. MODIFICATIONS TO THE COMPANY’S PROPOSALS
ON STRANDED COST

Dugquesne’s proposed modifications address many of the concerns raised

Given the testimony of the other parties to this proceeding, has the Company
changed any of its original proposals with respect to the determination of or
recovery of stranded costs?

Yes. The Company has modified its proposal in three ways that I will discuss.
First, the Company has agreed to divestiture, at the Commission's option, in
2003 as the method to determine market value. Second, the Company will
revise the market price trigger to reflect the OCA market price line. Third, the
Company has eliminated the deadband around the proposed ROE for purposes
of the ROE spillover mechanism.

Please elaborate on the Company’s first proposed modification.

Duquesne will commit to allow the Commission to order Duquesne to auction
its generation in 2003. Several parties have suggested that divestiture of the
company’s gene.rating plants is the only way to arrive at a definitive market
value for the Company’s generating plants. While the Company does not agree
that this 1s the only way, the Company does recognize that asset divestiture is a
proper way to establish market value. As such, as part of its stand alone
restructuring proposal the Company will modify its final valuation proposal to
include an option whereby the Commission could order the Company to divest
its generating assets in 2003 (or sooner if there is an early trigger of the final
valuation). Under this modified proposal, the Commission could order the

Company to offer for sale its entire generating portfolio including both its fossil
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and nuclear units. The divestiture would be conducted so as to maximize the

value of the generation portfolio and the Commission would approve the

procedures to be used to complete the divestiture.

Is the Company still proposing an arbitration panel of experts for the final

market valuation?

Yes. If the Commission does not elect to order Duquesne to detemmine market

value by conducting an auction of its generation assets, then a market-based

valuation without a divestiture would take place. This valuation procedure

would rely on all the market evidence described in Duquesne's direct case for the

arbitration panel. However, because the Commission is given the initial option
to order divestiture, if it did not exercise that option and Duquesne objected to

the market valuation determined by the panel, then Duquesne would have the

further option to undertake divestiture to determine generation plant value as set

out in Duquesne's direct case.

Would divestiture settle all issues regarding market value?

Most, but not necessarily all. If no bids were received for a generation unit, then
that would establish the market value ceiling for the unit of zero. The arbitration
panel would then have to determine if there were unavoidable costs of shutting
down the unit and, hence, whether the value of the unit was negative and in what
amount. This circumstance could, for example, arise with respect to the sale of
the nuclear units, given that, at present, there appears to be minimal demand for
the purchase of nuclear assets.

Why is the Company proposing to wait until 2003 to trigger the divestiture

option?
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The Company is proposing to wait until 2003 for a number of reasons. The most
important reason for waiting is that under the restructuring legislation the
Company will retain the obligation to serve customers at the generation price cap
and will serve as the supplier of last resort. Second, as discussed in the direct
case, the Company believes that by 2003 the electricity markets will be more
fully developed than they are today. As such, areasonable final market valuation
may be able to bé easily determined based on methods other than an ordered
divestiture.

Would the trigger mechanisms discussed in your direct testimony still apply to
accelerate the final valuation, including £he Commission option to order
divestiture?

Yes. If the early vaiuation 1s triggered, the Company would be willing to divest
at that time under the Commission ordered divestiture option discussed above.
Mr. Schnitzer discusses the use of the OCA market price line as a benchmark for
assessing whether Duquesne wiil have sufficiently amortized and depreciated its
stranded cost. | propose below a trigger based on the OCA price line. Qther than
the change to the market price trigger discussed by Mr. Schnitzer, the two
triggers would operate as proposed in Duquesne's direct case.

What 1s the Company’s second modification?

The second modification is to adopt the price line of the OCA for the purposes
of determining the early trigger points for the final valuation. Under the
Company’s original proposal, Duquesne would have triggered an early valuation
in either 2001 or 2002 if the market price from its annual solicitation was greater

than $28.5/MWh in 2001 or $29.2 in 2002.
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As Mr. Schnitzer demonstrates in his testimony, under the OCA's assumptions
(except for sharing/disallowance) the Company's market and book values for
generation assets would be approximately equal at year end 2003. The OCA
market values beyond 2003 are predicated on the jump in prices forecast by OCA
witness Doug Smith in Exhibit DCS-5 in the year 2003. The Duquesne weighted
generation market price line of the OCA for 2003 shown in Exhibit DCS-5 is
$29.28/MWh based on an average capacity factor of approximately 75% for ail
Duquesne's units. The Company proposes to reset the triggers at 90% of that
2003 price deflated to 2001 and 2002 at the OCA's inflation rates. This would
result in a lowering of the trigger price in 2001 from $28.5 to $24.9 and in 2002
from $29.2 to $25.6. These lower price triggers add conservatism to the
Company's case, given that they ma_.ke it more likely that an early valuation will
occur. The price used to determine if the trigger price was exceeded would be
the 75% capacity factor price from the 1 year solicitation used to establish the
CTC for 2001 and 2002 respectively. If an alternative means were used to
establish the market price (and the CGC/CTC) as discussed in Mr. Marshall's
testimony, then that standard (adjusted to a 75% capacity factor) would be used
to determine if an early final valuation would be triggered.

What is the third proposed modification?

The Company will eliminate the bandwidth around the proposed ROE of 11.5%.
Dugquesne has been criticized for its ROE spillover proposal which includes an
11.5% ROE with a 2% collar for the determination of the entries to the proposed

deferred revenue account. The Company proposed the collar to avoid making



~

L2

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

30
[§%]

)
LS

insignificant accounting entries and not to try to gain approval for a 12% ROE
as some have suggested. In fact, the Company believes that 1t will be difficult
enough to reach the 11% floor given its proposed minimum amortization
commitment of $1.7 billion between 1999 and 2005. However to avoid
controversy over this item, the Company would remove the collar from its
proposal and record all entries to the deferred revenue accountbasedonan 11.5%
ROE.

How do these proposed modifications to the Company’s original filing improve
the Company’s plan?

These changes are intended to answer criticisms raised by intervenors and
demonstrate Duquesne’s continuing commitment to a fair market-based
determination of stranded costs. The option for the Commission to order
divestiture in 2003, the revised early valuation trigger and the removal of the
ROE collar will address a number of concerns raised by various parties, including
life extension, fossil and nuclear decommissioning, plant shut down, future
market price of power, and possible efficiency gains. Several parties believe that
an asset divestiture is the only true way to establish the value of the Company’s
generating units. The Company believes that a fair, timely and independent
valuation is important to the determination of stranded costs and recognizes
divestiture and the early trigger modification as means to these ends. The
Company’s position is and always has been that it should recover no more (and
no less) than its fully mitigated stranded costs and that on a present value basis

it should only receive what it could have expected to receive under traditional
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ratemaking. The ROE spillover without a collar and the other proposed
modifications should further ensure this result.

Specifically how does the early trigger modification respond to concems raised
by others?

By modifying the early trigger, the Company can assure the OCA and others that
it will not over recover its stranded cost prior to the final valuation in 2003 if
market prices rise above the levels anticipated by the OCA.

How does the removal of the ROE collar address concerns raised by other
parties?

By eliminating the collar there is assurance that the Company will only be able

" to eam up to, and in no circumstances, over its exact authorized ROE level.

III. STRANDED COST AND STRANDED COST RECOVERY

Duguesne’s Rate Cap Proposal is Justified

Several parties (e.g., OCA, HSS/ARJ, and City of Pittsburgh) have argued that
the Company has failed its own test to justify continuation of a rate cap because
the Company may fully recover its stranded costs before 2006. Is the Company’s
current position inconsistent with the Company’s position in its original filing
given the corrections which were made to your testimony subsequent to the date
of the original filing?

No, quite the contrary. In its odginal filing the Company discussed the
difficulties with determining stranded costs as of December 31, 1998 and

developed a second stage valuation proposal with early triggers and an ROE
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spillover to ensure that there would be no over recovery of stranded cost. The
early triggers and the ROE spillover were specifically designed to make certain
that stranded costs would be recovered as quickly as possible and were
incorporated as part of the Company’s proposals in contemplation of a situation
in which stranded costs could be fully collected before 2006. As part of the
discovery process the Company updated and corrected its exhibits (DJC-3,DJC-4
and DIC-7) supporting its likely range of stranded costs remaining at the end of
2005. This correction has been reproduced and included as Exhibit DJC-21. The
Company’s updated exhibits show that under a high market price scenario that
there would be a $233 million benefit in 2005. This does not mean that the
Company doesn’t have any stranded costs; it simply means that the Company
would be able to recover its stranded costs before 2006, Under that scenario, the
Company would fully recover its stranded costs sometime in 2004 assuming that
rates were charged at current levels. This point is more fully developed in Mr.
Schnitzer's testimony.

Does Duquesne’s proposal mean that it will n all circumstances charge rates up
to its rate cap through the end of 20057

No. The company has proposed to charge rates up to its allowed rate cap only
until its stranded costs are recovered.

Before the Company updated and corrected its Exhibits, was there a scenario that
would have shown the Company could collect its stranded costs before 20067
Yes. Inthe Company’s original filing, merger synergies of $200 million were
identified which indicated that full recovery of stranded costs would likely occur

before 2006 under the company’s high market price scenario. Under this
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scenario the company showed a net of $8 million of stranded cost less $200
million for merger synergies or a $192 million net benefit as of December 31,
2005,

Does the Pennsylvania restructuring legislation permit the Company to continue
to charge rates at existing levels so long as it i1s mitigating stranded costs?
Yes. Section 2804(4)(v) of the Act states that a Company "shall not be required
to reduced rates below the capped level" if it is continuing to mitigate stranded
costs. So long as a utility is mitigating (reducing} its stranded costs, capped rates
can be cha.rged and need not be reduced until the Company no longer has

stranded costs. If a utility has any level of stranded costs, then capped rates can

continue to be charged until these stranded costs are fully mitigated through
accelerated amortization. This sub-section does not link use of the rate cap to
any specific time period for the recovery of stranded costs.

Under the forecasts of OCA or DII, would Duquesne recover its stranded costs
prior to the time the Company proposes that the market determination of its
stranded costs be made?

No. Even under the OCA and DII views of the world, there is simply not enough
room under the rate cap to reduce the book value of Duquesne's generation assets
to market levels before the end of 2003. Mr. Schnitzer has prepared sensitivity
studies which show the points at which stranded costs would be recovered (i.e.,
that book and market values would be equal) under the OCA and DII proposals,
adopting -- for purposes of argument -- their views on market prices, operating

costs, plant shutdowns and life extensions, and discount rates. Even when ali of
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the adjustments (other than the confiscatory sharing proposals are considered),

the Company’s rate cap would extend to the end of 2003.

Duguesne has a Significant F.evel of Stranded Cost

Several parties have criticized Duquesne for failing to make a definitive
projection of its stranded costs. How do you respond?

It seems to me that these parties are missing the point. Duquesne's Customer
Choice Plan seeks to avoid a contest of numerical calculations, focusing
instead on choosing the best methodology for valuing Duquesne’s generating
assets and, hence, for calculating known and measurable stranded costs.
Through use of such a market-based methodology, Duquesne will recover no
more than its known and measurable stranded costs.

Does this mean that Duquesne's direct case failed to quantify stranded costs?

No. Duquesne calculated a range of stranded costs, recognizing that stranded

. costs vary with the level of market prices that are assumed. These calculations

were updated on October 16, 1997, showing the likely range as of December
31, 2005 to be a $233 million benefit to a $423 million stranded cost.

Most other parties projected stranded costs as of December 31, 1998. Why
did Duquesne calculate stranded costs as of 20057

Duquesne did so to project the date on which the Company could cease
collecting a CTC, assuming it could charge rates up to currently approved
levels during the transition period, per Section 2804(4)(v), with any excess
earnings being used to accelerate the amortization of stranded costs.

[s it possible to translate your earlier calculations into projected stranded costs

11
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as of December 31, 1998, such that Duquesne's projections tan be compared
to those of the intervenors?

Yes. Duquesne has calculated pro-forma stranded costs as of December 31,
1998 in Exhibit DJC-20. These calculations were made based on the-all hours
spot prices from Company Exhibit MMS-4 for the years 1999 to 2005 (ad-
justed for each unit based on the Promod output) and the three post-2005
market price scenarios identified in Mr. Schnitzer’s direct testimoeny identified
as Low, Delayed Entry, and High. The stranded costs resulting from these

calculations are, as follows:

Without Merger(1) With Merger
(3000) ($000)
Low $1,916 $1,716
Delayed Entry $1,695 $1,495
High $1,537 $1,337

Which of the above stranded cost scenarios does the Company believe is most
likely to occur?

Based on the market price evidence from its recent RFP and the testimony of
Mr. Schnitzer, it is likely that actual market prices will be closest to the
Company’s low market price scenario, which is $1,916 billion in stranded
costs as of December 13, 1998,

Have other parties to Duquesne’s restructuring proceeding identified signifi-
cant stranded costs for Duquesne?

Yes. Several parties have identified significant levels of stranded cost for

Duquesne. I have summarized the positions of the various parties and have

12
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quantified stranded costs as of December 31, 1998 in Exhibit DJC-10 after

making adjustments to present the data in a consistent format, as follows:

Without Merger With Merger
Office of the Consumer Advocate $1,258 $1,058
Office of Trial Staff* $ 658 . -
Duquesne Industrnial Intervenors $1,455 -
HSS/ART : $ 84 -

Why has Duquesne included a line item for PV of Costs Independent of
Operation In 1ts estimate of stranded costs set out on Exhibit BJC-10?
These costs represent sunk costs that will be incurred regardless of whether
Duquesne operates the units. Exhibit DJC-13 presents an avoidable cost
analysis of Duquesne units that would otherwise show a negative present
value ("PV") of operating margin as of December 31, 1998. In calculating the
market value of these units, Duquesne has adopted the convention of setting
the PV of the margin to zero when the result is negative. For example, under
the Low market price line, the market value of the Duquesne generation is
only $27 million on a PV basis as of December 31, 1998. This cumulative
value reflects significant negative margins for Cheswick, Perry, Beaver Valley
I and Elrama that have been set to zero”. Another output of the avoidable

cost analysis is to show which costs cannot be avoided by shutting down a

'The OTS has not made an estimate of owned-generation stranded cost see testimony
of OTS Witness Metro at pp. 19 and 20.

*The consequence of calculating a negative margin is not of necessity that the unit
must be shut down.

13
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generation plant. The breakdown of plant costs into avotdable and unavoid-
able costs is sponsored in the rebuttal testimony of Messrs. O'Brien,
Duckworth and Nelson. The present value of the unavoidable costs of the
plant independent of operation is shown in Exhibit DIC-10.

Why were these costs not identified in the earlier margin analysis as of
December 31, 20057

The 2005 margin analysis reflected the present value of operating margins in
2006 and beyond. The one-time analysis as of 1998 reflects the low market
prices in the years 1999-2005. Under Duquesne's original two-stagerproposal,
the final valuation of generation would not take place until 2003. Mr.
Schnitzer's direct testimony establishes that Duquesne would have the proper
incentives to shut down uneconomic generating units during the transition
period. However, if Duquesne were asked to present a one-time analysis of
stranded costs, the actual economics facing the Cqmpany must be reflected in
the stranded cost estimate. Duquesne cannot shut these units down without
facing certain unavoidable costs independent of operation. Duquesne also has
sunk costs that will not be recovered if the plants are shut down.

What conclusions do you draw from the range of stranded costs identified by
the other parties to Duquesne’s restructuring proceeding?

First, it 1s likely that the Company has a significant level of stranded cost.
Second, stranded costs span a wide range of possible values giving further
credence to the Company’s position that it would be more desirable to deter-
mine stranded costs in the future once the markets for electricity in a competi-

tive environment are more fully developed.
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Will you comment on the HSS/ARI stranded cost estimate.?

Yes. It appears that HSS/ARI is an outlier in this process. In his deposition
HSS/ARI witness Weisenmiller admitted that although he concluded the
Company had no owned-generation stranded costs as of the end of 2005
(using assumptions no other party makes), he had done no analysis to support
this conclusion as of the end of 1998. Weisenmiller deposition at 136. In
short, Mr. Weisenmiller has made no analysis of stranded costs. Although the
Company 1s tempted to simply dismiss HSS/ARTI’s testimony as
unsupportable and sophomoric, I will address the specifics of the most egre-
gious positions taken by HSS/ARI elsewhere in my testimony. In general the
HSS/ARIT estimate of $84 million of regulatory asset stranded cost for
Duquesne relies on adjustments which include one sided accounting entries,
questionable allocation methods, a biased estimates of plant values, and
proposals which are contrary to past Commission practice in Pennsylvania and

contrary to the provisions of the Act.

Duquesne's Regulatory Asset Claims are Appropriate

Please summarize this portion of your testimony.

The .witnesses have accepted a large portion of the total dollar value of the
regulatory assets claimed by the Company. The only exception is the witness
for HSS/ARI, Dr. Weisenmiller. Dr. Weisenmiller basically denies recovery
of substantially all of the Company's claim.

Are there any disputes regarding the appropriate standard for determining
whether an asset qualifies as a regulatory asset?

15



LJ

14

15

16

17

18

19

A

Yes. Several witnesses contend (or their analysis implies) that the appropriate
standard is whether each asset has previously been determined by the Com-
mission, in a specific rate order, to be recovered from ratepayers in some
future period. That, however, is not the standard adopted in the Customer
Choice Act, nor is 1t the standard under generally accepted accounting princi-
ples. The Customer Choice Act defines a regulatory asset as "assets or other
deferred charges typically recoverable under current regulatory practice."
Thus, the standard is whether an asset is "typically recoverable" under current
"regulatory practice,” not, as some intervenors suggest, whether an asset is
"specifically recoverable" under a "specific rate order."

Has there been any prior review by the Commuission or third parties into
whether the Company has properly classified and recorded its regulatory
assets?

Yes. There have been numerous audits of the Company's financial statements.
These audits include audits performed by regulatory bodies such as the Chief
Accountant's office of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC),
and Bureau of Audits for the Pennsylvania PUC. These audits also include
audits by the Company's independent auditors, Deloitte & Touche, LLP, as
well as acceptance of the audited financials by the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC). A listing of these audits and orders were provided in
response to interrogatories HSS-1-043, HSS-1-092 and HSS-2-023, attached
hereto (without attachments due to their bulk) as Exhibit DJC-22.

You previously referred to generally accepted accounting principles. Please

describe what are the criteria, from an accounting standards perspective, when

16
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a company can record a regulatory asset.

Specifically, Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 71 (SFAS No.
71), provides the accounting guidelines for establishing and maintaining a
regulatory asset. The standard requires that rate actions of a regulator can
provide reasonable assurance of the existence of an asset. If certain criteria
are met, then a company can capitalize an incurred cost that would otherwise
be charged to expense under generally accepted accounting principles
(GAAP).

Describe the specific criteria established for creating a regulatory asset.

It must be proven to be probable that future revenue will result from inclusion
of the specific cost in costs allowed for ratemaking purposes. The criteria for
meeting the probability test is to either have a specific order which provides
for the specific recovery of the costs or to show that the costs are typically
recoverable in the specific regulatory jurisdiction and that there have not been
any regulatory actions which would prohibit the recovery of the specific costs.
As previously indicated, the regulatory bodies which govern the accounting
rules for regulatory assets all concur on the Company's accounting. These
bodies include the SEC, the FERC, and the Audit Bureau of the Pennsylvania
PUC.

Will you describe the guiding principle under which the Company developed
its claims for regulatory assets and other deferred charges?

Yes. The Company developed its claim for regulatory assets based on the
principle that it was only entitled to a revenue requirement which, on a present

value basis, was equal to the revenue requirement which would have been
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normally identified and typically recoverable under current Pennsylvania
ratemaking practice.

Have you prepared a schedule which demonstrates that the Company's claim
for each of its regulatory assets is equal, on a present value basis, to the
revenue requirement computed on a present value basis?

Yes. Exhibit DJC-15 shows the revenue requirements computed both under
traditional ratemaking and as included in the Company's filing for each of the
regulatory assets claimed by the Company. Exhibit DIC-15 demonstrates that
on a present value basis, the Company's claim is equivalent to {or in some
cases, slightly less than) what would have been computed under traditional
ratemaking.

Are the categories under which the Company classified its regulatory assets
important?

No, not particularly. The Company did classify some items as regulatory
assets which could have been included in piant or other deferred charges such
as the Warwick mine, the cold reserved portions of Phillips and Brunot Island,
the present value of the Beaver Valley Unit No. 2 lease payments, SFAS 109
plant, and several other smaller items. Reclassification of these items would
not change the Company's stranded cost claim.

Will you identify the recommended adjustments to Duquesne's claims for
recovery of regulatory assets as advanced by the other parties in this proceed-
ing?

Yes. Exhibit DJC-10 shows the regulatory assets claimed by the Company

and the adjustments to these amounts as identified by the other parties in this
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proceeding who made more or less comprehensive assessmeénts of the Com-
pany's regulatory assets and generating plant values. I have presented all of
the proposed adjustments on a consistent basis and have attempted to accu-
rately quantify the positions of the other parties relative to Duquesne's posi-
tions. The adjustments made by other parties to the Company's clains were
either not quantifiable (g.g., Environmentalists) or less than comprehensive. [
will discuss these types of adjustments as appropriate 1n the sections which

follow.

Each of the Companvy's Disputed Regulatory Asset Claims Are
Appropriate

Will you discuss the Company's claim for the SFAS 109 regulatory tax
receivable and any proposed adjustments?

Yes. The regulatory tax receivable represents the unamortized portion of the
regulatory asset which was booked when the Company adopted SFAS 109.
Mr. Catlin, on behalf of the QCA, Mr. Kollen, on behalf of DII, and Dr.
Weisenmiller, on behalf of HSS/ARI have taken issue with the Company's
claim, Mr. Catlin and Mr. Kollen do not dispute Duquesne's right to recover
the SFAS 109 regulatory asset nor do they disagree with the amount that
Duquesne has recorded as the generation-related portion of this asset. Mr.
Catlin has adjusted downward the total claim because the portion relating to
"basis differences” is included in nuclear plant balances for determining
stranded costs according to the OCA methodology. Mr. Kollen has made a

similar adjustment to eluminate any double counting of this asset. Dr.
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Weisenmiller of HSS/ARI is the only party to adjust the Company's claimed
regulatory tax receivable. Dr. Weisenmiller asserts that the Company has not
supported this regulatory asset because the Company has not had a base rate
case in ten years, does not have a valid regulatory order for this 1tem, and
further, that the Company should not be allowed to earn a return on the
unamortized balance. Dr. Weisenmiller concludes his analysis of this item by

disallowing the entire balance.

The Company takes exception to Dr. Weisenmiller's testimony. Dr.
Weisenmiller introduces a definition and criteria of regulatory assets which
conflicts with GAAP, the FERC's accounting guidelines and, most impor-
tantly, with the Pennsylvania statute. Dr. Weisenmiller asserts that a "valid
regulatory order” is a "basic threshold test" for a regulatory asset. As indi-
cated, however, under the statute the test for regulatory assets is far different
from the characterization of Dr. Weisenmiller's "basic threshold test". In
Section 2803(1), Transition or Stranded Costs include "regulatory assets and
other deferred charges typically recoverable under current regulatory practice”
(emphasis added). It appears that the statute contemplates the very situation
where a‘regulatory order has not been received, but future recovery was

expected under current regulatory practice.

Under the statute, there are no special rules for companies which have not had
a rate case within a specified time such as ten years. Dr. Weisenmiller's

attempt to impugn the validity of the Company's balance sheet for this reason
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is undermined by his own testimony which indicates that after a recent audit
by the PUC staff, only about $2 million of unrecorded retirements were noted
on a gross plant value of more than $2..8 billion. Clearly, the PUC staff audit
should provide Dr. Weisenmiller with some comfort that the Company's

additions since the last rate case are not overstated.

In addition, the amounts disallowed as a regulatory asset meet the definition of
regulatory assets under GAAP, as well as under FERC accounting guidelines.
Specifically, FERC's audit staff under direction of the FERC's Chief Accoun-
tant's office reviewed the Company's adoption of SFAS 109 as a change in

accounting method and accepted the Company's adoption.

Further, Dr. Weisenmiller's adjustment is a one-sided accounting entry and is
typical of the types of biased adjustments he has proposed on behalf of
HSS/ARI. As stated in my direct testimony, if the regulatory asset related to
the SFAS 109 tax receivable is removed, then the deferred tax balance for
each plant should be increased by a like amount. If both sides of the account-
ing entry are removed, the net present value of revenue requirements is
unchanged and the resulting effect on the Company's stranded cost 1s zero. If,
however, only one side of the accounting entry is removed, as Dr.
Weisenmiller does, this will affect revenue requirements and is clearly unfair

and biased.

Finally, Dr. Weisenmiller asserts that Duquesne's claim for the entire amount
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of thé regulatory asset is pot justified. He proposes that post-2005 costs are
stranded with the relevant portion of the premium amortized over the remain-
ing life of the plant. Dr. Weisenmiller ignores the reality that post-2005, there
will be no mechanism for the Company to recover these costs. Under his
proposed scenario, the Company would suffer an impairment loss for the post-
2005 unamortized balance,

Will you discuss the Company's claim for unamortized debt costs and any
proposed adjustments?

Yes. Unamortized debt costs represent premiums and discounts paid by the
Company to issue and refinance its debt. Typically this item has been recov-
erable through interest expense as a reduction to the debt balance outstanding
and as an amortization amount included in interest expense. With the move to
competition, the generation-related portion of this item will no longer be
recoverable through interest expense beyond 2005. As such, the Company has
proposed to recover the present value of the post-2005 portion of this item by
the end of 2005. The OCA has proposed to exclude the pre-2005 portion of
this item from interest expense and would allow recovery of the entire amount
as a regulatory asset. A similar adjustment is proposed for the recovery of the

premiums and financing costs associated with the Beaver Valley Unit No. 2

lease.

Although on the surface the OCA's adjustment appears to be reasonable, it
penalizes the Company in two ways. First, the adjustment lowers the Com-

pany's overall cost of capital by lowering the computed debt cost to a level
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below that typically allowed under Pennsylvania ratemaking and second, 1t
raises the apparent leverage of the Company to levels which are higher than
typically would have been determined under current Pennsylvania ratemaking
practice. There is no justification for the adjustments made by the OCA other

than to deny the Company a reasonable retum.

HSS/ARI admits that these amounts typically would be recoverable under
current Pennsylvania ratemaking practice (see Weisenmuiller, p. 109, lines 8-
10). HSS/ARI offers no reasonable alternative for the recovery of the post-
2005 amount of this item and, absent regulation (or divestiture under the
HSS/ARI proposal), this amount would have to be written off by the Com-
pany. Again, witness Weisenmiller has proposed an unfair adjustment which

even he recognizes would have to be dealt with in a divestiture scenario.

DII witness Kollen also would eliminate post-2005 debt premiums because he
believes that the Company has unfairly used a higher cost of capital to dis-
count margins beyond 2005 (see Kollen, p. 13, lines 1-9). Both witnesses
Weisenmiller and Kollen fail to appreciate that the Company's proposal for
determining stranded cost as of December 31, 2005 is based on a future
determination of the value (i.e., the final valuation in 2003) of the Company's
generating stations and the Company's current cost of capital simply 1s not
relevant to that determination, whi-ch will be based on the capital markets at
that time. Further, they both ignore the reality that post-20035, there will be no

mechanism for the Company to recover these costs. Under their proposed
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scenario, Duquesne would suffer an impairment loss for the post-2005 unam-
ortized balance. Also, the Company's calculation beyond 2005 was developed
to illustrate that the Company has a relatively wide range of potential stranded
costs depending on the future market price of electricity.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for unamortized sale/leaseback premi-
ums and any proposed adjustments?

Yes. The Company's position with respect to sale/leaseback premiums is
similar to that of debt discounts and premiums. That is, the present value of
the post-2005 amounts must be recovered as a regulatory asset. Witness
Catlin for the OCA proposes to include the present value of all future lease
expense in the generating plant values. The Company has no particular
quarre] with this treatment which could result in an amount mathematically
equivalent to the amount claimed. Howéver, sin.ce the OCA is proposing an
equity return disallowance on the Company's stranded generating assets, and
would allow a return on regulatory assets, the Company is not indifferent to
this adjustment. Under current regulatory practice in Pennsylvaﬂia, the
Commission could be expected typically to allow operating lease payments in
cost of service, including the amortization of any associated ﬁnanciﬁg COSts.
Since the Company has only claimed the present value of these amounts in its
regulatory asset claim, any proposals which exclude amounts beyond 2005 are
unfounded since in the future there will no longer be a mechanism to collect
these post-2005 costs.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for deferred rate synchronization costs

and any proposed adjustments?
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Yes. The Company's claim for deferred rate synchronization costs or "early
window" costs are the costs incurred by the Company at Perry and Beaver
Valley Unit No. 2 between the time the plants went into utility service and the
time rates which reflected these units went into effect. This item was specifi-
cally addressed in the Ft. Martin Plan. In 1996, the Company took a one-time
$9 million write-down of this amount and began amortization of the remaining
balance over a 10-year period beginning in June 1996, Under the Company's
proposal, the Company would amortize the unamortized balance of defeired
rate synchronization costs by the end of 2005. The Company's proposed
amortization represents approximately a one-year acceleration of what had
been approved under the Ft. Martin Plan. Both the OCA and the OTS accept

the Company's amount as claimed.

DII proposes to adjust the stranded cost balance to reflect the present value of
the amortization which would have been made through 2006 instead of 2005.
The proper amount of the adjustment to the Company's stranded cost claim is
$0.5 million - not $8.5 million as DII has proposed (see Exhibit DIC-14).
The Company has already excluded the total amount of these regulatory assets
from its determination of rate base and did not earn a return on these items.
Hence, a minor adjustment to reflect the one-year acceleration of amortization

is proper and should be recognized by the Company.

Again, Dr. Weisenmiller introduces a definition and criteria of regulatory

assets which conflicts with GAAP, FERC accounting guidelines and the
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Pennsylvania statute. The amounts he disallows as a regulatory asset clearly
meet the definition of regulatory asset under the relevant accounting and
statutory standards.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for deferred employee costs and any
proposed adjustments?

Yes. Deferred employee costs represent timing differences between the
accrual of, and cash payment of, injuries and damages and compensated
absences. Under past Commission practice, this item has been required to be
placed on the balance sheet and amortized as a regulatory asset. Clearly then,
this asset meets the criteria as provided in § 2803(1) as having been typically
recoverable. The Company has always been allowed to recover these amounts
in each of its previous rate cases. In addition, the Commission has aliowed

recovery of similar amounts in other utilities more recent rate cases.

DII suggests that it is inappropriate to recover this regulatory asset because it
will eventually reverse. DII's witness Mr. Kollen concludes that these costs
represent the differences between accrual and cash recognition of expenses,
and thus, are not appropriate for recovery. However, Mr. Kollen has failed to
realize that all regulatory assets represent the timing difference between
accrual and cash recognition of expenses. If Mr. Kollen's standard was

applied, no regulatory asset would be recovered.

The Company has sought recovery of this item such that, on a present value

basis, the revenue requirement is actually less than what would have been al-
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lowed under current regulatory practice (see Exhibit DJC-15). Although the
Company could have taken the position that it should gross-up this item, it has

claimed only the amortization of this amount over a seven-year period.

HSS/ARI opposes this item on the basis that the Company has not had a
recent base rate case, and that the Company has not shown any of the amounts
to be gen;:ration related. The HSS/ARI adjustment is clearly misguided. The
Company has allocated this item on the basis of direct labor dollars. Appar-
ently, HSS/ARI would argue that this is an inappropniate allocator for the item
even though this item clearly 1s related to labor. I can not think of a more
reasonable allocation basis, but if it is truly a matter of misallocation, then the
Company's transmission and distribution regulatory assets should be increased
accordingly, since there has been no proposed adjustment of the Company's
total regulatory asset for this item.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for deferred coal costs and any pro-
posed adjustments?

Yes. The Company has claimed $13.5 million in deferred coal costs as a
regulatory asset. This amount represents costs which historically have been
above the cost caps which limited the amounts that could be included in the
Company's annual ECR. Several parties (OCA, DII, and HSS/ARI) have
indicated that this amount should not be allowed to be recovered in this
proceeding because the Company has not shown that its coal costs will be
below market at any time in the future. They argue that if this is the case,

Duquesne's shareholders, and not its ratepayers, should be responsible for this
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cost. Duquesne's Exhibits clearly show that fuel costs are expected to decline
in the year 2000 (see Exhibit DJC-3 revised p. 3).

When the Company entered into the settlements in Docket Nos. P-890386 and
P-890387, the Company knew that its fue} costs would decline dramatically
once the long-term contracts at Mansfield expired and the Warwick mine costs
were recovered, and that recovery of any deferred amounts would be likely to
occur in the ye'ar 2000. The Company had every right to believe that it would
recover these amounts under the terms of the settlements and it should be
allowed to recover these amounts in this proceeding.

Further, the Company believes that these assets clearly fall into the definition
of a regulatory asset based on the definition specifically provided in § 2803(1)
as costs which typically are recoverable. The Company has always been
allowed the opportunity to recover its deferred fuel costs. The assertion that
there needs to be an assurance of recovery in order to be treated as a recover-
able transition/stranded cost does not exist in the statute. In addition, the
Company is projecting to be able to recover its deferred fuel cost under
traditional rate making policy beginning in 2000. Thus, the Company should
be allowed recovery of its deferred fuel costs since absent dereguliation, it
would have had the opportunity to recover these deferred fuel costs in 2000,
Will you discuss the Company's claim for deferred caretaker costs?

Yes. I will address this item with the discussion of cold reserved units
elsewhere in my testimony.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for the pre-accrual of nuclear outages

and any proposed adjustment?
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1 A Yes. The Company has proposed to recover a regulatory asset associated with
2 the pre-accrual for nuclear outage costs. The Company believes that this ac-
® . 3 counting method is preferable in that it more closely matches the expense of
4 outages with the production from the unit. The Company currently uses this
5 method for its fossil stations. In 1993, the Company changed its method of
¢ 6 accounting for fossil statton outage costs to a preaccrual methodology. This
7 change required an opinion letter by Deloitte & Touche LLP that the new
® 8 methodology was consistent with GAAP, as wel] as preferable to any other
9 accounting methodology under GAAP. This opinion letter approving the
10 Company's proposal was reviewed by the SEC and approved. Later, during its
o 11 normal audit, FERC reached the same conclusion that this was a preferable
12 method of accounting under GAAP based upon its review of other non-
° 13 regulated industries' accounting practices.
14
15 The OCA, DII and HSS/ARI have challenged this proposal as being inconsis-
® 16 tent with past practice. The OCA (see Catlin, p. 11, Il. 14-22) has indicated
17 that under its method, the full cash cost of outages should be recognized in the
° 18 year incurred and hence will not be "double counted." The Company's claim
19 does not double count this item because it is not included in future operating
20 expenses, and it provides a reasonablie way for the Company to recover outage
21 costs consistent with preferable accounting methods. If this claim is disal-
22 lowed, the Company should increase its operating expenses in the years that
23 outages actually occur.
24 Mr. Kollen's assertion that the deferrals would not exist after generation
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supply becomes competitive because it would not be consistent with GAAP is
completely inconsistent with the opinions of Deloitte & Touche, LLP, the
Company's independent auditors, the SEC and FERC.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for transition costs and any proposed
adjustments?

Yes. The Company has claimed $18.1 million of transition costs as a regula-
tory asset and has reduced the amount of depreciation it will accelerate in
1998 by an additional amount of $11.25 million in 1998 due to a higher pilot
program incentive credit than was originally anticipated when the Company
made its filing on Auvgust 1, 1997. DII suggests that it is inappropriate to
include restructuring implementation expense as a valid transition cost and ex-
cludes $8.3 million from Duquesne's claim. HSS/ARI takes the extreme
position that none of the Company’s claim is valid because the Company
failed to reference the relevant sections of the Act which permit recovery of
such items. Recovery of the types of costs identified by the Company are
specifically permitted under the Act (Sections 2803 and 2804). The cost of
implementation of restructuring is clearly a transition cost which should be
allowed. Also, it would be allowed under current ratemaking practices in
Pennsylvania which historically have allowed the costs of legislative mandates
and rate case expenses to be included ip rates. Finally, in response to Mr.,
Kollen, there are no CARS expenses included in this claim. All of tl;e costs
associated with the CARS project have been included as a distribution operat-
ing cost.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for recovery of SFAS 106 costs?
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Mr. Kollen, on behalf of the DII and Dr. Weisenmiller, on behalf of HSS/ARI
have proposed to deny all costs associated with SFAS 106. Dr. Weisenmiller
provides that only some of the costs are generation related and even these do
not qualify for recovery through the CTC because there is no showing that
they will not be recovered in the competitive market. Mr. Kollen also believes
these costs must be a regulatory liability.

First, there is a misunderstanding as to how SFAS 106 expense is computed.
SFAS 106 liability 1s effectively stated on a present value basis. Second, the
transition amount the Company is seeking is a "GAAP" liability which exists
today, not a regulatory liability. Because this is a liability incurred during the
regulated generation period, the customers shouid incur the costs of these
expenses. Thus, it is appropnate to include these costs in the Company's
stranded cost calculations.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for recovery of its Warwick Mine
investment?

Dr. Weisenmiller, on behalf of HSS/ARI, proposes to deny recovery of
Duquesne's Warwick Mine investment. He is the only intervening party who
proposes to deny recovery of this item. Dr. Weisenmiller states that because
Warwick has been excluded from rate base since 1981, the Company should
not be permitted a return unless the cost of the coal 1s below a previously
established cost cap. He also believes that the Company has not exhausted the
options to mitigate costs of the mine.

The Company currently has earned a return on its investment in Warwick

through the sale of coal. Thus, the Company believes that these clearly fall
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into the definition of a regulatory asset based on the definition specifically
provided in § 2803(1) as costs which typically are recoverable.

Will you discuss the Company's claim for recovery of its pilot program
incentive and customer education expenses? |

Dr. Weisenmiller, on behalf of HSS/ARI, proposes to deny recovery of these
costs. Dr. Weisenmiller believes these costs do not meet the definition as
transition costs.

Section 2803 specifically provides for the inclusion of customer education
expenses as transition costs. In addition, the Company's pilot implementation
order 1ssued by the PUC provides for pilot program incentive recovery
through the adjustment of the Company's accelerated depreciation of nuclear
generation plants or through the CTC. Thus, it is appropriate to recover this
regulatory asset since the Pennsylvania PUC specifically has addressed and

allowed the recovery of this item.

Duguesne Should be Allowed to Fully Recover the Cost of Its Cold

Reserved Units

Will you identify the claim the Company is making for its cold reserved units?
Yes. Inthe mid-1980s, the Company placed a portion of the Brunot Isiand
power station and all of the Phillips power station into cold reserve status.
These units were accounted for as plant held for future use and the Company
suspended depreciation and ceased to earn a return on these items. At this
time, the Company does not believe that these units can be economically

retumed to service. As such, the Company is seeking to begin amortizing
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these amounts and to include the unamortized amount of these items in its rate
base for purposes of computing its equity returns throughout the transition
period.

If the Company had been able to return these units to service would ratepayers
have received a benefit?

Yes. As evidenced by the settlement decision related to the GPU transaction,
the Company would have received a regulated retum and Duquesne's ratepay-
ers would have received a significant benefit (i.e., a rate reduction through a
credit determined annually similar to the Company's ECR mechanism).

Did the Company make other attempts to sell or otherwise maximize the value
of the cold reserved units?

Yes. For a number of years the Company was trying to make long-term firm
power sales which would have allowed the Company to return all or a part of
its cold reserved units to service. In recent years, the "For Sale” sign has been
out on both f’hi]lips and Brunot Island. To date there have been no offers for
either Phillips or the cold reserved portion of Brunot Island.

Have the Company's shareholders suffered as a result of the Company placing
these units into cold reserve?

Yes. The Company's shareholders have suffered because both the recovery of
and the return on these units has been forgone for more than ten years.

Will you discuss the caretaker costs associated with these units?

Yes. In order to be able to return these units to service, costs were incurred to
maintain the units. These are relatively small amounts but were necessary to

preserve the option to return the units to service. To deny recovery of these
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amounts would further burden shareholders who have already been severely
penalized as described above.

What options did the Company have other than to cold reserve the units?

The Company could have simply retired the units. As described by Mr.
O'Brien in his direct testimony (see p. 15, Il. 5-11), under current regulatory
practice, if the Company had retired the units, it would have credited plant and
debited the depreciation reserve. This would have had no net effect on the
Company's rate base and the Company would have recovered the net book
value and a return over the remaining life of the Company's other fossil units.
Why didn't the Company retire the units?

Until recently, the Company thought that there would be more value for both
ratepayers and shareholders if the units were maintained in cold reserved
status.

Has the Company agreed to return any future value which might be dertved
from these units to ratepayers if the Company's position is adopted?

Yes. One hundred percent of any future benefit received from cold reserved
units would be passed along to ratepayers. Under the Company's proposal, the
cold reserved units would be included in the final valuation and any positive
value for these units would be a direct reduction to the Company's stranded
cost.

Are other parties to the case recommending that cold reserved units not be
allowed in the Company's stranded cost?

Yes. The OTS and HSS/ARI are both recommending that cold reserved units

be removed from the Company's claim. Also, the OCA make a small adjust-
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ment to the cold reserved plant balances based upon its novel interpretation of
the Ft. Martin settlement. The OCA's position that the Company somehow
agreed to credit $5 million without recovery or return is not supported by the
agreement. The OTS takes the position that the Company's cold reserved
units should be classified as non-utility property and not included in the
Company's determination of stranded costs. HSS/ARI contends that the
Company is not entitled to any recovery because the Company has acknowl-
edged that the assets may have to be written off and because the GPU transac-
tion did not go forward (see Weisenmiller, pp. 103 and 104).

Will you summarize the Company's position with respect to its cold reserved
units?

Yes. The Company's claim for its cold reserved units and the associated
caretaker costs represents the only fair treatment for a mitigation strategy of
which the Commission was well aware, but that uitimately proved unsuccess-
ful. The Company has pursued a number of successful mitigation strategies
and should not be penalized because it was unable to make a silk purse out of

a SOW's ear on these particular assets.

The Companv's treatment of decommissioning is consistent with current

regulatory practice

Has the Company made a specific claim for recovery of nuclear or fossil plant
decommissioning above currently approved levels during the transition period
ending December 31, 20057

No. The Company has only deducted the estimated unfunded portion of its
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nuclear decommissioning cost and an estimate of fossil decommissioning cost
from the range of present values estimated for its generating stations as of
December 31, 2005. Also, please refer to the rebuttal testimony of Mr.
L.aGuardia on the subject of decommissioning.

How does the Company's final valuation proposal consider fossil and nuclear
decommaissioning?

Under the Company's final valuation proposals, dismantiement of its units
would be included in the final market value determination.

Would the final valuation also consider future site value, life extension or
other value which would tend to offset or reduce the present value of future
decommissioning costs?

Yes.

Duquesne has Presented a Fully Mitigated Cost of Service

Will you comment on the suggestions that the Company could further mitigate
its stranded costs by shutting down some of its units?

Yes. The OCA and other have suggested that the shut down of certain genera-
tion stations could be used as a strategy to further mitigate stranded costs.
While on the surface this appears to be a reasonable suggestion, it is premature
to consider this option. Currently there is a great deal of uncertainty as to the
future market price of electricity. Given this uncertainty, it would not be
prudent at this time to make such irreversible decisions and, as discussed
below, temporary shutdown of units is not technically feasible or financially
viable, Also, many of costs shown in the Company’s margin analysis are not
immediately avoidable and hence should be excluded in a proper shut down
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analysis. The economic basis for this analysis was discussed at length in the
direct testimony of Mr. Schnitzer.

Has the Company made an analysis of the costs which are truly avoidable for
the plants which are recommended for shutdown by the OCA?

Yes. Exhibit DJC-13 shows the economic implications of shutting down
Elrama, Cheswick, Beaver Valley Unit No. 2 and Perry. Exhibit DJC-13
clearly shows that, when unavoidable costs are considered, Perry, Beaver
Valley Unit No. 2, and Cheswick should not be shut down at this time. The
present value of the margins of each of these units is positive when only the
truly avoidable costs are considered.

What are the implication of the negative margin value for Elrama?

As a generating unit, the avoidable "to go" economics of Elrama are not
favorable even after removing unavoidable costs from the analysis. We have
not done a formal option value analysis, although this would tend to reduce
the absolute size of the negative margin value, and make an economic shut-
down of the unit less likely.

Based on this preliminary analysis, does Duquesne intend to close Elrama?
Not at this time. Although the analysis indicates that Elrama has a negative
margin value as a generating unit, the impact of closing Elrama on the
Duquesne transmission system must be considered. As discussed in Mr.
Karl's rebuttal testimony, the Elrama station provides both reactive and real
support to the southeast side of Duquesne's transmission system, and serves as
a first contingency. A decision to close Elrama would require a significant

expenditure of T&D capital to build a new 345 kV line to ensuie the contin-
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ued reliability of the Duquesne system. Alternatively, Mr. Karl discusses
other options that might be less costly and could be completed more quickly,
and would provide the necessary real and reactive power on the Duquesne
system, These options include a partial shutdown of Elrama, installation of
capacitors, and installation of new peaking capacity at the existing site. When
the avoided costs of alternative sources of voltage support are considered, a
decision to shut down Elrama would be premature as the Company has not
made a detailed evaluation of these options. Mr. Marshall, in his rebuttal
testimony, has indicated that the Company will commit to providing the
Commission with a full shut down analysis for Elrama including an evaluation
of the various voltage support aptions before the end of 1998.

Will you comment on the suggestions of the OCA and others that certain units
such as Cheswick could be temporarily removed from service as a viable
mitigation strategy?

Yes. Temporary shut down of Cheswick is not a practical mitigation strategy
at this time. Many costs are not truly avoidable as shown in Exhibit DJC-13
and when the costs incurred to return the unit to service are added, this
alternative is even less economically attractive. The Company’s own experi-
ence with Phillips suggests that it would cost more than $100 million. to return
this station to service and Brunot Island could cost more than $50 million.
Will the company have the proper incentives to take economic actions under
its proposals?

Yes, definitely. Under a rate cap with an ROE spillover and a minimum

depreciation and amortization commitment the Company will be operating
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with all of the incentives needed to ensure that it makes economic decisions.
Would these incentives extend to such actions as plant shutdown and life
extension?

Yes. The Company would be equally incented to take these and any other
actions which would allow it to earn up to its authorized level.

Is it true that the Duquesne would have an incentive ‘gold plate’ its plants if it
was going to earn above the spillover amount in a given year?

No. Given the Company’s entire proposal, ‘gold plating’ or accelerating
maintenance or capital expenditures would be a zero sum game considering
the Company’s final valuation. Such expenditures would raise the final value
of the Company’s plants and would be likely to result in the same stranded
cost determination as without the increased expenditures.

If the Company’s cost projections are incorrect how are ratepayers protected
fro.m an over recovery of stranded costs on the part of the Company?

The Company believes that its cost projections are aggressive and represent its
fully mitigated costs. The OCA chose to adjust some of Duquesne’s; cost
projections by using a higher inflation rate and lower availability factors for
some of the Company’s units. As such it will be difficult enough for the
Company to reach an 11.5% ROE. On the other hand the ROE spillover gives
the ratepayers the benefits of lower costs. It should be reemphasized that the
Company has made a minimum commitment to amortization and depreciation
and has no recourse should there be worse than expected cost performance.
The result 1s an ROE spillover that gives ratepayers the full benefits of

aggressive performance projections. This gives the Company strong incen-
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tives to minimize costs and take appropriate economic actions during the
transition period.

Are there any other comments you have on the intervenor testimony with
respect to regulatory assets or stranded costs?

Yes. Mr. Schoengold for the environmentalists alludes to the fact that
Duquesne’s stranded costs are overstated because he could not reconcile the
minimum amortization of the Company with the net book value calculations
at December 31, 2005 (See Schoengold testimony, pp. 26, In. 15 t0 27 In.6).
As shown in discovery ENV-3-148 the Company’s claim is completely
reconciled when the proper deferred tax effect is applied to the minimum
amortization commitment for purposes of determining the Company’s net
book value as of December 31, 2005. A.copy of the response to ENV-3-148

1s included as Exhibit DJC-23.

IV. STRANDED COST SHARING PROPOSALS

Return Disallowances are Unfounded

How have the intervenors calculated their estimates of appropriate "sharing"
amounts for determining stranded cost disallowances?

Most of the intervenors who addressed the issue proposed some form of return
disallowance. The OCA has indicated th;it no return of anv kind on stranded
generating plant should be allowed because such plant ts not used and useful.
According to the OCA, economic excess capacity penalties imposed on the
Company in the past should be expanded to disallow all return on nuclear
units that have stranded costs. DII proposes to disaliow an equity return on
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stranded generating plant assets for reasons similar to those of the OCA. The
environmentalists contend that only a2 60% allowance of stranded cost recov-
ery should be approved because the Company’s investors would have received
a "reasonable" return as calculated by Mr. Shoengold. HSS/ARI does not
really address sharing because they propose to disallow nearly all of the
Company’s stranded cost claims, as discussed previously, thereby mooting the
"sharing" 1ssue.

How do you respond to the OCA "sharing" proposal?

The OCA, through witness Kahal, has attempted to misapply ratemaking
principles which are not applicable to the Company’s current circumstances.
First a total return disallowance under the used and useful standard 1s mappro-
priate. The Company’s generating assets (except for its cold reserved units)
are serving its customers every day and the prudence of the Company’s
investment in its generating assets has already been determined. It cannot
now be retroactively determined that such investments were somehow impru-
dent and so lopg as these assets continue to serve the Company’s customers
there is no question as to the used and usefulness of these assets to the Com-
pany’s customers. Further, even if certain assets should be removed from
service because they are not economic in a competitive environment (e.g.,
cold reserved units) this is the very definition of stranded costs: Under the
Act, 50 long as the Company has fully mitigated its costs, the Company is
entitied to an opportunity to fully recover its stranded cost including a fair
return on its prudently incurred investment. The OCA’s second argument is

as meritless as its first. To argue that an economic excess capacity penalty
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should be applied in a situation where, by definition, the Company’s stranded
costs are not economic is circular reasoning. It is also interesting to note that
witness Kahal went to great lengths to adjust the Company’s projections so
that it could be shown that the Company’s stranded cost is "almost entirely"
nuclear related. In the Cqmpany’s last base rate case economic excess
capacity penalties were applied to the Company’s new nuclear investment.
Even if an economic excess return penalty were found to continue to apply,
Mr. Kahal’s calculations would be grossly in error because the economic
excess capacity penalties from the Company’s last base rate case only were
applied to the equity related to Beaver Valley Unit No. 2 and the total return
on $31.2 million of rate base related to Perry. The Company has since sold
Beaver Valley and has almost no equity in the plant, and the depreciated value
of the Perry adjustment is currently less than $20 million. Accordingly, there
would be a relatively small revenue requirement reduction if this adjustment
were calculated properly and would not be a $460 million adjustment to the
Company’s revenue requirements as shown in Exhibit DIC-12. The OCA’s
proposed "sharing" plan 1s nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to retry
the Company’s 1988 base rate case and disallow a fair return on prudently
incurred investment which is inconsistent with traditional ratemaking in
Pennsylvania.

How do you respond to the DII proposal with respect to sharing?

The Commission should reject the DII's sharing proposal for the same reasons
it should reject the OCA’s sharing proposals.

How would the Company respond to Mr. Schoengold’s sharing proposal he
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presented for the Environmentalists?
MTr. Schoengold has attempted to show that with only a 60% allowance of
stranded costs (whatever that may be since he has not made a determination of
the Company’s stranded costs) the Con‘1pa.ny’s investors would recetve a
reasonable return on their investment because they have already achieved
some return and should be allowed enough to repay debt holders. Mr.
Schoengold’s analysis must be rejected because it attempts to carve out
specific assets and.assass whether or not investors have received a hypotheti-
cal return. This carving out of specific assets to assess investor returns is
preposterous. Investors invest in the Company as a whole and intend to earn
an overall return. It is not possible to credibly remove any particular group of
assets from the Company to assess whether or not investor’s have been fairly
treated. Since the magnitude of stranded costs is not known under Mr.
Schoengold’s proposal it is not possible to assess the full financial impact of
his proposed "sharing". If, however, the Company’s estimate of stranded
costs are used, the environmentalist’s proposal would be very similar in
magnitude to the OCA’s proposal as shown in the next section and would
have an equally devastating effect on the financial health of the Company.
The Environmentalist's proposal must be rejected as it is arbitrary and not
consistent with traditional ratemaking in Pennsylvania.

Are there any additional "sharing" amounts which have been proposed by the
various parties?

Not explicitly. However based on the revenue requirement calculations

proposed by OCA witness Lee Smith in Exhibit LS-5 and DII witness Stephen
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Baron in Exhibits STB-3 and SIB-5 there are implicitly additional sharing
amounts which are related to the amortization of stranded costs which underlie
the proposed revenue requirements related to stranded cost recovery. Itis
impossible to tell whether these were inadvertent o;'nissions from their reve-
nue requirements calculations or another form of "sharing”.

How does this additional "sharing" occur?

The amortization amounts from Exhibits LS-5 and SJB-3 were derived based
on net plant amounts which are also net of deferred taxes. Although it is
proper to derive returns based on net of deferred tax amounts it is not proper
to exclude certain deferred taxes for purposes of developing an amortization
amount to be included in revenue requirements. The amortization of stranded
plant must be on developed using net piant excluding all but the FAS 109
related accumulated deferred taxes. By using a stranded plant amount which
1s net of all deferred taxes both the OCA and DII have under stated the
revenue requirements associated with their own proposals and hence imposed
additional sharing amounts on the Company.

Have you quantified the additional revenue requirement which would be need
to amortize the OCA and DII quantifications of stranded cost?

Yes. On Exhibii DJC-12 have quantified the amount of amortization which
would be required given the DII stranded cost amount on page 2 of 4-and the
OCA amount on page 4 of 4. I have also computed the present value.of
revenue requirements differences between the unadjusted and full revenue
requirement amounts and have shown the difference at the bottom the page as

"sharing”.

44



W

16

17

18

19

[ NS I 1% T T N (O T 0N I 1
~] On L s L2 )

[e.e]

Q.

Why do the estimated stranded plant amounts on Exhibit DJC-12 differ from
the amounts shown on DJC-10.

The amounts on DJC-10 were developed to put each of the different stranded
cost estimates on a basis consistent with the Company's presentation of its
stranded costs. The amounts shown in Exhibit DJC-12 were taken directly

from the Exhibits of the OCA and DII.

V.IMPACT OF INTERVENOR PROPOSALS ON FINANCIAL INTEGRITY

Q.

The Intervenor Proposals would Harm the Financial Health of the Company

Have you estimated the effects of adopting the intervenor proposals with
respect to stranded cost and stranded cost recovery on the financial integrity of
the Company?

Yes. I have examined the impacts of the proposals of the OCA, OTS, DII and

HSS/ARI on the financial integrity of the Company.

Will you summarize the resuits of your examination?

Yes. All four of the proposals related to stranded cost and stranded cost

recovery including "sharing" would have a negative impact on the financial

health or financial integnty of the Company. The OCA, DI and HSS/ARI
proposals would severely damage the financial integrity of the Company.

Specifically:

. The OCA, OTS, DII and HSS would cause write-offs of $658 million,
$181 million, $461 million and $1.8 billion in 1998.

. The OCA, DII and HSS/ARI write-offs would cause Duquesne to be in
default of its BV2 sale/leaseback agreement which would also trigger a
cross-default of other debt and bank agreements.

. Given the OCA, DII or HSS/ARI proposals, the credit rating agencies

would likely downgrade the Company's debt to "junk bond" level.
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This downgrade would severely impact the Company's ability to
access the financial markets.
° Eamings per share and cash flow would drop putting a strain on any
effort to raise capital in the equity markets.
These negative financial impacts would have a detrimental effect on
Duquesne's ability to access capital markets and attract investors and to
provide reliable service to its customers.
Please describe the term "financial integrity".
Financial integrity relates to the financial "health" of a company or the ease
(or difficulty) with which a finm can continue to finance both its operations
and new construction. This is accomplished through internal cash generation
and by access to the debt and equity capital markets. For capital intensive
industries such as electric utilities, access to the capital markets is critical.
How do you measure financial integrity?
The most common and important measures of a capital intensive firm's
financial integrity are its internal cash flow and access to capital markets.
Many times this can be judged by a firm's securities ratings which measure its
creditworthiness. Major credit rating agencies such as Standard & Poor's,
Moody's, Fitch and Duff & Phelps rate a2 company's debt and preferred
securities. Generally, the rating agencies make an annual reviews using
current and projected public and non-public financial data and Company
forecasts. The agencies publish reports on the Company's debt and preferred
securities, and ascribe ratings on scales which range from AAA (highest) to D
(lowest) or other similar scales. Other important indicators of financial
integrity are total return to equity investors and a company's level of internal
cash generation.
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Please describe the Company's current credit ratings.

Exhibit DJC-16 lists Duquesne's current ratings from the four principal credit
rating agencies who rate the Company's debt and preferred securities.

What does the Company's current BBB+ rating by Standard & Poor's mean?
Standard & Poor's states that an obligation rated BBB "exhibits adequate
protection parameters. However, adverse economic conditions or changing
circumstances are more likely to lead to a weakened capacity of the obligor to
meet its financial commitment on the obligation”. A "BBB-" rating 1s the
lowest rating that is considered investment quality; below that (BB or lower)
an obligation is considered a "junk bond". Standard & Poor's further states
that "obligations rated BB, B, CCC, CC and C (below investment grade) are
regarded as having significant speculative characteristics". Standard & Poor's
comments that these obligations "will likely have some quality and protective
characteristics, these may be outweighed by large uncertainties or major
exposures to adverse conditions”.

How does the Company's BBB+ rating compare to the industry?

Of the roughly 120 electric utilities rated by Standard & Poor's, approximately
60% have ratings of A- or better. These ratings are superior to Duquesne's
BBB+.

Please describe a rating agency's criteria for determining creditworthiness?
Standard & Poor's, one of the four agencies that rate the company’s debt, has a
two pronged approach to anaiyzing a company; business profile and an
analytical financial profile. The business profile focuses on the qualitative

characteristics of regulation, markets, operations, competitiveness and man-
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agement. Business profiles are expressed on a scale of 1 (strong) to 10
(weak). Duquesne's current business profile is 6, a below average rating.

The financial profile focuses on analytic measures determining the company's
ability to generate cash flow to finance operations, service debt and to fund
new investment. The financial profile utilizes five key analytical measures:
Funds from operations as a percentage of total debt.

Funds from operations interest coverage.

Net cash flow as a percentage of capital expenditures.

Funds from operations interest coverage.
Total debt to total capitalization.

Both business and financial profiles are used to determine the overal] rating.
Have you analyzed the effect of the intervenors' proposals on Duquesne's
creditworthiness?

Yes. All four of the proposals result in an adverse effect on the Company’s
credit quality ratios. The OCA, DI and HSS proposals have a severe effect
on the financial health of the Company going forward. Exhibit DIC-17
summarizes key financial data. In terms of revenue requirements, OCA
recommends a 39% disallowance of the revenue requirement that Duquesne
would otherwise be entitied to earn under the rate cap. DII recommends a
15% disallowance of this revenue requirement and OTS recommends an 11%
disallowance of this revenue requirement. HSS recommends a confiscatory
96% disallowance. Under GAAP, the intervenors' proposals would require
Duquesne to write-off in 1998 $658 million, $181 million, $461 million and
$1.8 billion for O’i‘C, OTS, DII and HSS, respectively. In addition, earnings
would drop from $6 to $60 million annuaily, a drop of 5% to almost

50 percent compared to 1996 actual Duquesne’s earnings. Cash flow would
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also be negatively effected by all proposals. The combined effect would be
devastating to financial integrity and Duquesne’s ability to access the capital
markets.

What effect would the intervenors' proposals have on financial ratios and bond
ratings?

Based on the intervenors' proposals, | have calculated the 5 key financial
ratios for the term of the transition period (1999-2005). On a pro forma basis,
these ratios are shown in Exhibit DJC-18 along with anticipated bond ratings
which would likely result from those ratios. The bond ratings are estimates
using Standard & Poor's published guidelines. For the OCA, DII and HSS
proposals, it is anticipated that Duquesne's debt will fall to the "junk bond"
level. This would have severe consequences in terms of Duquesne's financial
integrity.

Please describe the effect on the Company's financial health should the
securities drop to "junk bond" status.

A below investment grade rating would impair the Company's ability to
readily access the debt market. Most investment funds are limited in the
amount of junk bonds allowed in their portfolio and many funds, especially
pension and retirement funds, are precluded from investing in junk bonds.
Junk bonds are often used to finance speculative ventures or start-up compa-
nies. Junk bond status is clearly not consistent with a financially healthy firm
that has a continuing obligation to deliver and to be supplier of last resort.
Public utility debt (also called fixed income securities) is often purchased by

pension and retirement funds and individuals for financial security for their
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retirement. Junk bond status is inconsistent with their investment goals.

What would be the cost to the Company of a "junk bond" rating?

As the Company's current debt matures and as new capital expenditures
require the issuance of new debt, the ability to issue cost effective debt is
affected by the credit rating. This is key to controlling costs in a regulated
environment as well as a major distinguishing feature in a competitive busi-
ness environment. Junk bond status would substantially increase the Com-
pany's cost of debt. As Exhibit DJC-18 shows, the increase in coupon rate is
required by the capital markets as credit quality changes. The increase in cost
is especially pronounced when a company's securities drop beiow BBB-, the
lowest rating which is still investment grade. For example, a drop from the
current level of BBB+ to BB- taken over the Company's $1.4 billion long term
debt would require the Company to pay a coupon rate 160 basis points higher.
This translates into an increased interest expense of $22.5 million per year, the
equivalent of an almost 2% across the board rate cut or the equivalent of

375 full time positions.

Who are the holders of the Company's debt?

Some is held directly by individuals; most is held by pension and retirement
or other funds, many of which are owned by Pennsylvania residents.

So wouldn't the effect of the intervenors' proposals hurt the people the
intervenors want to protect?

Yes. On one hand, the ratepayer who is a bondholder would see a drop in his

monthly electric bill, but on the other hand see an increased risk to the stream

of payments used to pay for his retirement.
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What about access to the equity markets?
The equity markets view the attractiveness of a company's common stock in
terms of total return; the prospect of dividends plus an increase in the stock's
price. Key drivers to this aspect of financial integrity are earnings per share
and dividends, as well as cash flow. Variations to these factors determine the
attractiveness of a company's stock and thus, the firm's ability to access the
equity markets.

Does a negative bond rating affect access to the equity markets?

Yes. Equity analysts often use credit rating agency reports in their stock
valuation analysis decisions since under SEC rules, rating agencies are
"insiders" and have access to non-public financial forecasts. Therefore, a
negative rating may not only impact access to the debt market, but the equity
market as well.

What other financial effects would the intervenors' proposals have?
Duquesne has a number of financial covenants as part of its bank loan and
other debt agreements. In the letter of credit reimbursement agreement related
to the sale lease-back of the Beaver Valley II Nuclear Plant, among other
covenants, the company is required to maintain a minimum consolidated net
worth of $825 million. The proposals by OCA, DII and HSS would require
the company to wnte-off $658 million and $1.8 biilion after-tax. This would
fall below the minimum requirement specified and thus put Duquesne in
default of the agreement. Most of the company’s other loan debt and loan
agreements contain cross-default insurance wherein if the company defaults

on any other agreement, the other agreements are judged to be in default,
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Putting the agreements in default could force the company into bankruptcy.
Therefore, the resulting impact of the write-offs caused by the intervenors’
proposals could cause a devastating series of financial events to océur.

Would a common dividend cut solve the financial problems caused by the
intervenors' proposals?

No. Duquesne's parent DQE already has one of the lowest dividend payout
ratios in the industry. Further, in 1986 when the steel industry in Pittsburgh
severely contracted, Duquesne cut its dividend 30%, one of the first electric
utilities ever to do so. The current effective dividend rate has still not reached
the 1986 level. Investors therefore still penalize DQE stock for that cut. A
further cut would severely impact the financial community's view of the stock

and severely impair the Company's access to the equity market.

VI. ASSET SECURITIZATION

The Company Should not be Required to Securitize its Stranded Costs

Should the Company be required to securitize its stranded costs?

No. Witness Kollen for DII has suggested that the Commission should require
asset securitization to further mitigate the Company’s stranded cost. The
Company has shown that replacing its relatively low cost debt with higher cost
debt would not be economic. Also, the Company currently has the highest
degree of debt leverage of any electric utility in the state. When the Company’s
leverage is further adjusted by the sale/leaseback debt the Company is even more
highly leveraged than the Company’s balance sheet would indicate. The
Company has already achieved many of the benefits which others might be able
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to achieve through asset securitization by employing high leverage. These
benefits are already reflected in the Company’s cost of service and its proposed
transition plan.

Could the Company reduce it common equity beyond what is shown in its
transition plan without adverse consequences?

No. The Company has shown that over the transition period that it will reduce
its common equity from $940 million to $636 million. If the Company tried to
reduce its equity below the levels already contemplated, the covenants under the
sale/leaseback would be violated and the Company would be in default under the
terms of the sale/leaseback. To have the operative covenants revised would
require approval of the both the BV-2 lessors and bondholders. At best, the
necessary approvals would be costly to obtain because both the lessors and
bondholders would want to be paid for granting approval. At worst, such
approval would not be granted at all.

Under the Act, can the Commission rf:quire the Company to secuntize its
stranded assets?

Not in my opinion. There are no provisions under the Act which allow the
Commission to mandate securitization. The Commission can consider the
effects of securitization in determining whether or not the Company has fully
mitigated its stranded costs. The Company believes that its record on mitigation
1s strong and many of the benefits which others may be able to achieve through
securitization have already been achieved by the Company through other means.
The Company has indicated that it will continue to review asset securitization

and may request approval to securitize all or a portion of its stranded costs at
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some time in the future if it can be shown that such action is beneficial.

VII. OTHER ISSUES

Rebuttal to Mr. Weisenmiller

Mr. Weisenmiller contends that past studies of the value of Duquesne's
generating assets conflict with Duquesne's current estimates. Mr. Weisenmiller
also claims that the price of the Ft. Martin sale should be used to set the value all
Duquesne's generating units. What 1s your response?

Mr. Weisenmiller's claims are less than credible and they are not even internally
consistent. I will first comment on his use of past assessments of the market
value of Duquesne's generating assets (some performed by Duquesne and others
by third parties). These studies contained wide ranges of predicted market value.
These ranges of value were influenced by a number of factors, including the
expected market price of power, as the documents themselves indicate. Itis thus
not surprising that the documents predict a positive value for Duguesne's plants
when market prices are assumed to be high, while also predicting no value if
market prices are assumed to be low. Mr. Weisenmiller's testimony, however,
avoids mentioning this. In his zeal to characterize the Company has having
billions of dollars in market value, he apparently found it unhelpful to provide the

‘reader a more balanced characterization of these studies.

I also find it surprising that he would even rely on the valuation and market price
projections contained in these documents. His testimony 1s apparently predicated
on the belief that such predictions are inherently speculative. (In this regard, he
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agrees with the Company.) I thus cannot understand why he places great weight
on (selected portions of) prior projections, but no weight at all on current
projections. If his point is simply that Duquesne's assets will have positive value
if market prices are substantially above the high end of Mr. Schnitzer's‘range, he
could have done so without such a laborious (and one-sided) review of these
documents.

Mr. Weisenmiller also contends that the market value of all Duquesne's assets
should be set on the basis of the value received from the Ft. Martin sale. Please
comment.

I also find this assertion not credible and it also is inconsistent with other
statements of the witness. In contrast to his claim in testimony that the Ft. Martin

sale should be used to value all the assets, he readily conceded on deposition that

. the sale of one fossil unit does not set the value for the remaining fossil units

(much less the nuclear units); rather, it would only provide one "data point":

Q. Would an auction of one fossil asset provide an accurate valua-
tion of the remaining fossil assets?
A Depending upon how representative that one asset was, it might

at least give you a data point, but it would not be as indicative as
an auction of all of those assets.

Weisenmiller Deposition at 5. It is thus inconceivable to me why he would
recommend using the Ft. Martin sale to value all the remaining assets --
particularly when this "data point" is contrary to every other market price
projection in this case. Moreover, his contention regarding the indicative value
of Ft. Martin is undermined by his own admission i testimony that the price paid
by APS was based on market price projections that bear no resemblance to

current market conditions. See Weisenmiller Testimony at 23. Here too, all he
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has demonstrated is that if one assumes high market prices, one will assume low
(or no) stranded costs for Duquesne's plants. That contention was made in the
Company's case, and hardly required 150 pages of responsive testimony from Mr.

Weisenmiller.

In conclusion, I find Mr. Weisenmiller;s assertions to be meritless. I would add,
however, that the Company's proposal to auction its generating assets in 2003 (or
earlier if there is a triggering event) should moot any dispute with HSS/ARI over
the valuation of the assets. Mr. Weisenmiller has stated that his preferred method

of valuation is divestiture (testimony at 141).

Rebuttal to Mr. Hughes

Please describe the topic you address in the next portion of your testimony.

In this portion of the testimony, I address certain points made by Mr. Hughes
regarding the Perry and Beaver Valley 2 (or BV2) plants. Mr. Hughes makes a
number of points, which I will address in turn.

Please address the first point.

Mr. Hughes, by his own admission, devotes a significant portion of his testimony
to “historical issues" relating to these units (Hughes Test. at 6), including the
need to construct those units, the prudence of construction and their economics.
Itis Duquesne's view, however, that these historical issues are simply that: i1ssues
of historical interest, not matters that have any relevance to this case.

Please explain.

The issues of whether (i) the construction of Perry and BV2 was prudent, and (i)
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the units represented economic excess capacity were both decided in Duquesne's
last base rate proceeding (R-870651). I will recite the relevant findings briefly.

As to prudence, the Commission determined that (1) all of Perry's construction
costs had been prudently incurred, and (11) found that a relatively small amount
of Duquesne's share of BV2 costs were imprudent (approx. $12 million), but no

adjustment to rate base was necessary due to Duquesne's sale and Jeaseback of
the facility at a book value loss in excess of that amount. With respect to
economic excess capacity, the Commission held that both units represented
economic excess capacity. As to Perry, the Commission imposed a disallowance
(removal of Elrama 1 and a portion of Elrama 2 from rate base) that had a

revenue requirement impact of approximately $5 million annually. As to B_VZ,

the Company agreed to a settlément with the OCA and OTS that, among other
things, imposed a disallowance of the equity return on BV2 and accepted a sale-
leaseback of the unit which mitigated the cost impacts of the disallowance.

Is Mr. Hughes attempting to raise these issues again here?

It is not clear. While he does not specifically so contend, he (1) devotes

"significant attention to whether these units were needed to serve load reliably, (i1)

contends that he will supplement his testimony with further analysis.of whether
these units were needed, and (ii1) contends that this case "presents yet another
opportunity for the Commission to address the issue of the just and reasonable-
ness of Duquesne's base rates.” Page 10. From this, I can only conclude that he
is contending that these issues should be relitigated in this proceeding. As
indicated, however, I strongly disagree.

Mr. Hughes devotes significant attention to a quotation from your direct
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testimony reéarding the loss of steel industry load and contends that he will
submit additional testimony on this issue. What is the relevance of this
testimony?

As should be obvious from its context, this portion of my direct testimony was
included for the purpose of explaining the rather obvious fact that the loss of steel
industry load had a significant revenue impact on Duquesne. Jts purpose was not
to relitigate whether Duquesne, and the other CAPCO companies, were
reasonable in planning to construct significant nuclear capacity, as Mr. Hughes
seems to portray it.

Did Mr. Hughe;' 1994 complaint attempt to relitigate these prudence issues or
other matters related to the 1987 rate case?

No, as Mr. Hughes then stated: "I am not asking the Commission to revisit its
decision in the prudency or rate base cases. . . ." (See David Hughes Response
to Duquesne'Light Company's Supplemental Brief at 3, Pa. PUC Dkt. No. C-
00945953 (May 7, 1996).)

Does Mr. Hughes make any specific recommendations regarding the rates that
should be approved in this proceeding?

No. His only statement is that the Commission has a range of options, including
the disaliowance of costs associated with Perry and BV2. Testimony at p. 0.
What is your response?

His rather vague suggestions should be rejected for all the same reasons as
discussed in my testimony, as well as the testimony of Messrs. Marshall and
Schnitzer, regarding proposals to disallow the recovery of prudently incurred

stranded costs.
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Rebuttal Regarding the ECR Roll-In -

OCA witness Kahal has opposed the Company's proposal to roll its approved
ECR of 14.7 mills into base rates under Section 2804{4)(v). Please comment.
The Company's position is that it is entitled under Section 2804(4)(v) to roll in
the 14.7 mills approved in the Fort Martin settlement which is cost justified (see
Eghibit DJC-24). However, even if we assume witness Kahal is correct that the
14.7 mill level cannot currently be rolled into base rates, it does not follow that
Dugquesne is limited to roll-in only the 12.822 level currently being charged to
Duquesne's customers based on 1995 data.

Please explain. What ECR did the Company propose in its filing on February 28,
19977

The Company's filing sought an adjustment to the ECR of negative 2.369 mills
from the 16.45 mills currently in base rates. The net effect of this adjustment
would have been to set the ECR at 14.081 for 1997. However, the Commission
in its March 27, 1997 Order effectively deferred any adjustment to the ECR

pending resolution of the restructuring case.

The negative 2.369 mill adjustment included .428 mills of correction for over-
collection in 1996. Under traditional regulatory treatment of the ECR, when
there is an adjustment to base rates any corrections for over- or under-coliection
are not included in the rolled-in amount. In this case, Duquesne is proposingto
roll-in the ECR under Section 2804(4)(v). Therefore, if the roll-in were based on

the 1997 filing — which produced an ECR below the 14.7 level approved under
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Fort Martin - the appropriate treatment would be to exclude the over-collection
amount of 428 mills grossed-up to include GRT. The result would be a total
ECR of 14.529 mills to be rolled-in to rates.

Assume that witness Kahal is correct and the- ECR based on 1995 data should be
used to determine the rate cap under the restructuring legislation. Is 12.822 mills
the correct number or does a similar adjustment for over-collection need to be
made?

Based on 1995 data, an ECR adjustment of negative 3.628 mills reduced the ECR
from the base rate amount of 16.45 mills to 12.822. But, the 1995 data included
an even larger adjustment for over-collection of .851 mills. Grossing-up this
over-collection amount for GRT and netting it from the 3.628 mill adjustment
would result in an ECR of 13.712 for purposes of the roll-in. Even if witness
Kahal is right that the 1995 data should be used for the roll-in, he has conve-
niently ignored the well recognized Pennsylvania regulatory practice of not
including amounts for over-collection or under-collection when rolling ECR
adjustments into base rates.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes it does.
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Generating Plant

Net Book Value of Gen. Plant
Working Capital

M&S and Fuel-Related Sunk Costs
PV of BV2 Lease Expense (1)

Net Book Value

P V of Decommissioning

PV of Costs Independent of Operation
Estimated Market Value

Stranded Generating Plant

Regujatory Assets

SFAS 108

Post-2005 - Unamortized Debt Cost
Pre-2006 - Unamortized Debt Cost
Deferred Rate Sync. Costs
Deferred Employee Cosis
Deferred Nuclear Maintenance
DOE Decom and Decon.
Deferred Coal Costs

Deferred Caretaker Costs

BV2 Training Costs

Low Level Rad. Waste

Coal Cost Equalization

Qther

Pre-Accrue Nuclear QOutages
Gain on Sale/Leaseback
Deferred Rate Sych. Costs (Tax)
BV-2 (Tax)

Deferred Fuel Cost

Transition Costs

SFAS 106

SFAS 108 Plant

Total Regulatory Assets
Total Stranded Cost

Percent of Company Claim

Duquesne Light Company

Summary of Stranded Cost Estimates
As of December 31, 1998

($ Millions)
RLCo QCA
$917.61 $913.02
0.00 61.53 (5)
41.11 0.00
278.24 (1} 30035 (6)
1,236.96 1,274.90
123.90 44.47
208.23 0.00
(27.40) (392.05) (10}
1,541.69 927.32
@) %)
$179.00 $179.00
19.04 18.67
9.80 9.61
30.26 (3) 24 .57
17 80 14.24
1.90 1.90
4.19 3.35
13.50 0.00
392 0.00
1.58 158
2.27 2.27
0.12 0.12
0.53 0.53
13.25 0.00
55.13 55.13
0.27 0.22
0.17 0.17
8.66 6.92
10.59 10.59
2.47 1.97
0.00 (4) 0.00
374.45 330.84
$1816.13 $1,258.16
100.00% 65.66%

(S}

$852.03
0.00
0.00
287.19 (8)
1,139.22
45.10
NEA
NiA
N/A

{7

$179.00
19.04
2.80
3026
17.80
1.90
4.19
13.50
0.00
1.58
227
0.12
0.53
13.25
65,13
027
0.17
8.66
10.59
247
0.00

370.53
NiA
NiA

Exhibit No. DJC-10

DIt

$917.61
61.53 (5)
0
278.24
1,257.38
42.96
0.00
(128.23)
1472.11

(7)

$179.00
0.00
0.00
22.79
0.00
1.80
4.18
0.00
0.00
1.58
227
0.12
0.74
0.00
55.13
0.27
0.17
§.66
5.73
0.00
0.00

282.55
$1.454.66

75.92%

1) Includes premiums and unamonizaed debt costs.
2) Duguesne's Regulatory Assets are shown net of deferred taxes.
3) Reflects adjustment based on DIl proposal.

4} included in plant as of 12/31/98.
5) ltem not claimed by the Company.

6) Net of tax amount based on CCA gross amount of $513.36 million.
7) Regulatory assets adjusted to reflect net of deferred tax amounts.
8) PV is based on OTS recommended cost of capital,
9} Not specifically addressed by HSS/ARL

10} Includes QCA's proposed productivity ($25.32} and life extension benefits ($170.72).

HSS/AR]

NIA
N/A
NIA
N/A
NIA
N/A
0.00
NIA
0.00

0

$0.00
0.00
9.80
0.00
0.00
1.90 (9)
419 (9)
0.00
0.00
1.58 (9)
2.27 (9)
0.12 (9
0.53 (9)
0.00
55.13 (9)
0.00
0.17 (9)
8.66 (9)
0.00
0.00
0.00

£4.35

$84.35
4.40%



Exhibit No. DJC-11

Duquesne Light Company

Impact of Intervenors' Proposals
Regarding Stranded Cost Recovery on
Revenue Requirements

(3 Millions)

% of Company
Party 1899 - 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total _ Rate Cap®
DLC 440.7 4299 4182 4072 4021 3958 407.2 2,901.0 100%
OCA 3113 3084 3.7 278.6 184.9 1716 141.7 1,708.3 59%
OTS 308.5 385.% 373.3 362.2 3556 3445 35785 25775 89%
Dit 440.7 4299 4182 3181 - - - 1,606.8. 55%
HSS /ARI 19.9 19.1 18.4 17.6 16.9 16.1 18.3 123.3 4%

*Note: Duguesne does not believe that it is likely that it will fully recover its stranded cost prior
to 12/31/2005.




Exhibit DJC-12

Page 1 of 4
Duquesne Light Company
Stranded Cost "Sharing” Analysis
(% 000)
DIl Estimated Stranded Plant 995,872
No Equity return
Unamortized Pre-Tax Total PV of Annual
Stranded Plant Return Annual Annual Rev. Req.
Year Balance @5.51% Amortization Rev. Req. @7.84%
Beg. Bal 995,872
1998 853,605 51,280 142,267 193,547 185,621
2000 711,337 43,441 142,267 185,708 164,717
2001 569,070 35,602 142,267 177,869 145,907
2002 426,802 27,763 142,267 170,030 128,994
2003 284,535 19,924 142,267 162,191 113,799
2004 142,267 12,085 142,267 154,352 100,160
2005 ©) 4,246 142,267 146,514 87,928
Total 194,340 995,872 1,190,212 927,125
Full Equity return
Unamortized Pre-Tax Total PV of Annual
Stranded Plant Return Annual Annual Rev. Req.
Year Balance @ 13.39% Amorization Rev.Req. @ 7.84%
Beg. Bal 995,872 :
1999 853,605 124,61 6 142,267 266,884 256,005
2000 711,337 105,567 142,267 247,834 219,870
2001 569,070 86,517 142,267 228,784 187,720
2002 426,802 67,467 142,267 209,735 169,162
2003 284,535 48,418 142,267 190,685 133,836
2004 142,267 29,368 142,267 171,636 111,418
2005 (0) 10,319 142,267 152,586 91,614
Total 472,272 995,872 1,468,144 1,159,625
I"Sharing™ = 232,500]




Exhibit DJC-12

Page 2 of 4
Duquesne Light Company
Stranded Cost "Sharing™ Analysis
($ 000)
DIl Estimated Stranded Plant 995,872
Dl Amortization Calculation
PV of Annual
Annual Rev. Req.
Year Amortization @.7.84%
1999 142,267 136,441
2000 142 267 126,186
2001 142,267 116,702
2002 142,267 107,931
2003 142 267 99,820
2004 142,267 92,318
2005 142,267 85,380
Total 905,872 764,779
Full Revenue Requirement Calculation
FAS 109 Related PV of Annual
Net Deferred Net Rev. Req.
Year Plant Plus W.C. Amonrization Taxes Amortization @.7.84%
Beg. Bal 1,448,792
1999 1,241,822 206,970 33,783 173,187 166,095
2000 1,034,851 206,970 33,783 173,187 153,611
2001 827,881 206,970 33,783 173,187 142,066
2002 620,911 206,970 33,783 173,187 131,389
2003 413,941 206,970 33,783 173,187 121,514
2004 206,970 206,970 33,783 173,187 112,382
2005 {)) 206,970 33,783 173,187 103,936
Total 1,448,792 236,480 1,212,312 930,994
I"Sharing" = 166,215}




Exhibit DJC-12

Page 3of 4
Duquesne Light Company
Stranded Cost "Sharing" Analysis
($ 000)
OCA Estimated Stranded Plant 1,139,190
No Equity return
Unamortized  Pre-Tax Total PV of Annual
Stranded Plant  Return Annual Annual Rev. Req.
Year Balance @.0% Amaortization Rev. Req. @.6.88%
Beg. Bal 1,138,190
1999 976,449 0 162,741 162,741 156,835
2000 813,707 0 162,741 162,741 146,437
2001 650,966 0 162,741 162,741 136,728
2002 488,224 0 162,741 162,741 127,662
2003 325,483 0 162,741 162,741 119,158
2004 162,741 0 162,741 162,741 111,294
2005 (¢)] 0 162,741 162,741 103,915
Total 0 1,139,190 1,139,190 902,069
Eull Equity return
Unamortized  Pre-Tax Total PV of Annual
Stranded Plant  Return Annual Annual Rev. Req.
Year Balance @11.76% Amortization Rev. Req. @ 6.88%
Beg. Bal 1,139,190
1999 976,449 141,003 162,741 303,744 292,793
2000 813,707 120,759 162,741 283,500 255,208
2001 650,966 98,968 162,741 261,709 219,979
2002 488,224 77177 162,741 239,918 188,300
2003 325,483 55,386 162,741 218,127 159,855
2004 162,741 33,595 162,741 196,336 134,353
2005 (0) 11,804 162,741 174,545 111,531
Total 538,690 1,139,190 1,677,880 1,362,020
L'Sharing" = 459,951




Exhibit DJC-12

Page 4 of 4
Duquesne Light Company
Stranded Cost "Sharing” Analysis
($ 000)
OCA Estimated Stranded Plant 1,139,190
DIl Amortization Calculation
PV of Annual
Annual Rev. Req.
Year Amortization @ 6.88%
1999 162,741 156,077
2000 ' 162,741 , 144,346
2001 162,741 . 133,497
2002 162,741 . 123,464
2003 162,741 114,185
2004 162,741 105,603
2005 162,741 97,667
Total 1,139,190 874,840
Full Revenue Requirement Calculation
FAS 109 Related PV of Annual
Net Deferred Net Rev. Req.
Year  PlantPlus W.C. Amortization Taxes Amorization @ 6.88%
Beg. Bal 1,430,559
1999 1,226,193 204,366 33,783 170,583 163,597
2000 1,021,828 204,366 33,783 170,583 151,301
2001 817,462 204,366 33,783 170,583 139,930
2002 613,097 204,366 33,783 170,583 129,413
2003 408,731 204,366 33,783 170,583 119,687
2004 204,366 204,366 33,783 170,583 110,692
2005 {0 204,366 33,783 170,583 102,373
Total 1,430,559 236,480 1,194,079 916,991

aring" = ,
[*Sharing"” 42,152]




Duquesne Light Company

Calculation of Unavoidable Costs

($Millions)

PV of Margin using Avoidable and Unavoidable Costs

PV of Unavoidable Costs

Fixed O& M

Overhead Allocation

Property Taxes

FICA Taxes

Capital Stock Taxes

Employee Severance

Take-or Pay Contracts

Accelerated Decimmissioning Costs
Accelerated Shutdown Costs

Total Unavoidable Costs
PV of Margin using Avoidable Costs
Sunk Costs not included in Net Plant Values

M&S Inventories
Unamortized Fuel Costs

Total M&S and Fuel-Related Sunk Costs

Perry
(91.8)

4.6
40.3
43.3

0.0

9.7

4.1

0.0
246

6.7

133.2

41.4

3.8
13.5

17.3

Exhibit DJC-13

PV as of 12/31/98
BvV2 Cheswick  Elrama
(3.8) (67.1) (86.7)
2.5 5.3 6.7
21.1 71.9 25.9
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.2 0.2
1.8 2.9 11
4.1 36 4.7
0.0 6.7 2.0
14.1 10.5 49
6.1 0.0 0.0
496 101.0 455
45.8 33.9 (41.1)
3.8 4.1 36
12.3 0.0 0.0
16.1 4.1 3.6



Exhibit DJC-14

Duquesne Light Company
Adjustment to Deferred Rate Synchronization Costs

($ Millions)

Def. Rate Synch. Costs = 33.16
Remaining life= 7.417 7.000

Discount Rate = 7.83%

Amortization
Company b
Nominal PV Nominal PV

1999 4.666 4 493 4.471 4.306
2000 4.666 4167 4.471 3.993
2001 4.666 3.864 4.471 3.703
2002 4.666 3.584 4471 3.434
2003 4 666 3.323 4471 3.185
2004 4 666 3.082 4.471 2.954
2005 4.666 2.858 4.471 2.739

2006 0.000 0.000 1.863 1.058
Revised Claim 32.659 25.371 33.160 . 25.371
Adjustment 0.5015

Original Claim 33.160



Analysis of Reguiatory Asset Recovery
Transition Plan vs. Traditlonal Ratemaklng
Excludes eflect ol Gross Recelpts Tax

Ettective Federal/StalaTax Rate
Gross Receipts Tax Rate
Discount Rate
Return on Rate Base

Revenue Requirement lor Retutn

10-K Regulatery Assets
{Allocated to Generatlon & Recovered
Through Transiilon Man)

Unamoriired Drebt 'remiunyDiscount
Transition Plan Revenne Requirement
Ameortizalion
Rate Base
Revenue Requireinent - Retim on Retc Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenne Requirement
PA @ 111499
Traditional Ratemaking Revenus Requirement
Totsd amentization Unamortized Debt
Percen allocated 10 gencration (gross planl}
Amosization Allecaled 1o generstion
Unamortized [elit - BV2
Tetal Generation amortizahion
Netof Tax
Ratc Base
Revenue Requisement - Return on Rate Base
Revenue Requirenient - Amnontization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 111199
P¥ DilTerence

Beaver Valley 2 Salefl.eateback Premium
Transition 'lan Revenue Requirement
Ameonization
Rate Basz
Revenue Requirement - Return on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amottization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 11199
Traditlonat Ratemaking Revenue Requireiment
Amortizetion schedule
Netof Tax
Rate Base
Revenue Requiremnent - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requizement
V@ 1o
PV Diffezence

Deferred Rate §anch. Coste

Transiion Plan Revenue Requirement
Amorization
Revenue Requiremenst
PV @ L1199

Tratiifenal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Aunertization
Reventie Requiretnen
PV @ 311199

PV Difference

41,4935%
0.0000%
7.8320%
9 8057%
13 2066%
Net
Balance Balance

12134798 12/34/96

REFA) 21.82
16.51 9.66
J1.66 30.26

ol
il

4.89
21.82
282
4,89
7.81
s

0.00
80.47%

0.00
0.00
0.00

21.82
202
0.00
292

3828

a.2n

2,36

1.28
236
385
18.51

467
4,87
24,43

4.40
4,40
2408
0.37

A
=4
=3
o

I
|

4.89
18.71%
250
489
1.38

000
60.47%
000
0.00
0.00
090
21,82
282
0.00
282

2.38
828
1.1
2.38
347

0.00
0.00
9.68
128

1.29

467
4.67

4.40
4.40

)
=
=3
=4

489
15.59
2,09
4688
698

.00
80.47%
000
0.00
0.00
000
1,82
292
000
2.92

236
6.90
092
236
328

0.00
0.00
0.88
1.29
0.00
1,29

4.67
4.67

4,40
440

)
(=}
[x]

488
12.47
1.67
489
8.56

0.00
80.47%
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
21,82
282
0.00
282

4,67
4,67

4,40
4,40

my
=3
=1
=

4,60

1.25
4.69
8,14

0,00
80 47%
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
21.82
282
0.00
2,92

2.36
4.14
0.55
236
2m

0.00

9.6
179

1.28

4.67
4.67

4,40
4.40

4.89
6.24
0.84
4.89
573

0.00
80.47%

238
278
0.37
238
273

0.00
0.00
0.66
128
0.00
1.29

4,67
4.67

4.40
4,40

3
=3
=3
(s

4.89
312
0.42
489
53

0.00
60.47%
000
0.00
0.00
0.00
21.82
282
0.00
292

2.38
1.38
0.18
2368
254

000

9.86
129
0.60
1.20

4.87
4.67

440
4.40

325
80.47%
197
0.43
239
1.40
21.82
292
239
532

1.51
@88
9.68
1.28
1.51
2.80

1.83
1.83

328
60.47%
197
0.43
2.3¢
1.40
20.30
272
239
511

1.51
0.83
878
118
1.5
2,68

3.25
80.47%
1.97
0.43
239
1.40
18,77
251
239
4.81

1.51
0.88
7.80
1.06

2.56

3.25
80.47%
1.96
0.43
239
1.40
17.24
23
239
470

1.51
0.88
7.02
0.84
1.54
244

3.08
80.47%
1.87
0.43
230
1.34
15.72
2,90
2.30
4.40

181

6.14
0.82
1.51
233

3.08
80.47%
1.88
043
228
134
14,28
181
229
4,20

1.51
088
5.26
070
151
2

3.07
80.47%
1,68
.43
2.28
1.34
12,60
1.71
228
4,00

1.54
0.88
438
.58
1.51
209

€T 30 1 38eg
C1~30a 3TqTyxy



Analysis of Regulatory Asset Recovery
Transitlon Plan vs, Traditional Ratemaking
Excludes effect of Gross Receipls Tax

Effective Federal/StalaTax Rale
Grass Receipts Tax Rate
Discount Rata
Return on Rate Base

Revenue Ragquirement for Raturn

10-K Reguiatory Assets
(Allocated to Generatlon & Recovered

Through Tran sition Plan)

Unameortized Debi Premium/Ditcount
Transition Plan Revenue Requirement
Amortization:
Rate Bas¢
Revenus Requirement - Retumn on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Athortization
Total Revenuc Requiremeny
PV @ 111199
Traditional Retemmaking Revenue Requiresnent
Total amertization Unamortized Debl
Percent allocated to generation (gross plant)
A ization Allocated 10 g ion
Unamortized Debl - BV2
‘Total Generation asnonizalion
Net of Tax
Rate Pase
Revene Requircment - Renim on Rate Dase
Revestic Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 1199
PV Dilference

Beaver Valtey 2 Sale/Leaechack Premlum
Tramtion Plan Revenue Requirement
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Basc
Revenue Requirement « Amortization
Tota] Revenue Reguitement
PV @ /¥
Traditional Ratemaking Revenue Reguirensent
Amortization schedule
et of Tnx
Rate Base
Revenuie Requirement - Retum on Rare Base
Revenue Requitement « Aynactization
Tola! Revenue Requirement
PV @ 111199
PV Diffecence

Deferred Rate Synch. Costs

Transitlon Flan Revenue Requlrowent
Amortization
Revenue Requirement
PV @ 111199

Trartlitenal Ratemaking Revenue Requireient
Amortization
Revensic Requirement
PV @ 111199

PV Diffecence

292
80 47%
1,78
0.43
219
128
11.34
1.52
219
an

1.51
0.88
3.50
047
151
1.97

1.51
0.88
2,62
0.35
1.5
1.88

2.57
80.47%
1.55
0.43
1.98
1.16
868
1.18
1.98
314

1.5
.08
1.74
023
1.51
1.74

249
80.47%
1.51
0.04
155
0.81
7.42
099
1.55
2.54

1.46
0.86
068
0.11
1.48
158

2.49
80.47%
1.51

1.51
088
443
086
1.51
237

2.43
80.47%
1.47

1.47
o.a8
547
0.73
1.47
220

230
80.47%
1.39

1.39
o8
4.53
0.61
1,39
2.00

2020

2.30
80.47%
1.39

1.38
084
3.65
0.49
1,39
1.88

2021

229
80.47%
1.38

1.39
081
278
037
1.38
118

2022

1.88
60.47%
1.12
0.00
1.12
0.6
1.88
0.25
1.12
1.37

X2
1.28 0.79
8047% 604T%
a7? 0.47
0.00 000
0,77 Q47
0.45 0.28
1.18 Q.67
016 a0
0.77 0.47
0.93 .56

2028

032
BEATR
020
0.00
[v)
a1
038
0.05
0.20
0.24

g

026

|
|
l
|

0.18
80.47%
a1
0.00
LAY
0.08
0.24
003
0.11
0.14

hS
(=3
d
~

0.17
80.47%
0.10

.10
0.08
017
0.02
0.10
0.13

hy
f=3
[y
m

0.14
80.4T%
0.09

008
0.05
0.10
124,]
0908
0.10

g
b
Ry
o

o1
80.47%
0.07

0o?
004
005
[130]
0.07
0.07

¢1 Jeo 7 28=g
C1-000d 2TqTUXY



Analysis of Regulatary Asset Recovery
Trananion Pran v, Tiatiorneh Ratemaning
Excludes effect of Gross Recelpts Tax

Effective Federal/StataTax Rate 41.4935%
Gross Receipts Tax Rate 0.0000%
Discoun| Rate 7.8320%
Raturn on Rate Base 9.6057%
Revenue Requiremant for Retun 13.3086%
Net
Balanca Balance
123188 1231198 1999
Deferred Employee Cosls 17.530
Transiion Plan Revenue Requirement
Amertization 254
Revenue Requirement 2.54
PV @ 17189 13.32
Traditlonal Ratemaking Revenur Requirement
Amaonization 17.80
Revenue Requireinent 17.80
PV @ 141199 18.51
PV Difference 3.9
Deferred Nuctear Maintenance 115 1.90
Transhifon Plan Revenue Requlrement
Amorization ¢.46
Rate Base 1.90
Revenwe Requiremarst - Retuni on Rete Basc 025
Revenue Requirement - Amortization 0.48
Tolal Revenue Requirzment 072
V@ 171799 k]
Tradlional Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Ampitization 216
Rate Dase 1.90
Revenue Requirement - Reram on Rote Base 025
Revenue Reguirement - Arnortization 218
Total Revenue Requitement 2.42
PV @ LILI89 3
PY Difference Q.00
DOE Decom & Decen 758 413
Transiton Plan Revenue Regqulrement
Amortization 1.03
Revente Requirement - 1.03
PY @ /1199 537
Tradlenal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Amortization 1.3
Revenue Requireinent 1.9
PV @ 111199 5.85
PV Diffetence (0.28)
Neteered Coal Cosiy 13.59
Transttion lan Revenue Requlroiment
Amgogizalion 1.93
Rate Base 7.80
Revenue Requireinent - Return on Rate Base 1.08
Revenue Requirainant - Asnedizalion 193
Total Revenue Requireinent 2,99
PV @ V198 13.50
‘Traditlonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Amoriization 8.7%
Rate Base 7.80
Revenuie Requireinent - Retu o, Rate Base 1.08
Revemie Requirement - Aiientizanion 875
Total Revenuz Reauirement 7.81
P @ 111199 1350
PV DilTerence 0.00

2000 2001

54 254
254 2.54
0.46 0.48
183 1.35
0.22 0,18
0.48 046
0.68 0.64
1.08
0.83
0.08
1,08
117
1.03 103
1.03 1,03
13 1.31
LR 1N

1,93 193
8.77 5,64
0.9 Q.76
1.93 193
283 2.68
6.75
345
0.53
6.7%
7.28

2002

2.54
2.54

0.46
1.08
015
.48
11:3]

1.03
1.03

1N
13

1.93
4.51
0.60
102
253

2003

254
254

0.46
0.81
0.1
0.46
0.57

.03
4,03

1.3
1.31

1.83
3.39
0.45
1.03
2,38

2004

17.80 {no dalsired tax, Hem will reduce current tax during perled amonized)

254
254

0.48
0.54
0.07
0.48
0.54

1.03
1.03

0.65
0.65

13.50 (no delerred tax, Hem will reduce currenl tax duting period amortized)

103
226
0.30
182
223

2003 2006

tard

007

|}
r=3
=3
S
3

I
;

2,54
2.54

0.48
027

0.46
0.50

1.03
1.03

1.93
1.13
0.15

2,08

Gl 30 ¢ @¥38eg
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Anatysis of Regulatary Asset Recovery
Trangition Plan vs, Traditional Ratamaking
Excludes effect of Gross Regeipts Tax

Elleclve Federal/StateTax Rate
Gross Receipts Tax Rale
Ciscount Rate
Reluin on Rate Basa

Revenup Requirement lor Reliwn

Neferred Caretaker Casts
Transltten Plan Revenue Requirement
Amertizanon
Rate Base
Revenur Reguirement - Retum on 88tz Base
Reveie Requirerment - AMertization
TJoral Revenue Reguirement
P\ @ 11199
Tradlilonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirenient
Amartization
Rate Base
Revenue Requisement - Retum on Raie Base
Revenie Requizemenl - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 11119%
" Difference

B2 Tralning Costs
Transition Plan Revenue Requirement
Amortizatien
Rale Base
Revenue Requicinent « Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Reguitement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
Y@ N9
Tradltlonal Ratemaking Revenus Requlreinent
Amortization
Rate [3ase
Revenue Requitement - Retum on Rete Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Total Revemee Requirement
PV @ 111799
TV Difference

Low Level Had, Waste

Transitlon Plan Revenue Requlrenient
Amortization
Rate Base
Ravenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Reventc Requirement - Amortization
Tolal Revenue Requiremert
BV @ 11199

Tradlifonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Anertization
Rale Base .
Revenue Requiteinent - Retun en Rate Base
Reventie Requitement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
@ 199

PV Difference

41,4935%
0 0000%
7.8320%
9,6057%

13 3866%

Balance
1231198

6.71

142

1

Het
Balance

12i31/98
392

(D
o
<D

;

0.87
3.2
0.52
.97
1.49
8.75

087
382
0.52
0.97
1.49
6.75
.00

1.58

0.35
1.58
.21
0.35
0.58
2.49

0.08
158
a2
0.08
0.30
2,58

.10}

2.27 [no deferred tax, item will reduce eurrent tax duting pericd amonized)

0.22
1.33
0.18
0.32
0,50
2.27

0.32
133
.18
.32
0.50
227
0.00

0.7
336
045
0u7
1.42

0.35
1.36
0.18
0.35
0.53

0.09
1.52
Q.20
0.08
0.29

0.32
114
0.15
.32
0.48

0.32
1,14
015
D32
0.48

0.07
280
0.37
097
132

Q.97
280
0.37
0.97
1.34

035
1.13
015
0.35
0.50

.08
1.48
020
0.09
0,29

0.32
.95
0,13
032
0.45

0.32
0.95
.13
0.32
0.45

=3
=]
=3
S

|

0.97
224
030
087
12

0.97
224

0.87
.27

0.35
0.80
012
035
047

¢09
145
018
0.09
0.28

0.32
0.6
010
0.32
0.43

¢.32
0.76
0.10
0,32
0.43

2003

o.87
1.68
0.22
097
148

097
1.68
0.22
0.87
119

035
0.68

Q.35
0.44

0.09
1.35
.18
0.08
027

0.32
057
0.08
0.32
0.40

0.32

0.57
0.08
032
0.40

)
=3

0.87
112
Q.15
Q.97
1.12

087
1.12
Q.15
097
1.12

0.35
Q.45
0.08
0.35
0.41

0.09
1.29
LAY
0.09
.26

032
238
0.05
0.32
0.38

032
0.38
0.05
0.32
0.38

2005

0.87
0.5¢
0.07
0.87
1.04

087
0.58
¢.07
Q.97
1.04

.35
023
0.03
0.35
c.38

Q.09
123
048
0.09
025

0.32
0.48
003
0.32
0.35

h
=3
=]
o

i
|

0.03
1,12
018
0.09
0.25

(=]
=
=1
I~

0.08
111
045
0.09
0,24

0.08
1.05
014
0.09
023

s
=1
=3
[

;
i
I
l

L]
2
=

0.08
0.94
013

o

bl
=1
=
oy

0,00
088
0.12

on

Wy
=3
I

0.08
¢az
on
0.08
0.20

¢T 3o % 28egq
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Analysls ol Regulatory Assat Recovery
Transltion Plan vs. Traditlonal Ratemaking
Excludes effect of Gross Recelpts Tax

EHactive Federal/StateTax Rale
Gross Receipts Tax Rate
Discount Rate
Retuin on Rate Base

Revenug Requirement {or Retun

Delerred Crretaker Cosls

Transition Plan Revenue Requirement
Amonizatior
Rale Base
Revetise Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Reguirement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ v

Traditlonal R
Amoriization
Rale Base
Revenue Requirermnent - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirenient - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 11199

PV Dillerence

king Revenue Requl

BVI Tratning Casfx

Transitlon Plan Revenue Requirement
Amartization
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Ainartization
Tolal Revenue Requirement
PV @ 1199

Tradlslonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirenvent
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requifement - Retun on Rale Base
Revenus Requitement - Amortization
Total Revenuc Requirement
PV @ 11199

PV Difference

Low Level Kad, Waste

Translilon Pian Revenue Requirement
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requiremenl'- Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
M@ 11499

Tradlitonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requitement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 111199

Y Difference

0.09
0.76
02.10
Q.09
019

o.08
070
009
0.0%
0.18

0.09
0.64
0.0¢
0.09
0.18

0.09
0.59
0.08
0.08
Q.17

0.09
0.53
0,97
.09
0.16

0.08
0.47
0.08
0.09
015

0.08
0.41
0.05

014

0.08
0.35
0.05
0.09
0.14

0,08
0.28
0.04
0.08
G113

0.08
023
0,03
0,08
0.12

0.09
.18
0,02
0.0¢
on

009
012
002
0.08
011

0.09
0.08
0.1
0.09
0.10
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Analysis ol Regulalory Ass¢t Recovery
Transitlon Plan vs. Traditlonal Ratemaking
Eativies eiieth th Gioas Recehphs Tan

Effeclive Federal/StateTax Rate 41,4935%
Gtoss Receipts Tax Rats 0 0000%
Discount Rate 7.8320%
Return on Rate Base 9.5057%

Revanue Requirement tar Return 13 3866%

Nel
Balance Balance

la3yi88 1213198 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 200 2044 202

Coal Cost Equallzation 0.12 0.12 {no defarred tax, Rem will reduce curenl tax during period amortized)
Transition Plan Revenue Requirement
Amonization 0.02 Q.02 002 002 0.02 0.02 0.02
Rate Base 0.07 0.68 0.05 0,04 003 Q.02 0.01
Revenue Requirement - Renun on Rale Base om oo 001 0.01 0,00 0.00 0.00
Revenue Requirement - Amortization 0.02 0.02 002 0.02 0.02 002 0.02
Total Revenue Requiremnend 0.03 0,02 002 002 0,02 0.02 0.02
PV @ 171199 b2
Tradlilenal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Asmortization 0.08 0,04
Rale Base .07 0.02
Revenue Requirement « Retums on Rate Base 0.1 0.00
Revenus Requirement - Ajnortization 0.08 Q.04
Total Revetiue Requirement 0.09 .04
PV @ 11199 0.12
PY Difference 0.00
Deferped Quford Cenlre Costy 01 0.12 {no defewed lax, item will reduce curent tax during period amortized)
Transliion Flan Revenue Requirentent
Amontization Q.02 002 0,02 0.02 002 0.02 0.02
Rate Base 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.0
Reventie Requitement - Refum, on Rate Base o014 0. 0.04 ¢.01% 0.00 0.00 0.00
Revenue Requirement - Amortization 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.0z
Total Revenue Requirement 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.42
PV @ U199 0.12
Traditlonal Ratemaking Revenut Regulrement
Amortization 0.03 2.03 0.03 0.03
Rate Base 0.07 .05 0.03 0,02
Revenue Requirement - Retumn on Rale Base 0.04 0.0 000 0.00
Revenue Requirement - Amortization 0.03 0.03 003 003
Fotal Revenue Requirernent 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03
PN @ 11199 012
PY Differance {0.00)
PA Deregulation Expenses 0.14 0.14 [no delerrad |3y, item will teduce current tax duting pericd amorized)
Transltion Plan Revenue Requlrement
Adnoftization .02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0,02 002
Rete Base .08 0.07 008 005 0.04 002 110)]
Revéimie Requirement - Retum on Rate Base 0. 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.00 Q.00 0.00
Revenue Requitement - Amortization 0.02 0.02 G.02 0.02 4.02 002 o0
Total Revenue Requirement 0.03 003 .03 Q.03 0.02 0.02 002
PV @9 0.14
Tradlitenal Ratensaking Revenue Requlrement
Aunortization 0.02 002 Q02 002 0.02 0.02 0.02
Rate Bese 0.08 007 .06 005 0.04 0.02 oo
Revenue Requiremnent - Retum on Rate Base 0.01 0.0% o.M Q.01 0.00 0.00 .00
Revenue Requirement - Amnortization 0.02 0,02 0.02 002 0.02 0.02 0.02
Total Reventue Requirement 0.03 0.03 0.03 Q.03 0.0z 062 5.02
PV @ 11709 0.14
1"V Difference 0.00

61 30 9 3%eq
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Analysis of Regulatery Asset Recovery
Transitton Plan vs. Tradllional Ratemaking
Excludes effect of Gross Receipis Tax

EHeclive Federal/SiateTox Rate
Gioss Receipts Tax Rate
DCiscount Rate
Return on Rate Base

Revenue Requirament for Relurn

Nemand Slde Management
Transition Plan Revenue Requirement

Amortization
Rate Base
Revenite Requirement - Retun on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amontization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ U119

Tradltlonal Ratemaking Hevenue Requirement

Amortization

Rate Base

Revenue Requirement - Return on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amartizatian

Total Revenue Requirement

PV @ thi99
PV Difference

Corporate Development Prafect

Transhion Plan Revenue Requirenient
Anottization
Rale Base
Revenue Requirement « Return on Rate Rase
Reverus Requitement - Amortization
Tolai Reveaue Reguirement
PV @ 11199

Traditonat Ratemaking Revenue Requirensent
Ameitization
Ratz Base
Revenus Raquiremient - Return on Rale Rase
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Tetal Revenie Requitement
PV @ 111169

MV Bifference

Seetlon 241

Transitlon I'lan Revenue Requirenienl
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rale Base
Revenite Requirement - Amortization
Totsl Revenue Requirement
PV @ 111i99

Tradijonal Ratemaking Revenue Requbresnent
Amortization
Rote Base
Revenue Requiretment - Retum on Rale Base
Revenue Requirenient - Asortizalion
Tolal Reveine Requirensant
PV @ 111193

PV Difference

41.4935%
0.0000%
7.8320%
9.8057%

13.3066%

Bulanca
12531198

o.10

0.07

0.06

Nat
Balance
12/31i98 198¢

0.10 (no delerred Lay, ilem will reduce current tax during periad amortized)

oo
0.08
o
00
0,02
0.10

o;m
008
0.0
o0
002
010
0.00

0.07 (mo defarred tax, item will reduce cunent tax during petiod amonized)

o0
.04
oo
001
0.02
0.07

¢o
0.04
0.0t
0.01
0.02
0.07
0.00

0.08 {no defariad tax, item will reduce ¢urrent tax dwing period arortized)

0.01
0.04
0.00
(2]
a0
0.08

000

0.01
003
0.01

a0 -

002

oot

1E4]
0m
002

o
003
000
o
o

0.01
0.03
0.00
Q.04
0.0t

0.01
0.03
0.00
o.M
0.01

0.01
0.03
Q.00
.01
0.01

2001

001
a.04
00
0.01
0.02

om
0.04
0
om
0.02

0.04
0.03
0.00
0.01
0.01

o1}
0.03
0.00
0.1
001

o0
0.03
.00
2.0
@01

o
0.03

0
om

2002

0.m
003
0.00
o.M
0.02

oo
0.03
0.00
41)4]
002

0.01
002
0,00
0.0t
o001

0.01
0.02
.00
o0t
0.01

0.01
0.02
0.00
0.01
0.01

o
0.02
0.00
0.0
0.01

2003

oM
002

001
002

001
0.02
000
Qo1
.01

Q.01
¢.02
0,00
.01
[yl

0.01
002
0.00
0.0
o0

0.01
0902
0.00
0.0
o

20

00
602
0.00
0.01
0.02

001
0.02
6.00
Tt
002

001
0.0t
0.00
o
0.0

0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
o

0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
0.01

0
0.01
0.00
oM
o,

om
00
Q.00
aMm
G002

1)}
0m
000
oo
o0gQ2

oM
o
0.00
[tX0]]
0.01

0.0
0.01
0.00
0.01
o0

oo
(110}
0.00
o.M
0.0

131]
0.0
ado
0.
0.01

2003

2010
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analysis of Regutatory Asset Recovery

Transiglon Pian vs, Traditional Ratemaking
Exciues sffact of Gross Receipls Tax

Eiteclive FederallSioleTax Rawe 41, 4935%
Gross Receipts Tax Rale 0 0000%
Discount Rate 7.6320%
Relwn on Rate Base . 9.6057%
Revenue Requirement {or Relwn 12 38EE%
Net
Batance Balance
t23usg 123498 4899 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008
1996 Management Audit 0.0 0.03 (no deferrad lax, item will teduce curient tax during patiod amonized)
Teantltton Plan Revenue Requirement
Anionizafon 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0,00
Rate Base 002 om oot 004 001 .00 0.00
Revenuws Requirement - Rewm on Rate Base 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Revenut Requitement - Amontizelion . 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tolal Revenue Regquiscimient . 0. 0.0 o0 Q.01 9.01 0.00 0.00
Py @ 11499 0.03
Traditional Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Agnottization 0 a0 Q.00 .00 o.00 2.00 000
Rate Base : 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.00 0.00
Revennt Requittment « Retum on Rate Base .00 o00 000 000 00 000 LEV]
Revenur Requirement - Amartization 0.00 Q00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Revenue Requirement 0.0 0.04 am am 001 0.00 0.00
PV @ 111799 0.03
oy Difference 040
Adminlstratdve & General 201 0,04 (no detenied 1ax, lem will 1egute cutient tax during period amodized}
Fransition Plan Revenue Requirement
Amortization 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 £.00
Rate Base 0o 2.0 0.0 0.0¢ 0,00 0.00 0.00
Revenue Requirement - Rerum on Rae Base 000 0.00 a0a Q0 Q.00 00 o000
Revenue Requirement - Amortization 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00
Tolal Revenue Requitsient @00 000 .00 000 0.00 .00 .00
PV @ 1/IN99 0.01
TradHlona! Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Amostization 000 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0,00
Rate JJase Q01 0.01 o.M as gol ot am
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Revange Requiremeti - Ansorization 0.00 a.00 a0d A00 /0 o0 .00
Total Revenue Requirsment 0.00 0.00 o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
V@ 11799 0.01
P Difference {0.00)
PPre-Aceryge Nuglear Qulages 2265 13.25
Transitlon Pian Revenue Requirament
Amortization 324 3.24 3.24 3.24 3.24 3.24 324
Revenue Reguirement 324 324 324 .24 3.24 3.24 3.24
PV @ 11199 18.95
Traditional Ralemaking Revenue Requirement
Amertization 1510 7.55
Revente Reduirement 15.10 7.55
PV @ 11199 20.50
PV Diflerence (3.55)
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Analysis of Regulatory Asset Recovery

Transitlon Plan vs. Traditlonal Ratemaking
Excludes effect of Gross Recelpts Tax

Efective FederallStaleTax Rate 41.4935%
Gross Receipts Tax Rate 0.0000%
Discaunt Rate 7.8320%
Return on Rale Base 9.6057%

Revenue Requirement for Retwin 13.3866%

Mot
Balance Balanca
12434199 1231798

Cakn on SalefLeastback 5511 5513
Translilon Plan Revenue Reguirement
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requircnient - Retun on Rale Base
Reveniie Requiirement - Amortization
Tolal Revenue Requirement
@ 199
Traditions] Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Amortization '
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenwe Requiremeit
PV @ 11/99
PV Difference

Deferred Rare Synch. Costs 0.27 0.27
Transltien Plan Revenye Requirement
Amertizalion
Revenue Requircinent
PV @ )/1/99
TradHlonal Rateniaking Revenue Requirciment
Agnoriization
Revenue Requirement
PV @ LI199
PV Difference

Beaver Valley 2 017 617
Transitlon Plan Revenue Requirentent
Amorizaton
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement « Retum on Rale Base
Revenue Requilement - Amortization
Total Revenuc Requirement
PV @ 171199
Traditlona! Ratemaking Revenue Requiremient
Amnortizstion
Rate Basc
Revenue Requitément - Retum on Rate Base
Revene Requirement - Amottization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 114799
PV Difference.

Deferred Fucl Cost 14.81 866
Transltlon Plan Revenue Requbremend
Amotization
Kevenue Requitenient
PN @ 1199
Tradlitional Ratemaking Revenue Requleement
Amortization
Tevemie Requisesnen
V@ 1199
P Difereuce

Lo
e

0.04
0.04
020

0.04
0.04
020
.00

.02
0.17
0.02
002
0.05
020

o0
017
0.02
0.01
0.03
0,22
{0.03)

212
2.12
11.08

14.81
14.81
13.73
(2.65)

47.28

8.23
13.48
19.79

5213
898
613

1244

004
4.04

0.04
0.04

0.02
0.14
0,02
0.02
0.04

0
018
0.02
0.01
0.03

212
212

0.04
o.04

0,04
0.04

0.02
0.12
0.02
0.02
0.04

0.01
0.15
0.02
0.0t
.03

212
2.12

513
11.30

4.04
.04

0.04
0.04

0.02
0.09
0.01
0.02
Q.04

0.
014
0,02
0.0
0.03

212
2,12

g
=4
1=
7

23683

348
13.48
16.82

4313
577
813

1050

0.04
0.0

0.04
0.04

0.02
0.07
0.04
0.02
0,03

0.04
0.13
0.02
0.1
0.03

2.12
2,12

=]
£

0.04
0.04

0.04
0.04

0.02
0.05
0.01
0.02
0.03

0.0%
012
0.02
0.
0.03

212
2,12

g
=]
o

513
10.40

0.04
0.04

0.04
0.04

0.02
0.02
0.0
0,02
0.03

0.01
0.1
0.01
0.01
002

212
2.12

3.00
3413
457
513
870

001
0.10
001
0.0%
0.02

3.00
31.13
417
512
8.30

a0
.09
0.01
0.
0.02

3.00
2813
3.77
513
B.89

0.01
0.08
.01
0.0t
0.02

3.00
25.13
338
533
8.49

0.6
007
0.0t
a.01
0.02

3.00
2213
288
513
8.00

oo

C.01
0.01
0.02

20

3.00
10.13
2,88
513
1.69

0.1
008
0.1
o
0.02

2012

3.00
1643
218
5.43
T.28

0.01
Q.05
oo
0
Q.02
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Analysis of Regulatory Asset Recovery
Transitlen Plan vs. Traditional Ratemaking
Excludes effect of Grass Recelpts Tax

EFective FederalfStateTay Rate
Gross Receipts Tax Rate
Discount Rale
Return on Rate Base

Revenue Reguitemenl for Return

Galn on Sale/l easehack

Transliton Plan Revenue Requirement
Amodrtization
Rate Basc
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Revenuc Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requiremem
P @ 171799

Traditlona) Ratemaking Revenue Requlrement
Amorfization
Rate Base
Revenue Requiireinent - Return on Rate Base
Revenue Requircinent - Amortizaton
Total Revenue Requirememt
@ iee

PV Diffeience

Deferred Hate Synch. Conts

Transition Plan Revenue Requirement
Amertization
Revenue Requirement
PV @ 199

Tradiitonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirement
Amortization
Revenue Requlirement
BV @ 1149

PV Difference

[eaver Valiey 2
Transltion Plan Revenue Requirement
Amortization
Rai¢ Base
Revenue Requiremenl - Retorm on Rate Dase
Revenue Requirernent - Amortization
Total Revenua Requirement
PV @ 11189
Tradilonal Ratemaking Revenue Requlremsnt
Amortizetion
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Return on Rate Bose
Revenne Requitement - Amortization
Tolal Revenue Requiteiment
BY @ 11199
PV Difference

Deferred Fuel Cost
Transitien I'lan Revenue Requlrement
Amortization
Revenue Reqsitement

PY @ 11199 .
Trailidonal Ratemaking Revenue Requirenent

Amenization

Revenue Requizement

PV @ 10199

Y Difference

3
=3
=
™

1313
1.76
513
6.89

0.01
.04

0.01
0.01

]
=
s

m
10.13
1.38
5.13
6.48

0.01
0.03
0.00
0.0
0.1

1)
=
e

I
I

7.13
095
513
808

001
.02

0.01
ad

g
2
o

a0t
0.01

0.01
001

d
[~

193
113
G115
1.93
208

0.00

[~
{-]
L
1
g
=3
=3

|
|
|

yiiri]
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Anatysis of Regulatory Asset Recovery
Transition Plan vs, Tradltlonal Ratemaking
Exciudes etfect of Gross Receipts Tax

Elfective FederalfStateTax Rate
Gress Receipts Tax Rote
Discounl Rate
Return on Rata Base

Revenue Raquiremeant l6: Return

Transhion Costs
Translilan Plan Revenue Requirement
Amnorization
Rate Base
Revenug Requirement - Remm on Rate Base
Revenue Requiremen - Asmentization
Tolal Revenue Requireinent
PV @1/1/99

Traditional Ratemaking Revenur Requlrement

Amertization
Rate Dase
Revenue Requirement - Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amertization
Total Revenue Requitcrnent
PV @ 11199
PV Difference

FAS 106 (amortized through 2013)
Transitien Plan Revenue Requircinent
Amortization
Revenue Requirement
PV @ 111799

Tradllonal Ratemaking Revenue Requlrement

Amortization
Revenue Requirement
PV @ L1739

PV Difference

Pre-2006 Unamoniized Debd Coxt
Transltion Plan Revenue Requirement
Amortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requitement - Return on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amorlization
Tolal Revenue Requiremest
PV @ 1199

Traditonal Ratemaking Revenut Regulyengenl

Amgniization
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement » Retum on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amertizalion
Tolal Revenue Requireinzi
PV @ 11599
PV Difference

41.4935%
0 0000%
7.8320%
0.8057%

13.3866%

Balance
12431)98

18.10

422

16.76

Net
Balance

12/31/98

10.5%

247

9.80

e
o
w0

259
1059
1,42
259

1810

18.10
10.59
1.42
1810
19.52
1810
0 00)

060
0.8¢
258

Q.00

316
(0.00)

2,39
9.80
1.3t
2,39
£
18.76

2.39
9.80
1.3
2.39
3T
16.76
Q00

2000

2.58
9.08
1.2
259
3.80

0,80
0.80

0.00
0,00

239
9.40
1.12
239
352

23¢9
8.40
1.12
238
3.52

2.50
7.56
1.01
259
3.60

0.60
0.60

0.00
0.00

239

.94
238
333

239
7.00
0.84
239
333

[
=3
=l
N

259
8.05
0.81
259
3.40

0.80
0.60

0.00
0.00

239

0.75
2.9
.14

229
5.80
Q.75
239
314

ny
3
=
=

259
4.54
061
259
3.19

0.60
0.60

0.00
0.00

239
4.20
0.56
239
2,96

2.39
0.58

239
298

0.680
0.80

0.co
[Ehe ]

239
2.80
a.37
238
277

239
2.80
0.37
2,38
277

b
=3
ol
e

259
151
0320
258
279

.80
060

0.00
0.00

239
1.40
0.19
239
2.58

2.39
1,40
0.18
239
258

I~y
=
=
~

"0
=]
(g
D
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=
(]
g
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Analysis of Regulatory Asset Recovery
Transitlon Plan vs, Traditional Ratemaking
Excludes effect of Grass Receipts Tax

EHeclive FederaliStateTax Rale
Gross Receipts Tax Rate
Discount Rate
Return on Rate Base

Revenue Requiternent lar Retumn

Pre-2006 BVE Unamoritzed Debi Coxi

Transllion Pian Revenue Requlrement
Asmortization
Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Rerem o Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Tetal Revenue Requirement
PV @ 171199

Traditional R

king Revenue Requl,
Amettization
Ralc Base
Revenue Requirement - Recum on Rate Base
Revemie Regquiremnent - Amortization
Totat Revenue Requirement
PV @ L1909

PV Biflerence

Pre-2006 BV2 Sate Leasehack Premfum
Transitlon Plan Revenue Requirement

Ainestization
Rate Base
Revenue Requiteinent - Retumn on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amortization
Total Revenue Requirement
V@ 199

Tradittanal Ralemaking Revenue Requirement

Amortization
Rale Base
Revemie Requirermens - Retumn on Rate Base
Revenus Requireiment - Amortization
Total Revenue Reqasement
PV @ V%9
PV Difference

41,4935%
0.0000%
7.8320%
9.6057%

13,3866%

Ralance
12031198

302

10.53

Net
Balanco
1z31ie8

1.77

6.16

e
w0
w0
[~]

|
l
|
l

0.43
1.77

0.43
0.67
3.02

¢.43
1.77
Q.24
0.43
Q.67
3.02
oo0

1,50
8.18
0.62
1,50
2.33
10,53

1.50
616
0.62
1.50
233
10.53

-l
=3
=
=]

0.43
1.52
020
0.43
0.83

043
1.52

0.43
0.63

1.50
5.28
v ]

221

1.50
5.28
0.71
1,50
22

ol
=3
=3
b4

0.43
1.28
0.17
Q.43

G.43

Q.17
0.43
0.60

1.50
4,40
058
1.50
209

1.50
4.40
059
1.50
209

=)
=]
hd
[

0.43
1.4
.14
0.43
057

0,43
.0

0.43
0.57

1,50
352
0.47

1.8

1.50
as52
0.47
1,80
1.68

L]
=3
o

043
0.7e
0.10
0.43
0.53

¢.43
0.78
0.10
0,43
053

1.80
264
0.35
1.50
1.88

1.50
2.64
0.35

1.88

=]
2

|

0.43
0.51
047

0.50

0.43

051
0.07

0.43

1.50
1.78
0.24
1.50
1.74

1.50
1,78
0.24
1.50
1.74

243
0.25
003
0.43
0.47

0.43
025
0.03
0.43
0.47

1.50
0.8
0.12
1.50
1.62

1.50
0.88
0.12

1.62
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Analysis 9f Regulatory Asset Recovory
Transitlon Plan vs, Tradlional Ratemaking
Exciudes eHect of Gross Recelpts Tax

EMeclive FederaliSiateTax Rate
Gross Receipts Tax Rate
Discount Rate
Rewrn on Rate Base

Revenue Requiremant for Return

SFAS 109
Trans(ilon Plan Revenue Requirement
Amerization
Rate Dase
Revenue Requisemens - Retuin on Rate Base
Revenue Requirement - Amprtization
Torat Reventie Requirement
V@ 199
Tradidanal Ratemaking Revenue Requlrement
Asnotiization
Rate Base
Revenue Requitement - Remurn cn Rale Base
Revenue Requirement - Amertization
Total Revenue Réquirement
Py 2 111799
PV Diflerence

Total - All Reguiatory Assets ltomlized Above
Ada: Present Value Beaver Valloy 2 Lease
Total Regulatory Assets
Tatal Net Present Yalue Diffarence

Aeconchlation with CJC-4 Regulatory Assets
Tolat Raguiatory Assels at 12/31/98 per DJC-4
{1} Remove FAS 109 Plant
(2} Add: Ditfarence PV BV2 Lease
PV BV2 Leasa per revised scheduls
PV BVZ Lease pet DJC-4
Difarenca
(3} Deduct: Ditletance Defeired Rate Synch, Costs
Cosls per ravised schedule
Costs per DJC-4
Dilferenca
Total Adjustments to DJC-4 (1)+{2)+(3)
Adjusted DJC.4

41,.4835%
0.0000%
7.6320%
9.6057%

13.3866%

Balance
1231198

236.48

$18.37
441,20
960.58
{50.70)

810,59
(62.94)

441,20
227,78
213.42

32.88
3318
0.50)
149,09
960.58

Nat
Balance
12131198

179.00

294.82
257.87
652.68

573.82
{45.38)

257.87

133,27
124,60

3026
072
{0.46)
78.78
852,88

1399

33178
179.00
23.08

- 437

87.87
305.95

27.58
179,00
23,98
35.00
59.62
305.95
000

by
=1
=3
=1

l

3378
153,43
2054
437
84,25

26,47
158,14
2147
34.25
65,42

2565
138.10
198.4%
3319
51.67

)
=
=]
X

378
102.29
13.88
43,71
57.40

25,78
118.89
15.89
33.35
49.24

=4
=3
e
ol

3378
6.7
10.27
43,79
53.98

3208
8917
13.28
41.48
5475

S
£

2178
51.94

43,71
50.56

AN
74.81
10,03
44.26
54.20

3378
2557

3.42
43,7
47.13

1821
48.01

858
20.97
27.53

093
3874
4,92
12,01
17.83

jad

0or

10,22
26.18

A1 ]
13,24
17.14

2008

1.61
21.44
287
9.85
12.72

2009

299
15,688
210
387
5,97

2010

3.08
13.42

4.00
578

pluik]

328
11.08
1.48
424
573

230

1.5
2188
413

G1 3o g1 =8=g
GT-9r4q 3191yxy




Analysis of Regulatory Asset Recovery
Transition Plart vs, Traditlenal Ratemaking
Excludes effect ol Gross Recelpts Tax

EHeclive FederaliStateTax Rate
Gross Receipts Tax Rate
Ciscount Rala
Reiun on Rate Base

Revenue Requirement for Return

3 2014 2013 2016 2007 08 28 2 ;022 2023 2 o3 2026
SFAS 109

Transition Plan Revenue Requirement
Anortization
Ratg Base
Revenue Requircinent - Retum on Raie Base
Revenue Regquirement - Anortization
Total Revenue Requirement
PV @ 101199

Traditianal Ratemaking Revenue Regulrement
Amarization 1.79 1.68 0.52) 1,29 1,54 015 .38 ©.38 338 0.38 0.28 0.38 038 0.46
Rate Base [:E:L] 5.50 425 4.64 368 250 238 210 1.81 1.52 1.23 0.85 0.66 037
Revenue Requitement - Retum on Ralz Base 082 0.74 0.57 062 049 033 0.32 028 024 0.20 017 0.13 0.09 0.05
Revenue Reguiremers - Amanizsion 2,02 215 {0.67) 1.87 1.99 0.8 0.48 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.48 0.49 083
Tatal Revenue Reguirement 323 2.88 (0.40) 2.29 2.48 0.53 0.81 0.77 073 0.70 0.68 082 0.58 088
PY @& 11199

PV Difference

Tatal - All Reguiatory Assets ltamized Above
Add; Present Value Beaver Yaliey 2 Lease
Total Regulatory Assels

Recenclilation with DJC4 Regulatory Assets
Total Regulatory Assels at 12/21/98 per DJC-4
{1) Remove FAS 109 Plant
{2) Add: Diffarenca PV BY2 Lease

PV BV 2 Lease pof revised schedule
PV BV2 Lease per DJC.4
Ditference
(3) Deduct: Ditterence Defened Rate Synch. Costs
Costs pei tevised schedule
Costs per 0JC-4
Dilference
Tolal Adjustments 1o DJC-4 (1)+(214(3)
Adlusted DJIC-4

lh)
I~
el
=3
L]
it
D

¢T 3o #1 23®g
¢1~-0ra 3T41TYxg



Duguesne Light Company

Beaver Valley Unit No . Lease Payments

($ Millions)

Year

1997
1998

1997 to 1998

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005

1999 to 2005

2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

2006 t0 2016

Total

Rent

44,0
44.1

88.1

44.0
443
443
45.9
51.8
53.3
5633

336.9

533
533
533
53.3
53.3
53.3
53.3
53.3
53.3
53.3
53.3
26.7

613.0

1.038.0

Cash Exp.

20
2.0

4.0

20
20
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
20

14.0

2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
20
2.0

2.0
2.0
2.0

240

42.0

Ameortization
Refinancing

Premium

0.4
0.5

0.9

0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
04
04

2.8

0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
04
0.4
04
0.4
04
0.4

>
1.9

[Le-4
s

o B e L NI Wi Nl i WY Qi W
Laghbhtherth i v

—_—
o
(o2

30.3

Lease exp

47.9
48,1

96.0

47.9
48.2
48.2
49.8
55.7
57.2
£7.2

3642

57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
57.2
28.8

1999 to 2017

PV

Factors
@7.83%

0.9630
0.8931
0.8282
0.7681
0.7123
0.6606
0.6126

5.4379

0.5681
0.5269
0.4886
0.4531
0.4202
0.3897
0.3614
0.3352
0.3108
0.2883
0.2673
0.2479

Levelized
Fut Pmts.

Lease Total
Pmt. Lease
Check Rev Req,

Levelized

Amortization

Amount

47.7
47.7
477
47.7
477
477
47.7

2005 PV of Future Pmts

479 95.6
482 85.9
48.2 95.9
49.8 97.5
55.7 103.4
57.2 104.9
57.2 104.9
51.5
55.1
51.1
47 .4
439
40.7
37.8
35.0
325
30.1
27.9
259
12.1
47.7 439.7

Future
Value
Check

77.9

722

67.0
62.1
576
53.4
49.5

438.7

€T 30 61 =8®4
§1-0r0a 3TQIUXy



Exhibit DJC-16

Duquesne Light Company

Duquesne Light Security Ratings

S&P Moody's D&P Fiich

3/94 5/95 7/95 10/95
First Mortgage Bonds BBB+ Baal A- A-
Debentures BEB Baa? BBB+ BBB~+
Preferred BBB baa3 BBB BBB+
MIPS BBB baa3 BBB BBB+
Commercial Paper A-2 P2 D-1- F-1
Penn Fuel CP A-2 P2 D-1- N/R

DQU II Funding SLOBS BBB Baa3 BBB N/R



DLC
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Duquesne Light Company

Effect of Intervenors' Direct Case on Revenue, Earnings & Cash Flow, ROE

Exhibit DJC - 17

(Variance from Duguesne Direct Case in Millions of Dollars)

REVENUES
1988 2000 2001 2002
(141.7) (142.0) {126.1) (147.1)
@68) (570  (571)  (56.2)
(12.6) {(19.6) {19.9) (109.1)

(438.5) (436.7) (424.7) (413.2)

2003

(234.7)
(56.9)

(421.9)
(407.7)

EARNINGS AVAILABLE TO COMMON

(1035)  (100.1) (92.9)  (105.5)
{13.1) (14.2) (14.9) (14.9)
(2249)  (220.1)  (2158)  (199.3)

{124.0) (116.8) (108.9) (100.2)

—

(153.0)
{15.9)
(155.8)

(92.7)

CASH FLOW (Funds from operations)

1989 2000 2001 2002
(793)  (794)  (705)  (82.3)
262) (31.9) (31.9) (314

7o) (10 (11 (610

(2453)  (244.3)  (2375)  (231.1)

2003
(131.3)
(31.8)
(236.0)

(228.0)

2004
(240.9)

61.1)
(415.8)

(401.3)

-

(158.2)
{19.1)
{151.8)

(87.5)

20

(134.7)
(34.2}
(232.5)

(224.5)

2005
(271.3)
(48.6)
(416.0)
(402.5)

(168.7)
{18.2)
(142.1)
(78.2)

N
=4
o

(151.7)
(27.2)
(232.7) .

(225.1)
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Rating
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Rating
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Rating

Exhibit DJC -

Page1of3
Duquesne Light Company
Effects of Intervenors’ Direct Case on Financial Ratios

FUNDS FROM OPERATIONS TO TOTAL DEBT

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 20
214%  196%  204%  229%  23.1%  23.6%
BBB BBB BBB A A A
16.1% 14.2% 186.3% 16.8% 13.3% 13.2%
BBB 12121 BB 888 BB BB
196%  17.4%  18.4%  205%  206%  20.8%
BBB BEB BBB BBB BBB BBB
21.0%  189%  19.7%  18.7% 6.1% 6.3%
BBB BBB BBB BBB B B
9.5% 3.9% 4.6% 6.9% 6.7% 6.9%
B cce B B B B

FUNDS FROM OPERATIONS INTEREST COVERAGE

3.60 3.29 3.37 3.67 3.69 3.73

A BBB BBB A A A
2.87 2.64 2.78 2.96 255 2.53
B8BB 88B BBB BBB 8BB BBB
3.25 299 3.07 3.36 3.36 3.37
BBB BBB BBB BEB BBB BBB
3.39 3.14 3.23 3.12 1.69 1.7
BBB BBB BBB BBB BB BB
1.70 1.44 1.52 1.78 1.76 1.78
BB B BB BB BB BB

18

2005
23.7%
11.7%

BB

21.4%
BBB

5.8%

6.4%

3.75
237
BB

3.46
BEBB

- 1.67
BB

1.73
BB




Exhibit DJC - 18
Page 2of 3

® A Duquesne Light Company
Effects of Intervenors' Direct Case on Financial Ratios

PRE TAX INTEREST COVERAGE

® 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
pLC 208 2,06 205 2.03 2.14 2.32 2.36
Rating BB BB BB BB BBB BBB BBB
OCA 0.99 0.82 0.57 0.73 0.13 0.18 {0.02)
Rating B B B B cec cec cce
oTs 1.98 1.89 1.87 1.85 1.94 2.08 2.14
Rating BB BB BB BB BB BB BRB
DIl (0.39) (0.45) (0.48) (0.32) 0.42 0.62 0.73
Rating cc cc cc cc cee cee B
HSS 0.79 0.76 0.81 0.85 1.01 1.24 1.37
Rating B B B B B B B
NET CASH FLOW TO CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
DLC 217.0%  189.2%  201.9%  245.8%  212.8%  166.7%  233.5%
Rating AA AA AA AA AA AA AA
OCA 198.2%  1656%  179.9% 2196%  191.3%  161.4%  210.1%
Rating AA AA AA AA AA AA AA
oTS 163.7%  120.3%  1414%  178.7%  157.2%  134.0%  183.7%
Rating AA AA AA AA AA AA AA
Dit 377.4%  343.5%  357.5%  338.1%  98.9%  87.5%  100.9%
Rating AA AA AA AA AA A AA
HSS 75.8%  422%  523%  885%  725%  57.0%  73.4%
Rating A BB BBB A A BBB A



Exhibit DJC - 18

. Page3of3

] - Duquesne Light Company
Effects of Intervenors’ Direct Case on Financial Ratios

TOTAL DEBT TO TOTAL CAPITALIZATION

] 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
DLe C 594% 59.3% 59.5% 59.8% 60.1% §0.3% 60.6%
Rating BBB BBB BBB BBS BBB BBB BBB
QCA 78.8% 80.1% 81.5% 83.2% 86.0% 86.1% 88.1%
D Rating cce cce cc cec cc cC c
OoTS 63.6% 64.0% 64.5% 65.0% 65.6% 65.9% 66.5%
Rating BB BB BB BB BB BB BB
~ DI 71.4% 72.2% 73.2% 74.3% 75.4% 76.2% 77.4%
® Rating B 8 B B cce cce cce
HSS 88.1% 88.2% 88.3% 88.4% 88.6% 88.6% 88.7%
Rating o c c c cC C o
COMPOSITE PROJECTED RATING
®
bDLC BBB BBB BBB BBB A A A
OCA BB BB BB BB B B B
ors BBE BBB BBB BBB BBB B8BB BBB
Dii BB BB BB BB B B BB
HSS - B . cce B B B B B

§ & P Rating Benchmarks”

AA A BBB BB

Funds From Operations to Total Debt 32.0% 25.0% 18.0% 13.0%

Funds From Operations Interest Coverage 4.50 4.00 3.00 2.00

Pre Tax interest Coverage T 4.00 3.50 2.60 1.75

Net Cash Flow to Capital Expenditures 110.0% 85.0% 60.0% 40.0%

Total Debt to Total Capitalization 42.0% 47.0% 54.0% 60.0%

. *Benchmarks listed for average business position




Exhibit DJC-19

Duquesne Light Company

Relative Cost Changes Due To Credit Rating

.Increased Cost Due

Credit Rating Coupon Rate To Credit Quality
AA+AA 6.72% -
AA- 6.75% +.03
A+ 6.81% + .06
Investment A 6.84% + .03
Grade A- 6.97% + .13
BBB+ 7.04% + .07
BBB 7.16% +.12
BBB- 7.23% + .07
BB+ 7.48% + .25
"Junk" BB 8.05% +.57

BB- 8.64% + .59



Duquesne Light Company
Summary of
Net Book Valune and Range of
Market Values at
12/31/1998

Net Book Value
Generating Plant Assets
M&S and Fuel Related Sunk Costs
PV of Beaver Valley 2 Lease Expense
Regulatory Assets
Total Net Book Value

Costs Independent of Operation
Low

High
Delayed Entry

Market Value of Generation Portfolio
Low
Decommissioning
Plant Margin
Total Low

High
Decommissioning
Plant Margin

Total High

Delayed Entry
Decommissioning
Plant Margin
Total Delayed Entry

Stranded Cost -
Low
High
Delayed Entry

Exliibit DFC-20
Page 1 of 49

5918
341
$278
$374
$1,611

$208
$80
$104

(§124)
$27
($97)

($124)

$278
5154

($124)
3159
$35

$1,916
$1,537
31,680




Exhibit DJC-20

. - Page 2 0of 49
DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY
. Plant Present Values
® $ in Millions

$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

®
MARGIN STREAM BEGINNING 1/1/99
Net Plant
Plant Margin  Decommissicning Value
@ Fossil Plants:
Cheswick 0.0 (13.9) (13.9)
Sammis 0.0 (4.7) (4.7)
Eastlake 0.0 (4.1 (4.1)
o Elrama 0.0 (20.7) . (20.7)
Mansfield 1 8.2 (7.4) 0.7
Mansfield 2 4.1 0.5 3.6
Mansfield 3 7.9 (1.4) 6.5
Brunot Island 0.0 (8.2) (8.2)
® Phillips 0.0 (5.6) (5.6)
' Total Fossil 20.2 (66.5) (46.3)
Nuclear Plants:
¢ Beaver Valley 1 7.2 (25.5) (18.3)
Beaver Valley 2 0.0 (10.3) (10.3)
Perry 0.0 (21.6) (21.6)
Total Nuclear 7.2 (57.4) (50.2)
TOTAL PLANTS $27.4 ($123.9) (396:5)



DUQUESNE .H'l‘

Costs of Fossil Plants

$ in Millions
$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

CHESWICK 1993 2000 0 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 007 2008 2002 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
kwh Market Price (cents) 187 1.97 2.08 219 2.31 2.43 2,56 1.38 347 358 154 1T 183 35 402 412
i, Oty (g 3,791 3,837 3,662 1917 3922 3471 4,147 4,235 4,062 4,425 4,231 1,707 4413 4,249 4,062 4,374
Delivered Qutput (gwh} 3,608 3,652 3,485 3,823 3,733 3,303 3,947 4,030 3,865 4211 4,027 3,528 4,200 4,044 3,866 4,163
Revenues 69.28 74.18 74.65 B6.08 38.41 82.99 103.34 136.32 134,03 149.66  146.69 13,73 16072 158.62 15544 17157
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 44,97 47.14 46.27 51.78 51.87 47.65 58.41 61.67 60.69 68.62 70.81 65.11 79.74 79.21 78.70 88.19
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.90 0.92 0.95 0.97 1.00 103 1.05 1.08 L1 1.14 L7 1.20 1.23 1.26 1.30 1.32
NOx Emissions 5.27 5.46 5.41 6.56 6.59 5.42 7.82 8.24 817 9.60 9.34 7.63 10,85 10.87 10.49 12.08
802 Emissions 063 0.73 34l n 442 186 539 6.16 623 164 189 6.64 949 2.68 271 1170

Total Fuel 51.77 5423 56,04 63.58 6388 57.95 72.85 77.14 76.21 87.00 89.01 80.58 101.32 101.03 100.20 113.29
Variable O&M 2.78 2.89 2.83 3,18 319 2,90 3,56 3.73 3,67 411 4.03 362 143 4.38 4.30 4.75
Fixed O&M 13.08 12,06 14.00 13.66 12.42 9.88 14.56 13.15 15.38 15,33 14.11 9.12 16,38 1526 17.69 17.55
Overhaul 0.09 2.00 090 0.00 .00 1586 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 Q.00 18,56 0.0 0.00 0.00 .00

Subtotal 15,83 14.95 16.83 16.84 15,61 28.64 8,12 16.88 19.06 19.43 18,14 31.30 2081 19.63 21.98 2230
Carbon Injection Costs 2.68 kX1 2.80 2.81 309 2.52 2.53 313 3.3 07
FICA 0.47 0.50 0.53 0.53 0.48 0.42 0.52 0.53 0.57 0.58 052 0.43 0.58 0.60 0.67 0.68
Property Fax 0.84 0.34 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 084
Cap Stock Tax 0.88 0.88 0.38 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.38 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Tatal Non-fuel 18,02 17.16 19.0¢ 19.09 17.82 30.79 23,05 22.14 24.14 24.54 2347 35.96 26,04 25.28 21.50 27.7%
Capital Expenditures .17 1220 4,79 4.93 20.21 44,57 5.40 5.56 57 5.89 6.08 15.46 4.9 3.58 2.12 1,53
Direct Expenses 76.95 83.62 79.91 §7.61 101.90 13330 1M1 104.83 10607 (1743 11855 132,01 13131 129.89 129.82 142.58
Direct Margin (7.68) (9.44) (5.16) (1.52)  (1349)  (50.32) 2.03 3148 2195 nn 28.14 (0.28) 28.41 28.73 25.63 28.98
Overhead Allocation 1047 12,69 12.42 1343 15.53 19.24 1593 16.73 17.26 18.61 19.02 2148 20.99 21.40 22.63 23.68
Expenses incl, Corp QN 87.42 96.31 92.33 101.04 117.43 152,54 117.24 121.57 123.33 136.04 13757 15349 15330 151.2% 15245 16627
Margin after Corp O/H (18.15)  (2212)  ()7.68)  (14.96) (2902}  (69.56)  (13.91) 14.75 10.69 13,62 9.12 (21.76) 7.42 7.33 1.9% 5.30
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 1.51 L.56 1.69 1.75 1.80 1.84 1.94 2.01 207 216 231 239 252 261 270 2.84
Non-fugl 0.50 047 0.55 a.50 0.48 0.93 0.58 0.55 09,62 0.58 0.58 1.02 0.62 063 0.7 0.67
Capital Expenditures g20 033 'A LY 013 0.54 L35 0,44 [tAL} G5 Q14 015 044 012 .09 12153 204
Direct Expenses 121 237 2.37 237 .82 4.12 2.66 2.69 2.84 2.89 304 3.84 3.26 32 347 3.54
Direct Margin 0.34) (0.40) (0.29) {0.18) (0.51) (1.69) (0.10} 0.69 0.63 0.67 0.60 (0.11) 0.57 0.60 0.55 0.58
Overhead Allocation 0.29 0.35 0.36 0.35 042 0.58 040 0.42 0.45 0.44 0,47 061 0.50 0.53 0.59 0.57 u;:

[4]
Expenses incl, Corp OfH 2.50 .72 .73 273 3.3 471 3.06 3.1 319 333 3.52 4.45 3.76 3.85 4.05 411 g
Margin after Corp O/l (0.63) (0.75) (0.65) (0.54) (0.92) (2.28) {0.59) 0.27 018 0.23 0.13 ©.72) 0.07 0.07 {0.03) 0.01 =
o

NEV of Margin after O/11 (67.1)
NPV of Decommissioning 13.9 23.6
NPV OF NET MARGIN ] (BI.D)l
AR AN O SOOI T o By T S i N il e T S R N R I T PN A ik

0T-0rd Naxy



DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants

0T-D[Q MqIXd

3 in Millions
$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @) 2.5%

SAMMIS 1922 2000 2001 2002 2003 1004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 010
kwh Market Price {cents) 1.87 1.97 2,08 2,19 2.3 243 2.56 338 3.47 .55 3.64 373
Unit Cuput (gwh) 1,258 1,381 1,167 1,389 1,304 1,418 1,315 1,558 1,290 1,563 1437 1,537
Delivered Cuiput (gwh) 1,206 1324 £119 1,33 1,250 1,359 1261 1,193 1,236 1,498 1378 14T
Revenues 2335 16,97 23.87 3012 29,80 34.11 33,33 50.51 42.86 53.24 50.19 55.02
Fuel-Belated Expenses
Fuel Costs 1554 18.62 1646 19.59 19.44 21,51 20.63 23.77 2033 25.67 2455 27.34
Fuel Related ECR Costs 002 0,03 0.03 0.03 1.03 0.03 0,03 0.03 0,03 0.03 0.03 0.03
NOx Emissions 0.00 600 0,60 0.00 0.00 0.00 [.67 2.05 1,77 224 2.15 2.39
$02 Emissions 0.70) (0.65) 0:32 037 052 052 0261 098 0.66 Lld4 102 127

Total Fuel 15,26 13.00 16.30 20.59 20.02 2223 2294 26.83 2280 29.08 1775 31.03
Noo-fuel O&M Expenses
Varjable O&M 1.68 1.83 1.51 184 1.78 1.97 1.88 229 1.93 240 2.26 248
Fixed Q&M 572 3.68 X 37 5.00 4.01 522 4.29 375 4.80 4.63 471
Overhaul 000 0.00 345 .00 0.00 0.00 000 0,00 400 0.0 0.00 0.00

Subtotal 7.39 551 829 5.54 6.78 5.98 7.10 5.58 %68 TI9 6.89 T8
FICA 0.22 0.8 0.15 018 0.21 .20 0.21 0.21 017 0.21 0.20 0.24
Property Tax 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 149 L AG 149 149 {49
Cap Stock Tax o 031 0.l 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 03 L 031 0.31 0.3t

Tatat Non-fuel 941 7.48 10.24 7.51 B8 .97 92.10 8.58 |64 9.20 8.38 9.22
Capital Expenditures 133 0.19 3.59 .11 1.36 0.44 143 0.22 4,16 0.49 1.59 0.52
Direct Expenses 2599 15.67 30.63 29.21 30.17 30.65 3347 35.63 38.60 38.77 kA | 40.76
Direct Margin {2.64) £} (5.16) 0.92 047 146 (Q.14y 1458 416 14.47 11.98 14.26
Overhead Allocation 1,54 3.89 476 4.48 4,60 442 5.26 5.6% 6.28 6.14 6.13 6.63
Expenses incl. Corp O/ 29.53 15.57 35,39 3369 M7 35.07 B4 41,32 44.89 44.91 44.34 47.3
Margin after Corp OH (6.18) (260)  (11.52) (3.56) 497 (0.96) (5.40) 219 (2.03) 8.33 $.85 762
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 140 1.50 1.64 1.68 174 1.78 197 [.95 2.00 210 218 227
Mon-fuel 0.78 0.57 091 0.56 0.70 0.59 0.72 0.57 0.94 0.61 0.64 0.63
Capitat Expenditures LAEN 901 032 0.08 L 203 A o0 034 063 ar2 0,04
Direct Expenses 2.29 2.08 .87 2.33 2.56 2,40 2,80 1,54 3.8 .75 294 .93
Direct Margin (0.42) (0.11) (0.79) (0.14) (0.25) 0.03 (0.24) 0.84 .19 (.81 0.74 0.80
Overhicad Allocation .29 0.29 043 0.34 0.37 G.33 042 038 0.51 041 .44 045 U;:

3]
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 2.59 2.37 330 2,67 2,92 2.73 322 2.92 3.79 316 338" 338 g
Margin after Corp O/H (©.72) (040} (1.21) (0.4%) [(FASY (0,30 {68y 846 {0.31) 0.40 026 .35 'E
V=)

NPV of Margin after O/l (8.2)
NPV of Decommissioning 4.7 8.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN [ (I2.9)| I 6.0 |
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants
S in Millions

EASTLAKE

132 000 201 2002 2008

$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

2004 2005 2006 @ 2007 3008 2008 2010

kwh Market Price {cents) 1.87 1.97 208 2.19 231 2.43 2,56 3.38 347
Unit Output {gwh) 1,216 1,097 1,230 1,078 1,105 1,187 1,004 1,206 1,367
Delivered Ouiput (gwh) 1,158 1,045 1172 1.027 1,053 1,131 956 L, 149 1,302
Revenues 2232 2106 25.08 23.20 24.87 28.08 215.27 38.85 45.13
Fuel-Belated Expenses
Fuel Costs 13.25 1229 14.20 12.83 13.52 14,93 13.05 15.96 18.60
Fue) Related ECR Costs 0.10 010 0.t0 0.10 0.11 01t 0.1 0.12 0.12
NOx Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 1.05 1.24
S02 Emissions 244 22 33 247 LX) 430 9t 526 6.57
Toral Fuel 15.79 14,62 18.07 16.40 17.46 19.54 17.98 22.38 26.52
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Yariable Ofid 1.40 1.30 1.49 1.34 141 L.56 1.35 1.67 .94
Fixed Q&M 393 4,11 4.51 4.86 4.49 499 4.75 4.73 5.17
Overhaul .05 0.00 000 0.90 0.00 04] 139 2.00 .00
Subtotal 5.39 541 6,00 6.20 5.90 6.96 7.50 540 Tu
FICA 0.16 0.18 019 0.20 0,18 0.22 018 0.20 0.21
Property Tax 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 127 1.27 1.27 127
Cap Stock Tax 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26
Total Non-fuel 7.08 12 7.73 7.94 7.62 871 921 8.14 8.86
Capital Expendiures 202 0.55 538 6.00 1.68 16 3.60 239 0.66
Direct Expenses 2499 2229 3117 30.34 26.76 31.42 30.80 3191 36,05
Direct Margin (2.59) (1.23) (6.09) (7.14) (1.89) {3.34) (5.52) 594 92.08
Overhead Allocation 339 333 4,84 1.65 4.08 4,54 4.84 525 587
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 28.19 25.68 36.02 34,99 30.84 35,95 35,64 816 41.91
iargin after Corp O/11 (5.98) (4.61} {10.93) (11.80) (597 {7.87) (10.37) 0.6% k8|
Costs per kwh (cents}
Fuel 1.48 152 1.67 1.73 1.79 1.87 2,02 2.09 219
Non-fuel 0.61 0.68 0.66 077 0.72 0.717 0.96 0.71 0.68
Capital Expendilures 017 0,05 0.46 058 a.16 028 038 021 Q.05
Direct Expenses .27 116 2.79 3,09 2.68 192 3.36 m 2,92
Direct Margin (0.40) (0.29) (0.71) (0.90) 0.37) (0.49) {0.80) 0.37 0.55
Overhead Alldcation 0.29 0.32 0.41 0.45 0.39 .40 0.51 0,46 045
Expenses inct. Corp QA1 2.56 158 310 3.54 346 132 387 3.47 3.3
Margin after Corp OfH 069y  (0.61)  (L12)  (L3B) (078 (U8Y) (131 (0.09) .10
NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning A1 7.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN EED|
I AR S AP SN A

3,55
1,208
1,151

40.91

16,95
0.12
1.14

24.31

176
5.54
209
7.30
0.22
127
0.26
9.05

34.30
6.61

343

39.73
1.17

2.27
0.79

A3
.42

047

361
(0.95)

3.64
1,205
1,148

41,82

17.43
6.13
Lig

2531

1.80
5.14
0.60
6.94
020
1.27
0.26
8.68

091

34.90
6.91

560

40,50
LM

236
0.76
0.08
3.20
0.44

0.49

3.69
{0.04)

3,73
1,267
1,207

45.08

1885
0.13
1.30

.1

1.95
5.76
0.64
835
0.26

£.27
0.26
10,14

38.98
6.09

634

45.33
(0.25)

2.46
0.84

339
0.34

0.53

392
(0.18)

2011

383
1,123
1,069

40.92

17.19
0.13
1,20

25.52

L.77
537

857
0.20
.27
026
10.3)

36.61
431

581

42.42
(1.49%)

255
0,96
0.07
359
024

0.54

413
(0.30)

i
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DUQUESNE.HT '

Costs of Fossil Plants
§ in Millions

$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @& 2.5%

ELRAMA 1399 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
kwh Market Price {cents) 1.87 1.7 2.08 219 2N 243
Unit Quipm {gwh) 2,789 2,801 2,810 2,986 2,662 3,040
Delivered Outpn (gwh) 2,502 2,513 2,521 2679 2,388 1,728
Revenues 47,74 50,32 53,43 59.76 56.26 67.31 0.00
= X{ET

Fuel Costs 3150 30,75 3873 34.55 3194 37.27
Fuel Related ECR. Costs 6,63 681 7.00 7.45 715 7.90
WOx Emissions 599 6,33 6.60 1.55 6.46 841
302 Ewissions 0.35 0.62 (0,31} 0.29) {0,401 (0.32)

Total Fuel 44.67 44,51 45,02 49.26 45.15 33,27
Mon-fue) O&M Expenses
Variable O&dd 230 2.89 2.98 124 2.97 348
Fixed O&M 16.16 16,23 17.28 7.1 17.62 17.78
Qverhaul .50 L39 0.00 0.00 00 0.00

Subtotal 2276 2082 20.26 2035 23.59 21.26
FICA 0.56 0.63 0.64 0.65 0.64 0.70
Property Tax 3.62 .62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Cap Stock Tax 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65

Total Non-fuel 24.60 2N 2217 22.27 25.50 23.24
Capitel Expenditurcs 6.13 8.54 5.66 213 1.51 1.05
Direct Expenses 7539 1578 71.85 M6 216 11,56
Direct Margin (27.66)  (25.46)  (19.42)  (14.50)  {15.90)  (10.25)
Overhead Allocation 10.26 11.50 11.32 11.39 i1.00 11.20
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 85.65 Br.27 84.17 §5.65 83.15 88.75
Margin after Corp O/H (37.92)  (3695) (30.73)  (2588)  (26.90)  (11.44)
Cosis per kwh {cents)
Fuel 1.90 1.89 1.90 1.96 2.01 108
Non-fuel 0.98 0.90 0.88 0.83 1.07 0.85
Capital Expenditures 024 034 .22 o190 0.06 004
Direct Expenses 3.13 3.13 3.01 2.89 3.15 297
Direct Margin (1.26) (1.16) (0.53) (0.70) (0.84) (0.54)

ja~l
Overhead Allocation 041 0.46 0.45 043 0.40 041 %
o

Expenses inc¢l. Corp O/H 3.54 3.59 3.46 332 6L 3.38 g,
Margin sfter Corp O/ 8N (Len  (L38) (LI}  (130) (095} &
NEY of Margin afier O/H
NPV of Decemmissioning 20.7 350
NPV OF NET MARGIN (107.4) (35.0)
i S ] [ G5
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DUQUESNE .—]T

Costs of Fossil Plants
£ in Millions N

MANSFIELD |

kwh Market Pricc {centé)
Unit Qutput (gwh}
Delivered Guiput (gwh)

Revenues

Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs
Fuel Related ECR Costs
NOx Emissions
502 Emissions

Toral Fuel

Non-fuel O&M Exgenses
Variable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtoral
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capitsl Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direet Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses inel, Corp OVH
Margin after Corp O/H

r kwh {cent
Fucl
Nen-fuel
Capiisl Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allotation

Expenses incl. Corp OFH
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning
NPY OF NET MARGIN

1299

.87
1,721
1,561

30.36
25,23
3.27
EXL)
3141
29
4.41
7.33
0.22
0.48
0.50
8.52
0.92

40.86

{10.49)

536

46.42

(16.05)

2,20
0.55

2.50
(0.93)

6.36

316
{1.29)

T4
0.7

2000

197
1,378
1,249

25.36

13.65
272
23)

1849

219
310
276
8.04
0,18
0.43
0.50
9.2

3110
574

472

35481
{10.48)

1.65
074

1.66
{0.6%)

304
(1.07)

2001
2.08

1,860
1,687

15.66
18.12
370
367
25.28
294
334
5.28
0.20
048

0.50
745

33.18
.48

516

384
(2.68)

1.67
D.44

214
(0.06)

¢.31

2.45
037

00}

19
1,869
1,695

.70

18.64
R
334

26.06

ind
322

6.26
0.20
0.48
0.50
7.43

0.84

3434
336

5.27

39.61
191

1.72

044

0,05

221
(0.02)

0.3t

2.52
0.33)

1003

2.31
1,693
£,535

3593
17.38
3.57
355
2421
283
4,77
7.60
0.23
0.48

0.50
18]

35.99
(0.06)

548

4147
(5.55)

L76
0.57

253
(0.22)

6.36

2.89
{0.58)

$33.Bfmwh in 2006 with escalations & 2.5%

2004 2005 2006

243 2.56 138
1,885 1,886 1519
1,709 1710 1377
£2.28 44.52 46.58
19.89 20.47 16.86
4.08 4.16 349
an 440 336
(0.26) 0.28) 0.3
27.88 2875 23.32
321 130 273
4.06 4,28 352
0,00 0.00 .93
7.28 7.58 9.18
0.4 0.22 020
0.48 048 0.48
0.50 .50 0.50
8.50 8.78 10.35
1.97 0.70 320
38.34 8.0 36.88
393 6.29 9.70
5.54 6.01 5.89
43.88 44.23 amn
(1.60) 0.28 3.81
1.82 187 1.89
0.50 0.51 0.75
&l 004 023
243 243 2.88
(0.00) 013 0.51
0.32 033 0.43
2.76 178 3.30
(0.33)  (0.11) 0.08
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34
1,973
1,789

62.02
22.55
4.58
502
38
363
3,88
7.3
0.22
0.48
050
8.7
0.49

40.95
2107

47.61
14.41

1.98
0.49

2.49
0.%7

6.37

2.86
0.60

2008 2009 1610 2011 012 2013 2014 2015
355 364 373 I 3 4@ 412 41l
1978 1781 9731 1973 1632 13635 1913 195
1794 1615 1789 1789 480 1691 1789 1769
674 S88) 6679 6846 5806 6738 MM AT}
225 2055 2455 2526 1148 2528 2749 2798
a7 438 495 508 436 508 551 559
523 476 567 s;m 468 594 670 686
0.23) {041} 039 (0.43) 038 {8.53) {{IRE] 0.58)
3287 W28 M7 3584 2995 383 916 39.85
373 144 39 401 3% 391 A 437
337 SE3 445 adl amn 368 37 733
000 0.00 0.00 0.00 .59 &81 .00 0.00
710 921 8.3 s e B46 806 1830
021 027 02 UM 025 023 02 oM
048 048 048 048 048 0.8 043 048
050 030 050 050 050 050 050 0.50
829 1051 9.61 994 1194 9.67 928 1292
075 345 043 08 o 089 0.6
AN 424 4481 4659 a561 4591 4933 538D
283 1458 1198 2187 1245 2208 2440 2009
664 110 729 73 75 8.00 819 942
4885 5134 s2a0 538 SBaz SIS 5782 6305
1519 749 1469 1448 494 1407 1620 1167
208 200 206 223 225 235 243 250
046 065 0.54 036 08I 057 052 073
2.04 Q.24 8.02 0,05 025 0.03 0.65 003
154 195 im TR X! 295 300 328
1.01 6.69 Lot Lo ol 107 Lz 088 ™
da
037 044 04l 0.41 0.51 047 046 053 o
~3
291 3.39 313 324 38 342 3.46 381 9_;
064 025 060 BSY  OIB 060 066 041 &
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DUQUESNE .HT .
Costs of Fossil Plants
$ in Millions
$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations & 2.5%
MANSFIELD 2 1939 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 1007 2008 2008 2010 PN} 012 2013 2014 w18 2016
kwh Market Price (cents) 1.87 1.97 2,08 2.19 2.3 2.43 2.56 338 347 3.55 3.64 3.73 183 392 4.02 412 422 433
Unit Quipust (gwh) 475 509 393 518 520 483 524 549 423 550 548 496 549 550 423 549 549 341
Delivered Output (gwh) 432 463 58 47 an 440 477 500 385 501 499 452 500 501 385 s00 500 493
Revenues 8.43 9.32 759 10.51 L1 10.87 12,42 16.90 13.34 17.81 18.13 16.87 9.2 19.66 15.47 26.60 2011 21.34
Eucl-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 6.89 497 379 5.1 527 5.04 5.62 6.02 4.1 639 £5% £.10 695 46 556 156 7% 739
Tuel Related ECR Costs 0.90 .98 0.79 1.06 109 1.04 116 1,24 0.99 131 1.34 1.25 141 145 116 1.53 1,57 1.59
NOx Emissions 0,87 0.99 0.72 110 L1s 110 1.26 138 1.00 1.50 t.56 1.43 1.70 1,78 1.29 1.92 2.00 2.05
$02 Emissians Qon oo 00 @ M8 @) @0 00 Q4 eI 0 @IS 015 016 02 08 0z (.20
Total Fuel 861 6.90 521 719 7.43 7.08 1.95 8,55 6.64 9.09 9.33 2.63 9.9 10,24 7.9 10.83 11.16 1131
Varizhle Q&M 0.81 0.8 0.62 0.85 037 0.79 0.92 0.99 0.78 1,04 1.0 0.9% 1.12 115 0.50 (1] 123 1.25
Fixed Od&M 1.20 0.84 2.9t 0.88 1.30 L1 1.16 0.96 105 0,92 1.58 1.21 1.28 129 1.60 1.62 2.01 1.59
Overhanl 000 .00 092 .00 000 090 .00 .00 0.82 Q.09 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 085 000 0.00 000
Subtotal 201 1.65 2.45 172 2,47 1.90 2.08 1.95 2.65 1,96 2.65 2.20 240 244 2385 222 3.24 283
FICA 0.06 0.65 0.05 0,05 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 005 0.06 0,08 0.07 0.07 007 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.10
Property Tax 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 013 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 013 0.13 0.13 0.13 0,13 0.13
Cap Stock Tax 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0,14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0,14
Total Non-fuel 2,33 1.97 2.76 2,04 2.50 2.23 241 227 2,98 228 2.9 2.53 2.73 278 3,18 2.56 3.58 3.20
Capital Expenditures 0.22 025 0. 0.12 0.15 1.30 0.07 0.17 0.87 0.08 .18 0.93 0,09 0.19 101 0.09 0.21 0.17
Direct Expenses 11.16 912 .68 9.36 10.08 190,61 10.43 10.99 10.48 11.45 12.45 12,10 12.73 13,21 12.08 13.48 14.94 14.68
Direct Margin (2.72) 0.20 (5.10) 115 1.03 2.28 1.99 591 2,86 6.36 5.68 4.71 6.39 6.45 3.39 112 6.16 6.66
Oveshead Allocation 152 138 1.35 143 1.54 1.53 1.64 175 LT 181 2.00 1.57 2.02 218 211 224 262 2.16
Expenses incl, Corp O/l 12.68 19.51 10.03 10.79 11,62 12.14 12.07 12.74 12.18 13.27 14.50 14.07 14.75 15.38 14.19 1572 17.57 16.84
Margin after Corp O/H (d.24) (1.18) (2.45) (0.28) (0.51) (1.28) 0.35 416 1.6 454 3.68 1.80 437 427 128 4.58 3.54 4.50
Costs per lowh (gents) .
Fuel 2.18 1.67 1,63 1.70 175 1.79 1.86 19§ 1.93 2.02 2.08 213 221 2.27 2.29 241 248 255
Non.fuel 0.54 0.43 0.77 0.43 0.53 0.51 0.51 0.46 0.77 0.46 0.60 0.56 0.55 0.55 0.83 0.51 0.72 0.65
Capital Expenditures .05 0.05 Q.20 0,03 0.03 030 0.02 003 023 0.062 0.04 82] 0.02 0.04 0.26 402 0.04 .03
Direct Expenses 277 215 2.60 2.16 23 2.59 238 140 2.93 2.49 1M 290 . m 2.86 338 2.94 3.24 n
Direct Margin (0.90) 0.i8) (8.52) 0.03 (0.00) (0.16) 0.13 0.9% 0.54 1.06 0.93 0.84 1.05 1.06 0.65 118 0,99 1.10
ot
Overhead Allocalion 0.35 0.30 0.38 0.30 032 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.44 0.36 0.40 .44 0.40 043 0.55 0.45 0.53 0.44 - E-
o
g9 =
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 32 2.44 298 2.47 2.64 2.94 .72 115 337 156 3 333 318 3.30 3.01 339 3.76 3.67 o E,
Margin after Corp O/H (1.25) 0.47) (0.90) (0.28) 033 (0.51) (2.16) 0.63 0.10 0.70 0.52 0.40 0,65 0.62 0.10 0.7 0.46 0.66 o =
= U
B
NPV of Margin after O/H v o
NPV of Decommissioning 0.5 0.9
NPV OF NET MARGIN [ 3.6] 14.4
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DUQUESNE GHT .
Costs of Fos nts .
$ in Millions )

§33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

MANSFIELD 3 1399 2000 1l 02 003 2004 2005 2006 1007 2008 2099 2010 2011 2012 013 2014 205 2016 2017
kwh Market Price (cents) 1.87 1.97 2.08 219 231 243 2.56 338 34T 31.5% 3.64 373 3.83 192 402 4.12 4,22 433 444
Unit Quiput (gwh) 778 897 210 697 213 917 826 945 945 749 945 945 855 948 945 738 935 948 855
Delivered Quiput (gwh) 720 830 842 645 845 848 764 875 LY 6593 874 875 %1 377 875 683 865 877 791
Revenues 13.79 16,59 17.69 14.28 19.72 20.88 19.81 29.59 3033 24.61 31.83 32,66 .27 3441 35.17 28.15 36.54 37,98 3510
-Rel xpen
Fuel Costs 145 369 8,71 6.83 9.20 9.50 8.81 10.34 10.64 8.67 1125 11.58 10.78 12.28 12.62 10.13 13.21 13.78 12.75
Fuel Related ECR Cosis 1.52 1.77 1.85 1.48 £.95 bE1| 1.87 2.8 224 1.85 2.36 2.42 226 2.56 2.62 2.4 2.4 2.85 2,65
NOx Emissions 1.67 207 220 1.61 240 2.51 2.30 2.83 295 225 319 333 3.04 3.64 178 2,80 4,04 430 3.91
$02 Emissions 0.19 012 {0.13) (&.17) @15 (VALY [UAL)] [0.18) 019 (0.26) (0.23} (0.25) 0.29) (0,29} @30 Q41 (0.36) 038 {0.46}
Total Fuel 14 43 12.66 12.62 973 13.40 13.86 12.79 15.17 15,64 12.50 16.58 17.0% 1379 18.20 18.71 14.65 19.63 20,54 18.35
Non-fuel O&M Expensey
Vanable Q&M 1.35 1.45 1.47 116 1.56 1.60 1.48 1.73 1,78 144 1.86 191 1.77 2.01 2.06 1.65 2.14 2222 2.06
Fixed O&M 2.13 1.50 1.61 1.55 2,30 1.96 2.06 1.70 1.87 1.62 2.81 213 227 228 1.78 1.81 3157 2.86 283
Overhaul 0.00 0.00 000 124 200 0.00 0.00 200 2.00 L32 .00 4.00 0.00 0.00 .00 L3592 0,08 .00 0.00
Subtotal 347 295 108 395 3.86 3.56 354 343 365 4.39 4.67 4.05 4.04 4.29 383 5.04 578 508 4.89
FICA 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.09 Q.12 0.12 0.10 011 0N 0.09 a3 0.14 0.11 013 012 0.1¢ 0.12 0.18 0.19
Praperty Tax 0.23 023 0.23 023 023 0.23 0.23 0.23 023 0.23 0.23 023 022 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 .23 0.23
Cap Stock Tax 0.24 0.24 0.24 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.2 0,24 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
Total Noti-fuel 4.05 3.52 165 4.51 445 4.15 411 4.01 4,23 4.95 5.28 4.66 4.63 490 442 5.62 6.37 5.1 555
Capital Expenditures 1.20 0.36 0.22 146 Q.17 1.13 1.47 0.19 0.35 1.59 0.1 038 L 0.22 41 1.85 0.25 445 1.99
Direct Expenses 19.69 16.54 16.49 15,72 18,82 19.13 1837 19.37 10.22 19.04 22.06 22.14 213 2332 13.55 2142 2625 26.72 26,39
Direct Margin (5.89) 0.05 1.21 (1.44) 1.69 1.75 Ld4 10,22 10.11 5.57 .77 10,52 8.14 11,08 11.62 6.03 10,29 1126 871
Qverhead Allocation 2.68 251 2.56 241 275 276 2.89 3.09 329 3.02 3.54 3.60 .51 3.84 4.11 3.67 4.6] 393 3.82
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 22.37 19.04 19.05 18.13 20.77 21,90 IL.26 22.46 23,51 12.06 25.60 1574 25.64 2116 27,65 2579 30.85 30,65 30.21
Margin after Corp O/l (857 (246)  (LI6) (385  (1.08)  (Lel)  (1.45) 7.13 6.52 2.55 623 692 4.63 7.24 152 235 5.68 733 4,89
1 r fowh
Fuel 219 1.70 1.67 1.69 1.77 1.82 1.87 1.93 1.99 2.01 2.1 247 2.22 2,30 137 2.39 2,52 2.59 264
Non-fuel 0.56 042 043 0,70 0.53 049 0.54 0.46 048 6,71 0.60 0.53 0.59 0.56 0.51 0.82 0.74 0.635 0,70
Capital Expenditures 017 0,04 0.03 023 2.02 913 019 2.02 0,04 023 002 0.04 022 003 003 021 003 095 025
Direct Expenses 292 .17 .13 2,62 232 244 2.60 141 151 2,96 .74 275 3.02 2.89 .93 3.48 3.28 330 3.60
Direct Margin (1.05) (0.20)  (0.05) (043 (000 {0.01) (0.04) 097 0.95 0.60 0.90 0.98 0.80 1,03 1.09 0.64 0.94 1.03 0.84
Qverhead Allocation 0.37 0.30 0.30 0.37 0.33 033 0.38 0.35 0.38 0.44 041 041 0.44 0,44 047 0.54 0.53 045 0.48
Expenses incl, Corp O/11 3.29 2.47 2.44 199 2.64 .77 298 1,77 1.89 339 314 .16 347 333 340 4.02 3.81 3.75 4.08
Ma‘rgin after Corp O/H (1.42) (0.50) {0.36) (0.80) {0.33) (0.34) (0.42) .62 0.58 0.16 0.50 0.57 0.36 0.60 0.62 0.10 0.41 0,58 0.36
NPV of Margin after O/11
NPV of Decommissioning 14
NEV OF NET MARGIN l 6.5 I
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants
§ in Millions

MANSFIELD 3 U8 0819
kwh Market Price (cents) 4.55 4.66
Unit Output {gwh) 945 940
Delivered Culput (gwh) 878 870
Revenues 39.719 40.56
Fucl-Relajed Expenses
Fuel Costs 14.49 14.80
Fugl Related ECR Costs 300 306
NOx Emissions 4.66 4.831
502 Emissions (0.45) (X1l
Tolal Fuel 21.69 22,18

Non-fuel Q&M Expenses

Variable 0&M 134 238
Fixed Q&M 3.21 318
Overhaul 0.00 0,00
Sultworal 5.53% 5.66
FICA 0.19 0.20
Praperty Tax 023 0.23
Cap Stack Tax 024 024
Total Mon-fuel [J93] 533
Capital Expenditures 027 0.49
Direct Expenses 2817 29,00
Direct Margin 11.62 11.56
Overhead Allocation 443 4.30
Expenses inch, Corp O/H 32.60 XN
Margin after Corp OM 7.19 7.26
Cuoats per kwh {cents)
Fuel 275 2.82
Non-fuel 0.71 0.73
Caphial Expenditres 003 0.06
Direct Expenses 3.49 .61
Direct Margin 1.06 1.06
Oveihead Atlocation 0.51 0.49
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 3.9% 4.10
Margin after Corp OVH 0.55 0.55

NPV of Margin after Q/E
NPV of Decommtissioning
NPV OF NET MARGIN

gv 1001 988d
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants
% in Milliens

BRUNOT ISLAND 1992 1908 008 1002 1003 2004
kwh Market Price {cents) 9.3% 9,85 10.40 10,95 11.55 12.15
Unit Qutput (gwh) 0 [ 0 [} 1} 0
Delivered Qutput {gwh) 0 4 0 0 o 0
Revenurs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- xpen
Fuel Costs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 000
Fuet Related ECR Costs Q.00 0.00 0.0¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00
NOx Emissions 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
502 Emissions 0.00 0,00 000 Q.00 900 400
Total Fual 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.0o
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable 0&M 0.00 .00 000 .00 0.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 0.59 0.6t 0.62 6.64 065 0.67
Overhaul .00 200 0.90 000 12.00 0.00
Subtotal 0.59 0.61 0.62 0.64 0.65 0.67
FICA 0.2 002 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Property Tax 033 ¢33 033 033 0.33 0.33
Cap Stock Tax 0.34 0.34 034 0.34 .34 0,34
Total Non-fucl 1.27 1.29 .30 1.32 134 1.36
Capital Expenditures 1.61 0,17 Q.17 0.17 0.18 4.38
Direct Expenses 188 1.46 1.47 L.50 152 574
Direct Margin (288)  {146)  (147)  (L50)  {15})  (5.74)
Overhead Allocation 0.39 0,22 0.23 0.23 0.13 0.83
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 3.27 1.68 L.70 1.13 1.75 6.57
Margin after Corp O/H (3.27) (1.68} {1.70) 1.7%) (1.75) (6.57)
Costs per kwh (cenis)
Fue) 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0,00
Non-fuel 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 200 0.60
Capital Expendilures 0.00 000 000 0.00 Q.00 0.00
Direct Expenses 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Direct Margin . 0,00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00
Ovethead Allocation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Margin after Corp O/l 0.00 0,00 .00 0.00 0.00 0,60
NPV of Margin after O/H (8.3)
NPY of Decommissioning 8.2
NPY OF NET MARGIN (17.0)

$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

" 2005 2006 2097 1008 2009

12,80
o
i}

0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.00
200
0.69
0.69
002
0.33
0.34
1.38

0.1%

1.57
(1.57)

0.25

1.8
(1.810)

0.00
.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.60
.00

16.91
27
25.40

430

247
0.00
0,00

247

D.03
071

0.74
0.02
033
0.34
1.43

020

4.09
0.2}

a4
(0.44)

9.82
5.61

16.20
0,71

18.77
(1.85)

13.%

£7.34
27
25.40

440
253
0.00
0.00
2.53
0.03
0
0.76
0.02
033
034
144
0.20

418
0.23

0.68

486
(0.45)

10.09
3.68

16.56
0.78

19.23
(1.90)

17.77
27
25,40

4.51

2.60
0,00
0,00

2.60

0.03
0.75
0.00
078
002
©.33
.34
147

LPy)
0.24

0.68

4.95
©.44)

10.36
571
081

1634
0.83

2.66

1960
(1.83)

18.21
27
25.40

4.63

2.67
0,00
0.00

2.67

0.03
0.77

0.80
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.48

434
0.28

0.7¢

5.04
(&41)

10,64
5.84
015

17.23
0.99

2.74

19.91
(1.76)

2010
18.67
27
25.40

274
0.00
0.00

2,74

0.03
079

0.82
0.03
0.33
0.34
1.51

4.45
0.29

0.72

517
(0.43)

1093
5.95
077

17.64
1.03

2.85

20.49
(1.82)

-
2011 02
19.13 1961
27 27
2540 2540
4.86 4.98
282 2.89
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
000 0.00
282 2.89
0.03 0.03
0.79 0.00
0.00 0.00
043 0.03
0.02 .00
033 033
034 034
.5) 0.70
0.20 0.11
4.53 3
0.33 1.28
072 061
525 43
(0.3%) 0.67
12 11.52
5.96 0.00
0,79 000
17.97 11.52
Li7 0.00
2.83 0.00
0,30 1152
(1.66) 0.00

6y Jo 11 23ed

0T-DiQ 1y




DUQUESI\.IGHT .

Costs of Nuclear Plants

$in Millions
$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations (@) 2.5%

BEAVER YALLEY 1 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2040 2011 2012 2013
kwh Market Price {cents) 1.87 1.97 2.08 2.19 231 243 2,56 338 347 155 364 3.73 3.83 392 4.02
Unit Qutput (gwh) 2,126 2,874 3373 2,864 2,864 3,382 2,864 2,864 3,373 2874 2,864 3,373 2,864 2,874 3,373
Delivered Output (gwh) 2,564 2,703 3,172 2,694 2,694 3,181 2,694 2,694 3,172 2,703 2,694 3,i72 2,694 2,703 3,172
Revenues 48.26 53.21 65,93 59.40 62.30 7157 69.71 91.12 109.97 96,05 98.13 118.43 103.10 106.02 127.83
Fu¢l-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 111t 1,27 13.25 11.59 11.49 13.94 12,30 12.50 15.20 13.39 13.75 16.73 14.67 15.17 18.38
Fuel Related ECR Costs 236 210 AV 163 2.6% 118 269 2.69 317 270 2.69 117 69 210 317

Total Fuel 13.68 13.97 16.42 14.29 14.19 17.12 1499 15.20 18.37 16.09 16.45 19.91 17.37 17.88 21,55
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Varinble O&M 0.00 0,00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00
Fired Q&M 3076 24.97 2562 2629 27.00 2273 28.48 29.19 2092 30.67 31.44 32,22 33.03 33,85 34.70
QOverhaul 1639 1368 .00 1440 1479 .00 15.60 16.02 000 1688 1132 0.00 1225 1874 0.00

Subtotal 47.15 38.65 25.62 40.69 41,79 21.73 44,08 45.21 29.92 47.55 48.76 3222 51.28 52,60 34.70
FiCA 1.42 1.45 1.48 1.51 1.54 1.57 1.60 1.64 1.67 1.70 1.74 1.77 1.81 1.84 1.88
Property Tax 2.06 2.06 2.06 2,06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2,06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06
Cap Stock Tax 215 2.5 215 2,15 2.15 2.15 2.15 2.15 2.15 215 2.15 2.15 2.15 215 218

Total Non-fucl . 52.78 4431 31.31 46.41 47.53 33.51 49,89 51,06 35.80 5346 54,70 38.20 57.29 58.65 40.79
Capital Expenditures 6.76 5.69 5.84 5.99 6.16 6.33 6,50 6.68 6.86 7.04 7.23 7.43 7.63 7.84 8.06

18.49
Direct Expenses T2 6396 53.56 66.68 67.33 56.96 71.38 72.93 61.03 16.59 78.37 65.53 82.29 84.36 70.3%
Direct Margin (24.95)  (10.75) 12.36 (1.29) (5.58) 20.61 (1.67) 18.19 48.94 19.45 19.76 52,89 2081 21.65 57.14
Overhead Allocation 9.96 970 832 10.23 10.35 8.22 11.23 11.64 9.93 12,14 12.57 10.66 13.05 13.90 12,27
Expenses incl. Corp QAL 83.18 T73.67 61.89 76.91 73.22 65.18 82.61 B84.57 70.96 8B.73 90,95 76.20 95.34 98.26 82.67
Margin after Corp O/11 (3491  (20.45) 4.04 (17.52)  (15.93) 12.39 {12.90) 6.55 39.01 132 7.18 42.23 2.76 735 44.87
Costs per kwh {cents) :
Fuecl Q.53 0.52 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.56 0.58 0.60 0.61 0.63 0.64 0.66 0.68
Nen-fuel 2,06 1.64 0.99 [.72 1.76 1.05 1.85 1.50 1.13 1.98 203 1.20 2.13 2,17 1.29
Capital Expenditures 026 021 Q18 022 023 020 024 025 022 026 0.27 023 028 029 025
Direct Expenses 1.86 237 1.69 2.48 2.52 179 .65 2N 1.92 2.83 2.91 .07 3.05 312 2.22
Direct Margin (0.99) (0.40) 0.39 {0.29) (0,21) 0.64 (0.09) 0.68 1.54 0.72 0.73 1.67 .77 0.80 1.80
Overhead Allocation 0.39 0.36 0.26 0.38 0.38 0.26 0.42 0.43 0.31 045 0.47 0.34 0.48 0.51 0.39
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 3.24 2.13 1.95 2.85 2.90 2,08 3.07 314 124 3.28 3.38 2.40 3.54 3.04 2.61
Margin after Corp O/H (1.37) (0.76) 0.13 (0.66) (0.59) 0.38 (0.51) 0.24 1.23 0.27 0.27 1.33 0.29 0.29 1.41
NPV of Margin after O/H
Overfunded Decomm, 0.0 0.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN | 7.2 ] | 84.7 I
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DUQUESN.lGﬂT

Costs of Nuclear Plants
§ in Millions

BEAVER VALLEY 1 2014 2015
kwh Market Price (cents) 412 422
Unit Qutput (gwh) 2,864 3,336
Delivered Output (gwh) 2,694 3,137
Revenues 111.03 132,52
Fuel-Related E
Fuel Costs 16.10 19.31
Fuel Related ECR Costs 2.69 144
Total Fuel 18.79 2244
Non-fugl O&M Expenses
Variable O&M £.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 35.57 3646
Overhaul 1977 0.00
Subtotal 55.33 36.46
FICA 192 195
Property Tax 2,06 2,06
Cap Stock Tax 2.15 215
Toral Non-fuel 61.46 42,62
Capital Expenditures 8.28 851
Direct Expenses 88.53 73.57
Direct Margin 11.50 58.95
Overhead Allocation 14,71 12,92
Expenses inch. Corp O/H 103.23 86,49
Margin after Corp O/ 7.79 46.04
Casts per kwh (cepgs)
Fuel 0.70 0.72
Non-fuel 2,28 1.36
Capital Expenditures 03l 027
Direct Expenses 3.29 135
Direct Margin 0.84 1.98
Overhead Allocation 0.55 0.41
Expenses incl. Corp O/} 3.83 2.76
Margin after Corp O/H 0.29 1.47

NPV of Margin after O/H

Dverfunded Decomnt.

NPV OF NET MARGIN
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DUQUESN.IGHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants
% in Mitions

BEAVER VALLEY 2
kwh Market Price (cents)
Unit Output {gwh)
Delivesed Ouiput (gwh)

Revenues

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related ECR Costs
Total Fuet

Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable Q&M
Fixed O&M
QOverhaul
Subtotal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stack Tax
Total Non-fuet

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses inel. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel

Non-fuet

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/I1

NPV of Margin after O/11
Underfunded Decomm.
NPY OF NET MARGIN

1335
1.87
883
329

15.47

3.38

4.21

0.00
§.88
102
11.90
0.40
0.42
0.44
13.15

6.65

24.01
(8.54)

Ky

27.28
(11.81)

.51
1.59

2.90
(1.03)

3,29
(1.42)

5.0

2000
197
994
934

18.37

396

4.90

0.00
7.22

722
.41
0.42
0.44
8.49

4.86

18.24
0.13

21.01
{2.64)

0.52
0.91

1.95
0.02

2.25
(0.28)

2,08
883
§29

17.32

3.61

4.44

0.00
744

13.51
.42
0.42
0.44

11.78

4.99

21.21
(3.89)

330

24.51
(1.19)

0.54
.42
0.60
2.56
(0.48)

0.40

2.96
(0.88)

2.19
883
829

18.11

3.54
436
0.00
161

10.79
0.43
0.42
0.44

12.07
512

21.55
(3.44)

24.85
6.74)

0.53
1.46

2.60
(0.41)

0.40

3.00
(0.31)

2.31
991
931

21,52

3.93
4.86
0.00
1.8
7.81
0.43
0.42
0.44
9.10
526

19.22
2.30

293

22.14
{0.63)

0.52
0.98

2.06
0.25

2.38
(0.07)

243
885
832

20.28

3.58
4.41
0.00
8.02
11.38
0.44
0.42
0.44
12,68
5.40

22.49
(2.20)

3.25

25,73
(5.45)

0,53
1,52

2.70
0.27)

0.39

3.09
{0.66)

$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

2005 2006
2.56 338
883 991
829 931
21.26 3i.49
3.53 4.04
0.83 093
4.36 4.97
0.00 0.00
32 B.45
345 000
11.69 8.45
0.45 0.46
0.42 042
0.44 0.44
12,99 9.76
5.54 570
22.90 20.42

(1.64) 1107

3.60 126
26.50 23.68
5.29) 7.81

0.53 0.53

1.57 .05

.67 0.61

2.76 219
(0.20) 1.19

0.43 0.35

3.20 2.54
{0.64) 0.84

Fed
th

2007
3.47
883
829

2874

mn
4.54
0.00
8.66
12.29
0.47
0.42
0.44
13.62
5.84

24.00
4,74

27.91
.83

0.55
1.64

290
0.57

047

3.37
0.10

2008 2009 2000 2014 @ 2012

3.55
885
832

29.58

184
4,68
0.00
8.87
12.60
048
0.42
0.44
13.94
6.00

24.61
4,94

3.90

28.51
L04

0.56
1.68

2.96
0.59

343
0.13

3.64
991
931

3301

4.44
538
0.00
9.10
9.10
0.49
0.42
0.44
10.44
6.15

21.97
11.94

15.4%
8.42

0.58
112

2.36
1.28

0.38

2.4
0.90

373
883
829

30.95

4.09
4.92
0.00
9.32
13.25
0.50
0.42
0.44
14,60

6132

2584
511

30.04
n.41

0.59
1.76

3.12
0.62

0.51

E XA
0.11

3.83
883
329

3LT2

422
5.05
.00
9.56
13.59
0.51
0.42
0.44
i4.95
649

2649
523

30.70
LO3

D.61
1.80

3.20
0.63

0.51

7
0.12

392
994
934

36.62

450
5.84
0.00
9.79
9.79
0.52
0.42
0.44
1117
6.67

23.67
12.95

3,90

27.57
9.05

0.63
1.20

.54
139

042

295
0.97

A3

4.02
383
329

33,3

4,50
532
0.00
10.04
14,29
0.53
0.42

.44
15.68

27,85
5.43

4.85

3270
0.63

0.64
1.89

3.36
0.66

0.59

394
0.08
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DUQUESN.IGHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants

$ in Millions
BEAVER VALLEY 2 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
kwh Market Price (cents) 412 422 433 4.44 4.55 4.66 478 490 5.02 5.15 5.28 541 5.54
Unit Quiput (gwh) 883 991 883 283 991 883 883 991 883 883 991 883 99}
Delivered Output {(gwh) 829 931 829 829 93| 829 829 931 829 229 931 829 931
Revenues 34.06 35.33 35.89 36.79 42,35 38.65 39.62 45.61 41.62 4267 49.11 44.83 51,60
Fucl-Related Expenses
Fue| Costs 4.64 5.38 4,94 5.09 5.89 543 5.59 6.46 5.97 6.13 7.09 6.56 6.73
Fuel Related ECR Costs 083 093 0.83 083 0.93 083 0.83 093 033 Q.83 093 083 083
‘Total Fuel 547 631 577 592 6.82 6.26 6.42 7.39 6.80 6.96 8.02 7.39 7.56
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 000 ¢,00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 10,29 10.55 10.81 11.08 11.36 11.64 11,93 12.23 12.54 12.35 13.17 13.50 13.84
Overhaul 437 0.00 4.61 473 Q.00 499 513 .00 341 553 .00 586 602
Subtotal 14.66 10.55 15.42 15.81 11.36 16.63 17.06 12.23 17.94 18.41 13,17 19.36 19.86
FICA 0.54 055 0.58 0.60 0.61 0.62 0.63 0.65 0.66 0.67 0.68 0.70 0.71
Property Tax 0.42 0.42 042 042 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42
Cap Stock Tax 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0,44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44
Total Non-fue! 16.05 11.95 16.86 17.26 12.82 18,11 18.55 13.73 19.46 19.93 1471 2091 21.42
Capital Expenditures 7.03 122 7.24 7.42 7.6 7.80 7.99 8.19 2.40 8.6l 8.82 9.04 9,27
Direct Expenses 18.55 25.48 29.87 30.60 2125 32.16 3295 19.32 34.65 35.50 355 37.34 38.25
Direct Margin 5.61 13.85 6.03 6.19 15.10 6.49 6.66 16,29 6.98 7.17 11.56 7.49 13.35
Overhead Allocation 4.7 447 439 4.42 428 4.77 5.20 472 571 5.69 5.72 6.26 7.51
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 33.29 29,96 34.25 35.03 31.54 36.93 38.15 34.03 40.36 41.19 37.27 43,60 45.76
Margin after Corp O/H 0.87 9,37 1.64 1.76 10.81 1.72 1.47 11.57 1.27 1.47 11.85 1.23 584
Costs per kwh {cents)
Fuel . 0.66 0.68 0.70 0.71 073 0.75 0.77 0.79 0.82 0.84 0.86 0.89 0.81
Non-fucl 1.94 1.28 2.03 208 1.38 218 2.24 1.48 235 240 1.58 2.52 2.30
Capital Expenditures 0.85 .78 0.87 0.90 0.82 094 0.96 0.88 1el Lo4 0.95 109 100
Direct Expenses 344 .74 3.60 3.69 293 3.88 398 315 4,18 4,28 3.39 4.50 4.11
Direct Margin 0.68 1.49 0.73 0.75 1.62 0.78 0.80 1.75 0.84 0.86 1.89 0.90 1.43
Overhead Allocation 0.57 0.48 0,53 053 0.46 0.58 0.63 0.51 0.69 D69 0.61 0.76 0.81
Expenses incl, Carp O/1E 4.02 322 4.13 4.23 339 4.46 4.60 3.66 4.87 497 4,00 §.26 492
Margin after Corp O/H 0.11 1.01 0.20 0.21 1.16 0.21 0.18 1.24 0.15 0.18 1.27 0.15 0.63

NPV of Margin afier OAI
Underfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

6% Jo 51 23ed
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Costs of Nuclear Plants
S in Millions

PERRY

kwh dMarket Price (cents)
Unit Qutput (gwh)
Delivered Output (gwh)

Revenues

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related ECR Costs
Total Fuel

Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtotal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fue!

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Divect Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

Costs por kwi (cents)
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

QOverhead Allocation

¥xpenses incl, Corp O/11
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/H
Underfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

1.87
1,256
1,195

22.43

5.25
6.44
0.00
16.25
19.54
11.34
2.36
33.25

5.09

44.78
(11.35)

6.09

50.87
(28.44)

0.54
278

3.75
(1.88)

4,26
{2.39)

1.97
1,416
1,347

26.50

5.80
7.15
0.00
15.25
15.25
nfa
11.34
2.36
2895
235

38.44
{1194

5.83

44.27
(17.78)

0.53
2,15

2.85
{0.88)

0.43

3.29
(1.32)

2001

2.08
1,256
1,195

24.96

527

6.46

0.00
16.29
338
19.67
nia
11.34
2.36
33.37

298

42.81
{17.85)

6.65

49.47
(24.50)

0.54
279

3.58
(1.50)

0.56

414
(2.06)

002 2003 2004

2.9
1,412
1,343

29.40

595
7.30
0.00
16.33
16.33
11.34
2.36
30.04

2438

39.81
{10.41)

6.11

45.91
(16.51)

0.54
2,24

2.96
(0.77)

0.45

342
(1.23)

231
1,256
1,195

1176

536
6.55
0.00
16.75
20.30
nfa
11.34
2.36
34.00
315

43,70
{15.95)

6.66

50.37
(22.61)

0.55
2.85

3.66
(1.35)

4.22
(191}

243
1,416
1,346

3183

6.10
7.44
0.00
1723
17.23
na
.34
2.36
30.94

3.0

41,42
(B.58)

598

47.40
(14.56)

0.55
2,30

3.08
(0.65)

0.44

152
(L.09)

2005

2.56
1,256
1,195

30.85

5.69

6.89

0.00
17.67

21.42
na
11,34
2.36
35.12

333

4534
(14.50)

713

52.47
(21.63)

0.58
294
028
3.80

{(1.2§

0.60

439
{1.83)

$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

2006

3.38
1412
1,383

45.42

642
M
0.00
1811
8.1l
nfa
11.34
2.36
31.81

322

42.80
2.63

6.83

49.63
420

058
237

3.19
0,20

0.51

3.70
(0.31)

1.0

2007

347
1,256
1,195

41.42

3.9
7.10
0.00
18.56
22.52
nfa
11,34

2.36
36.22

46.84
(5.43)

1.62

54.47
(13.05)

0.59
3.03

3,01
{0.45)

0.64

4.56
{1.09)

2008

355
1,416
1,346

47.85

6.87

822

o000
19.03

1903
n/a
11,34
2,36
3273

44,34
3.50

1.03

51,37
(3.52)

0.61
243

329
0.26

3.82
{0.26)

2009

364
1,256
1,195

43.52

6.29
7.49
0.00
19.50
23.67
n'a
11,34
2.36
3737
3.72

48,57
(5.05)

7.79

56.37
(12.84)

0.63
313

4.07
(0.42)

0.65

472
{1.08)

2010

373
V412
1,343

50.13

7.30
8.64
0.00
19.99
19.99
nfa
1134
2.36
33,69
3.59

45,92
4,21

53.40
{3.26)

0.64
2,51

342
0.31

0.56

198
(0.24)

383
1,256
1,195

45,72

6.70
7.89
0.00
20.49
2438
na
11,34
2.36
38.58
393

50,41
(4.69)

7.99

58.40
{12.68)

0.66
323

4.22
(0.39)

0.67

4.89
(1.06)

2012

392
1,416
1,346

52.81

7.79
%.13
0.00
21.00
21.00
nfa
11.34

236
34.70

47.63
5.18

7.85

55.48
{267

0.68
2.58

3.54
0.38

0.58

4.12
{0.20)

2413

4.02
1,256
1,195

48.04

113
832
.00
2453
26.15
nfa
11.34

236
39.86

5234
{4.30)

9.12

61.46
{13.42)

0.70
334

438
(0.36)

0.76

5.4
(1.12)

§bJo 91 98eq
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DUQUESN.IGHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants
% in Millions

PERRY

kwh Market Price {cents)
Unit Output (gwh)
Delivered Output (gwh)

Revenues

Fuci-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related GCR Costs
Totat Fue)

Nopn-fuel O&M Expenses
Voriable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtotal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capitat Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Altocation

Expenses Incl, Corp O/
Margin after Corp O/H1

Costs per Kwh (cents)

Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Divect Margin

Overhead Allecation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/IN

NPV of Margin after O/l
Underfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

04 20 0 2§ 0 2017 2048 2019 2020 2021 @ 2022

412
1412
1,343

55.34

825

9.59

0.00
22.06

32.06
nla
il.34
2.36
35.77

49.38
5.96

57.58
224

0.71
2.66

3.68
0.44

0.61

429
.11

422
1,256
1,195

50.47

7.58
878
0.00
2262
2150
11.34
2.36
41.20

4.40

54.37
(3.90)

9.55

63.92
(13.45)

0.73
34s

4.55
0.3

0.80

5.35
(1.13)

433
1,416
1,346

58,30

8.80
10.15
0.00
23.18
23.18
11.34
2.36
36.88

425

51.28
7.02

58.81
{0.51)

0.75
274

3.81
0.52

0.56

4.37
{0.04)

4.44
1,256
1,195

53.03

8.04
924
0.00
2336
289
11.34
2.36
42.61

4.64

56.49
(3.46)

817

64.66
(11.63)

0.77
357
Q32
473
0.29)

0.68

541
0.97)

455
1,412
1,343

61.08

9.29
10,63
0.00
2435
2435
nfa
11.34
2.36
38.06
4.48

53.17
7.91

836

61.53
(0.45)

0.79
283

3.96
0,59

0.62

4.58
{0.03)

4,66
1,256
1,195

55.71

8.49
9.68
0.00
2496
30.39
n/a
11.34
2,36
44.10
490

58.67
(2,96}

8.70

67.37
(11.66)

0.81
.69

4.91
(0.25)

073

5.64
(0.98)

478
1,416
1,347

64.36

982
.17
0.00
25.59
25.59
nfa
11,34
238
39,29
473

55.19
2.17

63,89
0.46

0.83
292

4,10
0.68

045

4.74
0.03

4.90
1,256
1,195

58.52

8.71
9.91
0.00
26,23
31.80
11.34

2.36
45.51

60.58
(2.06)

9.75

70.33
(11.81)

0.83
3.81

5.07
(0.17)

082

5.89
(0.99)

5.02
1,412
1,343

67,42

9.79
11.14
0.00
26.88
26.83
n'a
11.34
2.36
40.59
5.00

56.72
10.71

935

66.06
1.36

0.83
3.02

4,22
0.80

0.7¢

4.92
0.10

023 2024 228 2026

515
1,256
1,k95

61.49

871

991

0.00
27.55
5.58
3313
nfa
11.34
2.36
46.83

545

62,19
(0.70)

9.97

7217
(10.67)

0.83
3.92

5.21
(0.06)

0.83

6.04
(0.89)

5.28
1416
1,347

7104

9.82
LT
0.00
28.24
28.24
11.34

236
41,95

58.38
12.65

10.58

68.97
2.07

0.83
32

4.34
0.94

0.79

5.12
0.15

5.41
1,256
1,195

64.61

8.71
9.91
0.00
28.95
3453
nfa
11.34
2.36
48.23

5.75

63.89
0.72

10,71

74.60
(9.99)

0.83
4.04

535
0,06

0.50

6.24
(0.84)

5.54
1,416
1,347

74.63

243

033
2.76

0.00
29.61
2967

na
11.34

2.36
43.38

5.56

5L70
22.93

10.15

61.85
12.79

0.21
322

384
1.70

075

4.59
0.95
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Exhibit DJC-20

Page 18 of 49
DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY
Plant Present Values
$ in Millions
$44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%
MARGIN STREAM BEGINNING 1/1/99
Net Plant
Plant Margin  Decommissioning Yalue
Fossil Plants:
Cheswick 33.7 (13.9) 19.8
Sammis 13.7 (4.7) 9.0
Eastlake 0.0 (4.1) 4.1)
Elrama 0.0 {20.7) (20.7)
Mansfield 1 543 (7.4) 46.8
Mansfield 2 18.1 (0.5) 17.5
Mansfield 3 37.1 : (1.4) 35.7
Brunot Island 0.0 (8.2) (8.2)
Phillips 0.0 (5.6) (5.6)
Total Fossil 156.8 (66.5) 90.3
Nuclear Plants:
Beaver Valley 1 86.1 (25.5) 60.6
Beaver Valley 2 354 (10.3) 25.1
Perry 0.0 (21.6) (21.6)
Total Nuclear 121.5 (57.4) 64.1

TOTAL PLANTS $278.3 (8123.9) $154.4



DUQUESNE HT
Costs of Fossil Plants

$in Millions

$44.1mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

CHESWICK 1999 2000 2001 2007 2003 2004 2008 200% 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 1012 2013 2014
kewh Market Price {cenis) 187 197 208 219 231 243 2.56 441 4,52 4,63 4.75 487 499 Sk 524 <37
it Qrevpn o) LN 1337 3,662 4,0t7 3922 3471 4,147 4,235 4,062 4425 4,23] 3,707 4413 4,249 4,062 4,374
Delivered Quiput (gwh) 3608 3.652 3485 3,823 3133 3,303 3,947 4,030 3,866 4,211 4027 3,528 4,200 4,044 3,866 4,163
Revenues 69.28 74.18 74.65 86.08 88.41 82.99 103,34 177.62 174.64 195.01 191.14 171.65 209.42 106.68 202.54 213.56
- n
Fuel Costs 44.97 47.14 46.27 5178 51.87 47,65 5841 61.67 60.69 06862 70.81 65,11 79.74 79.2) 78,70 88.19
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.90 0.92 0.95 0.97 1.00 1.03 1.05 1.08 .11 1.14 1.17 1.20 1.23 1.26 1.30 1.32
NOx Emissions 5.27 546 541 6.56 6.59 5.42 7.82 8.4 8,17 9.560 9.34 7.63 10,85 [0.87 10.49 12.08
502 Emissions 063 073 341 427 442 286 559 616 623 164 169 664 249 2.68 271 1170
Tetat Fuel 517 5425 56,04 63,58 63.88 57.95 72.86 KAAL) 76.21 87.00 89.01 80,58 161.32 161,03 100.20 113,29
Non-fur) O&M Expenses
Variable O&M 2.78 289 283 318 119 190 3.56 3713 3.57 LAY 4.03 162 443 438 4.30 475
Fixed Q&M 13.05 12.06 14.00 13.66 12,42 9.88 I4.56 13.15 15,38 15.33 14.11 912 16.38 15.26 17.69 17.55
Overhaul 0.0 Q.00 2.0¢ Q.00 9.00 15.86 0,00 0.90 0.00 Q00 0.00 18,56 .00 Q.00 0.00 0,00
Subtotal 15.83 14,95 16.83 16.84 15,61 24.64 18.12 16.88 19.06 19.43 18.14 3130 20.81 19.63 21.98 22.30
Carbon Injection Costs 2,68 3.01 2,80 281 3109 2.52 293 133 313 307
FICA 047 0.50 0.53 0.53 0.48 042 0.52 0.53 0.57 0.58 0.52 0.43 0.58 0.50 0.67 0,68
Propeny Tax 0.84 0.84 0.84 0,84 0.34 0.84 0.34 0.84 0.34 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 .84 0.84
Cap Stock Tax 0.38 0.88 0.38 0.88 088 0.8 0.88 0.38 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.58 0.38 088 0.88
Totat Non-fitel 18.02 17.16 19.08 19.09 17.82 30,719 23.0% 22.14 24,14 14,54 2347 35.96 26.04 25.28 17,50 21.76
Capital Expenditures 717 12.20 4.79 4.93 20.21 44,57 540 3.56 5.72 5.89 6.08 15,46 4.96 3.58 2.12 1.53
Direct Expenses 76,95 33.62 79.91 87.61 101.90 133.30 181,31 104.83 106.07 117.43 118.55 132.01 132,31 129.89 129.82 142,58
Direct Margin {7.68) {9.44) (5.26) (1.52) £13.49) (50.31) 1,03 72.79 68.57 T1.57 7159 39.64 1 76.%0 72,73 %0,98
Qverhead Allocation 10,47 12.69 12.42 13.43 5.53 19.24 15,93 16,73 17,26 18.61 19.02 21,43 20.99 21,40 22.63 23,68
Expenses incl. Corp O/ 87.42 96.31 91.33 101.04 117,43 152.54 117.24 121.57 123.33 136.04 137.57 153.49 153.30 151.29 152.45 166.27
Mburgin after Corp O/H (18.15) 1) (17.68) (14,96} (29.02) (69.56) {13.91}) 56.06 51.30 58.97 53.57 18.16 56.12 4539 50.10 57.29
Coats per Jewh (cents)
Fuel 1.5¢ 1.56 1.69 1.7% 1.80 1.84 1.94 2.01 2.07 2,16 131 19 252 2.61 170 2.84
Non-fucl 0.50 047 0.55 0.50 048 0,93 0.58 0.55 0.62 058 0.58 102 0.62 0.63 .71 .67
Capital Expenditures 020 033 QAL Q.13 054 L35 gl4 0.4 0,15 0.14 Q15 044 o2 200 005 0,04
Direct Expenses 21 2.37 .37 3 .82 4.12 2.65 1.69 284 2.89 3.04 3.84 3.26 i 347 354
Direct Margin (0.34) {0.40) (0.29) (0.18) (0.51) {1.69) (0.10) LN 1.68 14 170 1.02 1.73 L79 1.77 1.83
Overhead Allocation 0.29 0.35 036 0,35 0.42 0.58 0.40 0.42 0.45 0.44 0.47 0.61 0.50 0,53 0.5% 0.57
Expenses incl. Corp O/11 2.50 272 .73 2.73 .13 4.71 3.06 AN 329 133 3.51 4.45 3,76 185 4.05 4.11
Muargin after Corp O/H (0.63) (0.75) (0.65) {0.54) {0.92) {2.28) 0.50) 1.30 1.23 1.30 123 0.41 1.23 1.26 118 1.26
NPV of Margin after OfH
NIV of Decommissioning 13.9 236
NPV OF NET MARGIN I 19.8 I l 170.9 I
v - -~ -t - - —
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DUQUESNE .n

Costs of Fossil Plants

% in Millions
$44.L/mwh in 2005 with escalntions @ 2.5%
SAMMIS 1993 2000 2001 1002 2003 1004 2008 006 2007 1008 2002 2010
kwh Market Price (censs) 1.87 1,97 2.08 2.19 .3 143 1,56 444 4,52 463 4.5 437
Unit Quipu (gwh) 1,258 1,381 1,167 1,389 1,304 1418 1,315 1,558 1,290 1,563 1,437 1,537
Delivered Qutput (gwh) 1,206 1,324 19 1,331 1,250 1,359 1,261 1493 1,236 1,49% 1,378 1,474
Revenues 23.35 16.97 13.87 30.12 29.80 34.11 33.33 65,82 55.85 69,37 65.40 71.69
Fuzl-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 1594 18.62 16.46 19,99 19.48 2151 20.63 23717 20.33 25.67 2458 2734
Fuel Relited ECR Costs 0.02 0.0 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 +03 0.03
NOx Emissions 9.00 .00 0,00 0,00 0.60 0.00 167 .05 1.1 214 2.5 139
502 Emissions [(i0)] (9.63) 032 0,57 052 0.69 061 .98 .66 Li4 Lo Laz
Total Fuel 15.26 18.00 16,80 20.59 20,02 2223 294 26.83 22.80 29.08 2178 31.03
Non-fue] Q&M Expenses
Variable Q&M 1.68 1.83 1.51 1,84 1.78 1.97 1.88 229 1.93 2.40 2.26 248
Fixed O&M 1 3.68 333 371 5.00 4,01 522 4.29 375 4.80 4.63 471
Overhaul oo 0.00 145 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 200 490 200 0.00 .00
Subtotal 7.39 5.51 829 5.54 6,78 598 2.10 6,58 9.68 7.19 6.39 7.18
FICA 0,22 0.18 0.15 0.13 0.21 0.20 021 021 0.17 ¢.24 0.20 424
Property Tax 1.49 1.49 £.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.4% 1.49
Cap Stock Tax o3l 0.31 0.31 0.31 .31 031 0.31 031 0.3] 0.31 0.3 031
Total Non-fuel 941 743 10,24 7.51 878 197 9,10 8.58 11.64 9,20 8.88 9.22
Capital Expenditures 1.33 0,19 3.59 1.1 1.36 0.44 1.43 0.22 4.16 0.49 1.5% 0.52
Direct Expenses 23.99 25.67 30.63 29.21 30.17 30.65 33.47 35,63 38,60 817 38.21 40.76
Direct Margin (2.64) 1.30 (6.76) 0.92 0.37) .46 {0.14) RIRE 17.24 30.60 2718 30,93
Overhead Aliocation 3.54 3.39 4.76 448 4.60 442 526 5.69 6.28 6.14 6.13 L 6.63
Expenses inel, Corp O/H 29,53 29.57 3539 33.69 34,77 35.07 3874 41,32 44.8% 44.91 4.4 47.39
Margin after Corp Q7L {6.18) £2.60)  (11.52) {3.56) 4.97) (0.96) (5.40) 24.50 10,96 24,46 21.05 24,30
Costs pey kb (sents)
Fuel 140 1.50 64 1.68 1.4 1.78 1.97 1.95 2,00 2,10 2,18 227
Non-fuel 0.78 0.57 0.9t 0.56 .70 0.59 0.72 0.57 0.94 0.61 0.64 0.63
Capital Expenditures ['RLY 0901 232 Q08 PAY 203 (NDY o0l 234 0.03 Q12 0.04
Direct Expenses 2,29 2.08 .87 233 1.56 2.40 2.80 154 318 .75 29 2.93
Direct Margin (0.42) (.11) {0.79) (0.14) (0.25) 0.03 (0.24) 1.87 1.24 188 1.81 1.93
Overhead Allocation 0.29 0.29 0.43 0.3 0.37 033 0,42 0.38 0.51 0.41 0.44 0.45
Expenses inel. Corp O 149 137 130 2.67 2.9 .73 .2 1.92 3 3.6 3.8 138
Margin after Corp O/H (0.72) (0.40) (5.22) (0.48) (0.61) (0.30) (0.66) 1.49 0.7 1.47 1.36 1.48
NIV of Margin after O/l1 m
NPV of Decommissioning 4.7 8.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN I 9.0 | ’ 430 |
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DUQUESNE .HT .

Costs of Fossil Plants
% in Millions

$44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

EASTLAKE 1999 2000 1001 1002 1003 2004 2003 2006 007 2008 2042 2010 e
kwh Markel Price {cents) 1.8% 1.97 2.08 319 2.31 243 2.56 441 4.52 4.63 4.75 4.87 499
Unit Output (gwh) 1.216 1097 1230 Lo7R t1as 1,187 1,004 1,206 1,367 1.208 1,205 1,267 1,123
Delivered Output (gwh) 1,158 [,045 1,172 1,027 1,083 1,131 956 £,149 1,302 1,151 1,148 1,207 1,069
Revenues 1132 1106 25.08 23.20 24,87 18,08 1527 50.61 5880 5130 54,49 58.73 533
Eucl-Related Expenses
Fu¢l Costs 13,25 12,29 14,20 12.83 13.52 14,93 13.05 15.96 18,60 16.95 17.43 18.85 17.19
Fuel Relmed ECR Costs .10 040 010 .10 0.1 011 6.11 0.§2 0.12 .12 0.3 0,13 0.i3
NOx Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00 0.85 1.05 1.24 1.14 119 1.30 .20
502 Emissions 244 223 177 347 1.84 4350 19 326 6.37 $.92 6.57 151 100
Tatal Fuel 15,79 14,62 18.07 16.40 17.46 19.54 17.98 2238 26.52 2433 25.31 27.78 25.52
- 1E
Variable O&M 1.40 130 149 134 143 1.5%6 135 1.67 1.94 1.1 1.80 1.95 1.77
Fixed Q&M 393 4.11 4.51 4.86 4.49 4,99 475 473 517 5.54 5.4 576 537
Oveshaul 0.05 0.00 000 0.00 200 041 139 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.69 Ld3
Subtotal 539 541 6,00 6,20 599 696 150 540 7.11 7.30 6.94 8.35 1.57
FICA 0.16 018 019 0.20 0.18 022 0.18 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.20 1.26 020
Property Tax . 1.27 1.27 1,27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 127 1.27 1.27
Cap Stock Tax 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 Q.26 026 Q.26 026 026 8.26 0.26 0.26 026
Total Non-fuek 7.08 702 .13 7.94 7.62 871 9.21 8.14 8.86 9.05 8.68 10.14 10.31
Capital Expenditures 2.02 0.55 5.38 6.00 1.68 3.6 360 2.39 .66 0.91 0.91 1.06 0.78
Direct Expenses 24,90 12.29 Az 30,34 26,76 31.42 30.30 3251 36.05 3430 34.90 38.98 36,61
Direct Margin {2.59) (1.23) (6.0%) [¢A L)) (1.3%) 3.34) (5.51) 17.71 1076 19,04 19.58 19.75 16.72
Overhead Allocation 139 338 4.84 4465 4.08 4.54 4.84 325 5.87 543 5.60 6.34 581
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 18.29 1568 3602 34,99 30.34 3595 35.64 3816 41.91 3973 40,50 48,33 42.42
Margin after Corp O/H (5.98) {4.61) {10.93) (11,50) (5.97) {187 (10.37) 12.46 16,89 13,57 13,98 13,41 10,91
Costs per kowh {cenis
Fuel 1.48 1.52 1.67 1.73 1,79 1.87 202 209 219 227 2,36 246 255
Non-fucl 061 0.68 0.66 0,77 0.72 0.77 0.96 o 0.68 0.79 0.76 0.84 LR
Capital Expenditures Q17 0.05 D46 .58 216 0.28 038 021 0.05 .08 008 [X5] (.07
Direct Expenses 227 126 .79 09 1.68 192 336 301 2.92 13 3.20 3.3 3.59
Direct Margin (0.40) (0.29) @) (0.90) 037 (0.49) {0.80) 1.40 1.60 1.50 1.55 1.47 140
Overhead Allocation 0.29 0,32 0.41 0.45 0.39 040 0.51 0,46 0.45 047 049 0.53 0.54
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 1.56 258 3.0 3154 306 332 .87 347 3 3.61 3.69 3.92 4.13
Margin after Corp O/H (0.69) (0.61) {1.12) (1.35) {0.75) (0.89) (1.31) 0.94 L.15 1.03 105 0.95 0.85
NPV of Margin afier O/H
NPY of Decommissioning 4.1 7.0 =
NPY OF NET MARGIN , I (7.1) ‘ - s I 315 | . - - ;? E_‘
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DUQUESNE .H'r .
Costs of Fossil Plants
$ in Millions
S44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @) 2.5%
ELRAMA 1993 wog 00 002 2008 104 1005 pisi:l )
kwh Market Price (cents) .37 197 2,08 219 23l 2.43
Unit Output (gwh) 2,789 2,80 2810 2,986 2,662 3,040
Delivered Cutput {gwh) 1,502 2513 2521 2,679 2,388 2,128
Revenues 47.74 50,32 53.43 59.76 56.26 6731 0.00
Fuel-Related Expenscs
Fuel Costs 3150 30.75 31,73 34,55 3194 .27
Fuel Related ECR Costs 6.63 6.81 7.00 745 (AN 7.90
NOx Emissions 399 6,33 06.60 7.55 6.46 241
502 Emissions Q.33 062 Q.30 [ €4m (0.32)
Tolal Fuel 44,67 44.51 45.02 49,26 45,15 53.27
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M .80 289 2.93 34 297 348
Fixed O&M 16.16 16.23 17.28 (YA 17.62 17.78
Qveshaul 230 170 0.00 .00 100 0.00
Subtotal 275 20,82 20.26 10.35 23.59 21.26
FICA 0.56 0.63 0.64 0,65 0.64 0.70
Property Tax .62 D.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Cap Stock Tax 0.65 065 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Totzl Non-fuel 24.60 2.7 2287 21 25.50 23.24
Capital Expenditures 6.13 8.54 5.66 273 1.51 1.05
Direct Expenses 7539 75.78 72,85 74.16 016 T1.56
Direct Margin 7.66)  (1546)  (19.42)  (14.50)  (1590)  (10.25)
Overliead Allocation 10.26 11.50 11.32 11.39 11,00 11.20
Expenses inct, Corp ML B5.65 %117 34.17 85.65 83.15 38.75
Margin after Corp O/H (37.92) (36.95) {30.73) {15.58) {26.90) (21.44)
Cosgs per kwh (cents}
Fuel 1.90 1.89 1.90 1.96 2.0 2408
Non-fueh 0.98 0.90 G.88 0.83 147 0.85
Capital Expenditures 024 034 0.22 o190 006 0.04
Direct Expenses 3,13 13 3.0 2.89 315 197
Direct Margin (1.26} (1.16) (0.9 (0.7 (0.54) (0.54)
Overhead Allocation 041 0.46 045 043 .46 o4l
Expenses incl. Corp OAl 3.59 .46 i3 .61 3.38
Margin after Corp O/H (L&) {1.38) (1.13) {1.30) {0.95)
NPV of Margin after O/l
NPV of Decommissioning 35.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN I (35.0)'
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DUQUESNE .HT
Costs of Fossil Plants
% in Millions
344, 1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

MANSFIELD | 1999 2000 200§ 1002 2003 004 i00s 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2043 203 2014 015
kwh Market Price (cents) 1.537 1.97 2.08 2.19 2.3 243 2.56 4.4 4,52 4,63 4,75 437 4,99 31 5.24 537 5.50
Uit Output {gwh) 1,721 1,378 1,860 1,869 1,693 1,885 1,886 1,519 1,973 1,978 1,781 1,973 1,973 1,632 1,865 1,973 1,951
Deliveted Oulput (gwh) 1,561 1,24% 1687 1,695 1,535 1,709 1,710 1,377 1,789 1,794 1,615 1,789 1,789 1,480 1.691 1,789 1,769
Revenues 30.36 2536 35.66 31,70 3593 42.28 44.52 60.70 50.81 83.06 76.65 87.03 89.20 75.65 88.58 26.06 9136
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fue) Costs 25.23 13.65 18.12 18.64 17.38 19.89 2047 16.86 22.55 23.25 2555 24.55 25.26 2148 2528 21749 2198
Fucl Related ECR Cosis 327 2.72 310 3181 157 4,05 4.16 3.49 4.58 4.7 4.38 495 5.08 4,36 5.08 551 559
NOx Emissions 3.04 2.31 167 384 3.55 4.21 440 336 5.02 5.23 4.76 567 392 4.68 5.94 6.70 6.86
$02 Emissions Q.13 0.19) 2N 0.23) (0.28) (0.26) 0.28) 039 (0.3 8.3 04Dy 039 (043 0.58) (653 {053 (258}

Total Fuel 3141 1849 25.28 26.06 24.21 27.88 28.75 2332 3134 32.87 30.28 un 3584 2995 3576 1916 39.85
Non-fuel O%M Expenses
Variable O&M 292 2,19 294 3.04 2.83 321 3.30 273 3.63 KN E} 344 390 4,01 3.39 in 4.51 4.37
Fixed O&M 441 LR 334 3322 4N A6 428 3.52 188 33 5.83 445 4,71 4,74 3.68 174 733
Qverhaul 0.00 276 .00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 259 081 0.60 0.00

Subtotal .1 3.04 6.28 6.26 7.60 7.28 1.58 92.18 7.51 .10 9.27 8.3 8,72 10,71 8.46 8.06 £1.70
FICA 0.22 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.23 0.24 0.22 020 0.22 0.21 9.27 0.28 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.24 0.24
Praperty Tax Q.48 048 0.48 0.48 D.AB 0.48 0.48 048 0.48 Q48 048 048 0.48 048 0.48 048 48
Cap Stock Tax 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 .50 0.50 0.50 0.50 Q.50 0.50 0.50 0,50 0.50 0.5¢ 0.50 0.50

Total Non-fiel 8,52 9.20 145 743 8.31 8.50 8,78 10.35 87 8.29 10.51 9.61 9.94 11.94 967 928 12.92
Capital Expenditares. 0.92 341 0.45 0.84 .97 1.97 0.70 3.20 Q.40 Q.75 345 043 0.82 312 047 .89 0.86
Direct Expenses 40.86 JL1e 33,18 34.34 35.99 38.34 38.12 26,88 40.95 41,98 44.24 4488 46.5% 45.61 45.91 49.33 53.63
Direct Margin (10.49) (5.74) 248 3.3 (0.06) 393 629 13.82 39.87 41.15 3241 42,22 42.61 30,04 41.68 46,74 4373
Overhead Allacation 5.56 4.72 5,16 5.27 548 5.54 6.01 5.89 6.66 6.64 710 7.29 7.39 7.51 .00 8.19 9.42
Expenses inck. Corp O/ 46.42 3581 38,34 39.61 41.47 41.88 44.23 41,717 47.61 48.55 5134 521,10 53.98 53.42 39 3751 63.08
Margin after Corp O/H (16.05) {10.45) (2.68) (1.91) (5.55) {1.60) 0.28 12.93 B.H 34.51 2531 34,93 asn 2153 34.68 38.54 3431
Coyts per kwh (¢ents)
Fuel 220 1.65 1.67 1.72 176 1.82 1.87 1.89 1.98 2.04 2.09 2.16 23 225 235 243 2.50
Non-fuel 0.55 0.74 0.44 0.44 0.57 0.50 0.51 0.75 0.49 0.46 0.65 0.54 0.56 0.8l 0,57 0,52 0.73
Capital Expenditures 0.06 027 0.03 003 019 01l 004 023 0,02 004 021 0.62 005 025 0.63 005 0.05
Direct Expenses .30 1.66 1.14 124 153 .43 2.43 .48 249 154 1.9% 1.7 183 33 195 300 328
Direct Margin (0.93) (0.69) (0.06) {0.02) {0.22) (0.00) 0,13 1.53 1.03 2.09 1.79 .14 2,16 1.80 129 237 .23
Overhead Allocation 36 0.38 031 0.31 0.36 0.32 0.35 043 0.37 037 044 041 041 0.51 047 0.46 0.53
Expenses ingl, Corp O/H 3,16 .04 .45 1.52 .89 176 2,78 3.30 .86 29 L3 3.13 324 3.82 EX P 3.46 381
Margin after Corp O/H (1.29} {1.07) 037 0.33) (C.58) (0.33) (0.22} 1.10 1.65 1.72 1.35 1.73 1.75 1.29 1.82 1.91 1.69
NPY of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning T.4 1.6
NPV OF NET MARGIN | 46.8 I | 112.4 I
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DUQUESNE.HT .
Costs of Fossil Plants
S in Millions

$44, 1mwh in 2006 with escalations (@ 1.5%

MANSKIELD 2 1999 2000 1001 002 1003 2004 2005 2006 002 2003 2009 L) 011 2002 2013 014 015 2016
%wh Market Price {cems) 1.87 1.97 2.08 219 231 243 2.56 441 452 463 475 487 4.99 504 5.24 53 5.50 5.64
Unit Output {gwi) 475 50% 193 518 520 483 524 549 423 550 548 496 549 550 423 549 549 541
Delivered Quiput {(gwh) 432 463 358 472 473 440 47 500 185 501 499 452 500 501 385 500 500 493
Revenues 8,43 932 7.59 10,51 i 10.87 12.42 12.03 17,38 23,20 23.69 11.98 24.92 25.61 10.16 16.84 27.50 2781
Fuel-Related Expensey
Fuel Costs 689 497 1.19 5.0 517 5.04 5.62 6.07 an 6.39 6.55 6.10 6.95 716 5.66 7.56 7.78 7.89
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.90 0.98 0.79 1.06 1.09 1,04 116 1.4 0.99 (1 1.34 1.25 141 1.45 1.16 1.53 1.57 1.59
NOx Emissions 0.87 0.99 0.72 .10 115 110 1.26 1.38 1.00 1.50 1.56 1.43 170 1.78 129 1.92 2.00 2.08
802 Emissigns (Q.04) 294 (.09} 0.08) (.08) [UATY @m (2.0} LLAT:] ey A .15 €15 [0.16) (0.22) (0.18) 020 (0.22

Total Fuel 8.61 6.90 5.21 719 7.43 7.08 .95 8.5% 6.64 9,09 9.33 8.63 9.91 10.24 7.90 10,83 1516 1134
Non-fuel Q&M Expentes
Variable O&M 0.81 0.81 0.62 0.85 0.87 0.79 0.92 0.99 0.78 1.04 1.06 0.59 112 115 0.90 1.21 1.23 1.25
Fixed Q&M 1.20 0.84 0.91 0.88 1.30 IRT! i.16 0.96 1.05 0.92 1.58 L2 1.28 1.29 1.00 1.02 2,01 1.59
Overhaul 0.00 0.90 092 2,00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.82 g4¢ 049 0.00 0.00 099 .95 .00 0.00 000

Subtosal 201 1.65 2.45 1.1 217 1.90 2.08 1.95 2,65 1.96 265 2.20 2.40 244 2.85 222 3.24 2,83
FICA 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.97 0.07 0,06 0.07 .07 0,10
Property Tax 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.3 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0,13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.3 0.13 0.13
Cap Stock Tax 0.4 0.4 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.4 0.14 0.14 0.14 0,14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14

Total Non-fuel 2,33 1.97 2.76 2,04 2.50 223 241 227 2,98 2.28 2.99 2.53 2,73 2.78 318 2.56 3.58 1.20
Capital Expenditures 0,22 025 0.7 0.12 0,15 1.30 0.07 0.17 0,87 0.08 0.8 0.93 0.09 0.19 Lol 009 0.21 0.17
Direct Expenses 1116 9,12 8.68 %.36 10.08 10.61 10.43 10.99 10.43 1145 1249 12.10 1.73 13.21 12.08 13.48 14.94 14,68
Direct Margin (2.72) 0.20 {1.10) 115 1.03 .28 199 1od 690 175 11.19 9.88 12.1% 12.40 8.07 13.36 12.56 1312
Qverhend Allocation 1.52 1.38 1.35 143 1.54 1.53 1.64 175 L7 181 2.00 1.97 2.02 2.18 211 224 2.62 2.16
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 12.68 1051 10.03 10.79 1L.62 12.14 12,07 12,74 1218 13.27 14.50 14.07 14.75 15.38 14.19 1572 17.87 16.84
Margin after Corp O/H (4.24) (1.18) (2.45) 0.28) (0.51) (1.28) 0.35 9.28 520 2.94 9.19 7.91 10.17 10.23 597 .42 9.93 10.97
Costs per kah (gents)
Fugl 218 1.67 1.63 1.7 1.75 1.79 1,86 1.91 1.93 2.02 208 2.13 2.21 227 229 241 248 155
Non-fuel 0.54 0.43 0,77 0.43 0.53 0.51 0.51 046 0.77 0.46 .60 0.56 0.55 0.55 0.83 0.51 0.72 0.65
Capital Expenditures Q05 0,05 920 0.03 0.03 030 002 003 023 0.02 004 021 0.02 0.04 226 0.02 0.04 .03
Direct Expenses 277 215 2.60 2.16 231 2.59 1.38 1.40 2,93 2.49 272 2.90 1.77 2.86 338 1.94 324 313
Direct Margin 0.90) {0.18) ©.50 0.03 {0.00) (0.14) 0.13 2,01 1.59 2.14 2.03 1.97 2.21 225 1.86 1.43 2.27 241
Overhead Allocation 0.35 0.30 0.33 0.30 032 0.35 0.34 0.3% 0.44 0.36 0.40 0.44 0.40 0.43 0.55 0.45 0.53 0.44
Expenses incl, Corp O/H kW }] 2.44 2.98 .47 1.64 .94 72 2.7% 337 1.86 k3} 3.33 3.18 3.30 392 339 176 3.67
Margin after Corp O/H (1.25) (¢4 (0.90) (0.28) 0.33) (0.51) (0.16) 1.66 115 1.78 1.63 1.53 1.81 1.8 1.32 1.98 .74 1.97
NPV of Margin after O/1) [ 181
NPV of Decommissioning 0.5 0.9
NPV OF NET MARGIN | 17.5 l 389
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DUQULESN E.HT .
Costs of Fossil Plants
5 in Millions
$44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%
MANSFIELD Y 192 1000 2001 2002 1003 2004 4005 1006 2007 1008 2009 2019 2011 012 2013 2014 2013 2016 2017
kwh Market Price {(cents) 1.37 1.97 208 2,19 2 243 2,56 441 4.52 4.63 4,75 487 4,99 5.1 524 537 5.50 5.64 578
Unit Cutput (gwh) T8 897 910 697 913 917 826 545 945 49 945 945 855 948 945 138 935 948 855
Delivered Output (gwh) 70 830 842 645 945 48 T4 475 375 693 i 875 Fl] 877 875 683 865 877 7%
Revenues 13,79 16.59 17,69 14.28 19.72 20.88 19.81 38.55 39.51 3207 41.43 41.56 39.44 44.83 45.83 36.68 47.61 49.49 45.74
Fuel-Relnted Expensts
Fuel Costs 11,15 8.6% 8.7 6.83 9,20 9.50 831 10.34 10.64 8.67 11.25 10.58 10.78 12.28 12.62 te.13 13.21 13,78 12,75
Fuel Related ECR Costs 1.52 1.717 L85 148 1.95 2.0 1.87 2.18 224 1.85 236 242 226 2.56 2.62 2.4 2.1 2.85 2.65
NOx Emissions 1.67 207 2.20 1,61 240 251 .30 181 295 235 e 333 04 364 378 2,80 4,04 4,30 in
502 Emissions Q.10 12 (0.13) 017 Q13 .16} @) (0.18) ©19 (0.26) @23 {0.23) (0.29) 10.29 (0.31} (041} (0.36} {0.38) (0.45)
Total Fuel 14.43 12.66 12.62 9,75 13.40 13.86 12.79 15.17 15.64 12.50 16.58 17.09 15.79 18.20 18.71 14.65 19.63 20.54 18.85
Non:{acl Q&M Expenses
Varigble 0&M 1.35 1.45 1.47 1.16 1,56 1,60 1.48 1.73 1.78 144 1.86 1.91 177 2.01 2.06 1.65 2.14 2.22 2.06
Fixed O&M 2,13 1.50 1.6l 1.55 2.30 1.96 206 1,70 1.87 1.62 28] 2,15 227 228 1.78 LB 3.57 2.86 2.83
Overhaul 0.00 0.00 0.0 L24 0.00 .00 000 Q.00 000 L3z 090 400 0.00 L0% 0.00 159 008 .00 000
Subtatal 347 2.95 1,08 395 3.86 3.56 354 343 3.65 439 4.67 4,05 4,04 4,29 343 5,04 578 5.08 4.89
FICA 0.10 0.10 0,10 0.09 012 0.12 0.10 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.13 0.14 0.1i 0.13 0.i2 0.19 012 0.8 0,19
Propeny Tax 023 023 0,23 023 023 n.23 023 023 0.23 023 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 023
Cap Stock Tox 0.4 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.2 0.24 0.24 .24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
Total Non-fuel 4,05 3.52 3.65 4.51 445 4.15 4.1 4.0 423 495 5.28 4.66 4,63 490 4.42 5.62 6.37 5.74 5.55
Capital Expenditures 1,20 036 0.22 1.46 0.17 1.13 1.47 0.19 0.35 1.59 1221 038 1.7 022 0.41 1.85 0.25 045 1.99
Direct Expenses 19.69 16,54 16,49 15.712 15.02 12.13 18.37 19.37 20.22 19.04 22.06 22.14 22.13 2332 23,55 2112 26,15 26,72 15,39
Direct Margin (5.89) 0.05 121 (L.44) 1.69 1.75 1.44 19.18 19.30 13.03 19.42 20.42 17.31 2151 1128 14.56 2136 12.76 19.34
Overhead Ablocation 268 251 2.56 241 2.75 2.76 2.89 3.09 329 302 3.54 3.60 3.51 3.84 411 367 4.6 3.93 382
Expenses incl. Corp O/ 22,37 19.04 19.0§ 18.13 20.77 21.90 21.26 2246 2351 2206 15.68 15.74 25.64 2146 27.65 2579 30,85 30.65 30.21
Margin after Corp O/H (B.57) (2.46) {1.36) (3.85) (1.05) (£.01) (1.45) 16.09 1601 10,01 15.58 16.82 13.80 17.67 18.18 10.88 16.75 18.84 15.53
Costy per kwh (gents)
Fuet 219 .70 1.67 1.6% 1.77 1.82 1.87 1.93 1.99 201 2.0t 217 222 2.0 2.37 2,39 2,52 259 2.64
Non-fuel 0.56 042 043 0.70 0.53 0.49 0.54 0.46 0.43 0.71 0.50 0.53 0.59 0.56 0.51 0.82 0.74 0.65 €.70
Capital Expenditures ol? 0.04 0.03 .23 .02 Q13 0.9 02 0.04 Q.23 202 004 922 293 005 021 003 0203 025
Direct Expenses 192 217 13 .62 .32 2.4 2.60 141 151 2.96 L4 2.75 302 1.89 193 3.48 3.28 30 .60
Direct Margin (1.05) (0.20) (0.05) (0.43) (0.01) 0.01) (0.04) 2.00 2.00 1.67 2.01 .12 1.96 wn 231 1.89 2.22 2.34 2.19
Overkead Allocation 0.37 0.30 0.30 037 0.33 033 0.3% 2.35 0.33 0.44 041 0.41 0.44 0.44 0.47 0.54 0.53 0.45 0.48
Expenses inel. Corp OfH 329 2.47 244 1.99 .64 2717 2.98 217 2.89 3y 14 3.16 347 3.3 340 4,02 381 3,75 4.08
Margin after Corp O/H (1.42) (0.50) 0.36) (0.80) 0.33) (0.34) ©.42) 1.64 1.63 1.24 1.60 170 1.52 1.79 1.84 L35 L.49 1.89 1.70
NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decomnsissioning 1.4 23
NPV OF NET MARGIN | 35.7 ) 773 o
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants

$ in Millions

MANSFIELD 3

kwh Market Price [cents)
Unit Quigut (gwh)
Delivered Qutput {gwh)

Revenues

fuel-Rel Expen,
Fuel Cosis
Fuel Related ECR Costs
NCx Emissions
S02 Emissions
Total Fue!

Non-fuel Q&M Expenses
Variable Q&M
Fixed O&M
Qverhaul
Subtoral
TICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Nen-fue}

Capital Expenditures

Pirect Expenses
Dircet Margin

Qverhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp OVH

Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expeaditares
Direct Expenses
Birect Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses inel, Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning

NPV OFNET MARGIN
Ll ALY
LN

et

TR T R

2018 2049
593 6.08
945 940
875 870
SI85 5286
1449 1480
300 3,06
466 48l
[0.45) (0.49)
21,69 T8
2.: 138
32 328
.00 0.00
5.55 5.66
008 020
021 023
0,24 0.24
6.1 633
0.27 0,49
1817 25.00
1368 2385
a3 4,30
360 3330
1905 1955
275 282
o7 073
003 0.06
3.49 361
.44 2.47
0.51 .49
395 410
193 1.97
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants

$ in Millions

§44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @) 2.5%

BRUNOT ISLAND 1999 2000 901 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2001 2012
kwh Market Price (cents) 9.35 9.85 1640 10.95 11.55 12.15 12.80 22,04 2259 2315 23,73 4,33 24,93 25.56
Linit Quiput (pwh) L] 0 0 [+] 0 1] 0 27 27 27 27 27 27 7
Detivered Qrpot {gwh) i} | [/} 0 1] 0 0 25.40 25.40 25.40 25.40 25,40 2540 25.40
Revenues 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.60 574 5.88 6.03 6.18 633 6,49
Eucl:Relzted Expenses
Fuel Costs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 247 2,53 260 2,67 214 2.82 289
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 t.o0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00
NOx Emissions 0.00 - 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
502 Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 .00 000 0,00 0.00 200 0.00 .00 000 0.00
Tetal Fuel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 247 2.53 2.60 2,67 2714 2.82 289
Non:fuel O&M Expenses
Variable Q&M 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Fixed O&M 0.59 0.61 0.62 064 0.65 067 0.69 071 073 0.75 6.77 0.79 0.79 0,00
Overbaul .00 000 0,00 0.00 02.00 Q.00 2.00 0,00 oo 0.00 000 0.00 0.09 009 -
Subtotal .59 0.61 0.62 0.64 0.65 0.67 0.69 0,74 0.76 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.83 0.03
FICA 002 002 0.02 0.02 0.02 0,02 0.02 0,02 0.02 0.02 0,02 0.03 0.02 0.00
Property Tax 0.33 033 0.33 013 0.33 033 0.33 033 033 033 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
Cap Stock Tax 0.34 0.34 0.34 034 0.34 0.34 0.34 0,34 034 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 034
Total Nen-fuel 1.27 129 i.30 1.32 1.34 1.36 1.38 143 1.44 1.47 1.48 1.51 1.5t 0.70
Capital Expenditures 1.61 417 0.17 0.17 0.18 438 0.19 0.20 020 0.21 ¢19 0,19 0,20 .11
Direct Expenses 1,88 146 .47 L.50 1.52 5.74 1.57 4.09 418 4.27 4.34 4.45 4.53 an
Direct Margin (1.88) {1.46) {(L4T) {L.50) {1.52) (5.74) {1.5T) 1.51 156 1.61 1.68 .73 1.80 r L]
Qverhead Allocation 0.39 021 0.23 023 0.23 0.83 0.25 0.65 0.68 0.68 0.70 0.72 0,72 0.61
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 327 .68 1.70 L7} L8 6,57 1.81 474 4.36 4.95 5. 517 5.15 4.32
Margin after Corp O/it @27 (L68)  (L70) (L7} (LTS (657  (L8I) 0.36 038 0,93 0.99 101, 108 118
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.60 0.00 92.82 10.09 10.36 10.64 10.93 11.22 11.52
Non-fisel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 561 5.68 577 5.84 5.95 5.96 0.00
Capital Expenditures 0.00 0.00 200 090 .00 200 2.00 077 0.79 081 (] 077 0.79 000
Direct Expenses 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 - 0,00 4.00 1.00 16.20 16.56 16,94 17.13 17.64 17.97 11.52
Direct Margin 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 © 0.00 0,00 0,00 5,34 6.03 6.21 6.51 6.69 697 0.00
Overhead Allocation 600 0.00 0,00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 257 2.68 2.66 2.1 2.85 2.83 0.00
Expenses inck. Corp O/H 0.q0 0.00 4.00 0.00 9,00 0,00 0.00 18.77 19.23 19.60 19.97 10.49 20.80 11.52
Margin after Corp /i1 0.00 0.00 0.00 G6.00 0,00 0.00 000 .17 336 1.55 3.76 384 4.14 0.00
NPV of Margin after O/H 6.1)
NPV of Decommissioning 8.2 13.9

NEY OF NET MARGIN
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DUQUESN‘GHT .

Costs of Nuclear Plants
S in Milltons

$ad. 1/mwh in 2006 with c.v;ca\mions @2.5%

BEAVER VALLEY 1 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 013
kwh Market Price (cenls) 1.87 1.97 2.8 2.19 231 243 156 441 4.52 463 4,15 487 4.9% 5.11 5,24
Unit Qutput {gwh) 2,926 2,874 3373 2,864 2,864 3,382 2,864 2,864 3,373 2,874 2,864 3,373 2,864 2,874 3,373
Delivered Qutput (gwh) 2,564 2,703 3172 2,694 2,694 3,181 2,694 2,694 3,172 2,703 2,694 3,172 2,694 2,703 3,1
Revenues 48.26 53.21 65.93 59.40 62.30 77.587 69.71 118.74 143.30 125.15 127.87 154.32 134.34 138.14 166.18
Fuel-Belated Expenses
Fuel Costs 11.11 11.27 13.25 11.59 11.49 13.94 12.30 12.50 15.20 1339 13.75 16.73 14.67 15.17 18.38
Fuel Related ECR Costs 2.56 70 KA 269 209 318 2.69 269 EAV] 270 269 117 269 210 il
Total Fuel 13.68 13.97 16.42 14.29 14,19 17,12 14.99 15.20 18.37 1609 16.45 1991 1137 17.88 21.55
Non-fuel 0&M Expenses
Variable Q&M 0.00 0,00 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.060 0.00
Fixed O&M 30.76 24.97 25.62 26.29 27.00 27.73 2848 29,19 29.92 30.67 31.44 3222 33.03 33.85 34.70
Overhaul . 1639 13,68 0.00 14,40 14729 0.00 1360 16.02 0.00 16.88 1232 0.00 1825 1874 0.00
Subtotal 47.15 3865 2562 40.69 41.79 27.73 44.08 452 1992 47,55 48.76 N 5).28 52.60 33470
FICA 1.42 1.45 1.48 1.51 1.54 1.57 1.60 1.64 1.67 170 1.74 1.77 1.81 1.84 188
Property Tax 2,06 2.06 2.06 206 2,06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2,06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06
Cap Stock Tax 215 2.15 215 2.15 2.15 215 2,15 215 215 215 215 2.15 2,15 215 215
Total Non-fuel 52.78 44.31 313 46.41 47.53 33.51 49 89 51.06 35.80 5346 54.70 38.20 57.29 58.65 40,79
Capital Expenditures 6.76 5,69 5.84 5,99 6.16 6.33 6.50 6.68 6.86 7.04 723 743 163 7.84 $.06
18.49 :
Direct Expenses 73.21 63.96 53.56 66,68 67.88 56.96 71.38 72.93 61.03 76.59 78.37 65.53 32,29 84.36 70.39
Direct Margin (24.95) {10.75) 12.36 (7.29) (5.58) 20.61 (1.67) 45.80 8227 4856 49,49 88,78 52.05 53,78 95.79
Overhead Allocation 9.96 9.70 8.32 10.23 10.35 8.22 11.23 11.64 9.93 12.14 12,57 10,66 13.05 13,90 12,27
Expenses inel. Corp Q/U8 $3.18 13.67 61,839 7691 78.22 65.18 82.61 84.57 10.96 88.73 90,95 76,20 95.34 98.26 82,67
Margin after Corp O/1 (34.91) (20.45}) 4.04 (17.52) (15,93) 12.39 (12.90) 34.16 72.34 36.42 36,92 78.12 39.00 39,88 83,52
Costs per kwh {cents)
Fuel 0.53 0.52 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.56 0.58 0.60 0.61 0.63 0.64 0.66 0,68
Non-fuel 206 1.64 499 172 1,76 1.05 1.85 1.90 B3 i.98 203 - 1.20 213 217 1.29
Capital Expenditures 0.26 Q21 ¢18 022 023 020 024 025 022 Q.26 027 023 0.28 0.29 025
Direct Expenses 2.86 2.37 L.69 2.48 2.52 1,79 2.65 2.71 1.92 2.83 2.91 2.07 3,08 12 222
Direct Margin (0.99) (0.40) 0.39 0.29) (0.21) 0.64 (0.09) 1,70 2.59 1.80 1.84 2.80 1.93 1.99 3.02
Overhicad Allocation 0,39 0.36 0.26 0.38 0.38 0.26 0.42 0,43 .31 0.45 0.47 0.34 0,48 0.51 0.39
Expenses incl. Corp O/11 324 2.73 1.95 2.85 2.90 2,05 3.07 3.14 224 3.28 138 240 3.54 364 2.61
Margin after Corp O/H (1.37) (.76} 0.13 {0.66) (0.59) 0.38 (0.51) 1.27 228 1.35 1.37 2.46 1.45 1.48 2.63
NPV of Margin after O/
Overfunded Necormm. 0,0
NPV OF NET MARGIN ‘ 86.1 ‘
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DUQUESN‘GHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants

§in Millions

BEAVER VALLEY 1 2014 2015
kwh darket Price (cents) 537 5.50
Unit Ouiput (gwh) 2,864 3,336
Delivered Output (gwh) 2,694 3,137
Revenues 144.67 172.68

Fucl-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs 16.10 19.3}
Fuel Related ECR Costs 269 314
Total Fuel 18.79 22.44
Non-fuel OXM Expenscs
Variable O&M 0.00 0,00
Fixed O&M 35.57 36.46
Overhaul 1937 000
Subtotal 55.33 36.46
FICA 1.92 1.95
Property Tax 2.06 2,06
Cap Stock Tax 215 215
Total Non-Tuel 61.46 42,62
Capital Expenditures 8.28 8.51
Direct Expenses 88.53 73.57
Direct Margin 56.14 99.11
Overhead Allocation 14.7t 12,92
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 103.23 86.49
Margin after Corp O/H 41.44 86.19
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 0.70 0.72
Non-fuel 2.28 1.36
Capital Expenditures 031 027
Dircet Expenses 3.29 235
Direct Margin 2.08 3.16
Overhead Allocation 0.55 0,41
Expenses tncl, Corp O/H 383 .75
Margin after Corp Q/H 1.54 2.75

NPV of Margin after O/
Overfuncted Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN
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DUQUESN.IGHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants

% in Millions

BEAYER VALLEY 2
kwh Markel Price (cents)
Unit Output (gwh)
Delivered Qutput (gwh)

Revenues

Euvel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related CCR Costs
Total Fuel

Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtotal
FICA
Propenty Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Qverhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/
Margin after Corp O/H

Costs per kwh' (cents)
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
THrect Expenses
Direct Margin

Qverhead Allocation

Expenses inck. Corp O/H
Margin after Carp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/11
Underfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

1999 2000
1.87 197
883 904
829 934
15.47 18.37
3.38 196
0.83 093
421 4.90
0.00 0.00
338 7.22
i 0.00
11.90 7.22
0.40 0.41
0.42 042
0.44 0.44
13.15 8.49
6.65 4.86
24,01 18.24
(8.54) 0.13
327 2.77
17.28 21m
(11.81) (2.64)
0.51 0,52
1.59 091
0.80 052
2.90 1.95
(1.03) 0.02
0.39 0.30
3.29 2.25
(1.42) (0.28)

5.0

2,08
883
829

17.32

3.61
444
0,00
7.41
10.51
0.42
0.42

0.44
11.78

21.24
(3.89)

330

24.51
(7.19)

0.54
I.42

2.56
{0.48)

0.40

2.96
(0.88)

2,19
883
329

18.11

3.54
436
0.00
7.61
10.79
0.43
.42
0.44
12.07
5.12

21.55
(3.44)

3.30

24.85
(6.74)

0.53
1.46

2.60
{0.41)

0.40

3.00
(0.81}

2.3t
991
931

21.52

393

4,86

.00
7.81

7.81
0.43
0.42
0.44
g.10

5.26

19.22
.30

22.14
{0.63)

0.52
0.98

2.06
0.25

238
{0.07)

243
885
832

20.28

3.58

44)

0.00
8.02

11.38
0.44
0.42
0.44

12.68

22.49
(2.20)

25,73
(5.45)

0.53
1.52

.70
(0.27)

0.39

3.09
{0.66)

2005 2006
2.56 441
883 991
829 931
2126 41.03
3.53 4.04
0.83 .93
436 4.97
0.00 0.00
8.24 8.45
345 Q.00
11.69 8.45
0.45 0.46
0.42 0.42
0.44 0.44
12.99 9.6
5.54 5.70
22.90 20.42
(1.64) 20,61
1.60 3.26
26,50 13.68
(5.24) 1735
0.53 0.53
1.57 105
0.07 061
2.76 2.19
(0.20) 221
0.43 0.35
3,20 2.54
(0.64) 1.96

8.5

2007

4.52
883
829

37.45

372

4,54

0.06
8.66

12.29
047
0.42
044

13.62

5.84

24.00
13.45

17.91
9.54

0.55
§.64

.90
1.62

137
LIS

2008

4.63
885
832

3850

3184
4,68
0.00
887
12,60
048
0.42
044
13,94
6.00

24.61
13.89

380

28.51
9.99

0.56
1.68

.96
1.67

343
[.20

$44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

2009
475
991
931

44.19

4.44
5.38
0.00
9,10
9,10
0.49
0.42
0.44

10.44
6.15

21.97
22.22

25.49
18.70

0.58
112

.36
.39

0.38

2.74
.01

4.87
883
829

40.33

4.09

492

0.00
9.32

13.25
0.50
0.42
0.44

14.60

6.32

25.84
14.49

30.04
1n.28

0.59
1.76

3.12
1.75

3.62
1.24

4.99
883
829

41.34

4,22
5.05
0.00
9.56
13:59
0.51
0.42
044
14.95
649

26.49
14.84

4.20

30.70
10.64

0.61
1.80

3.20
L.79

370
1.28

2012
5.1
994
934

47.72

450
584
0.00
9.7
9.79
0.52
0.42
0.44

1117

6.67

23.67
24.05

3.90

17.57
10.15

0.63
1.20

2.54
2.58

0.42

2.95
2.16

2013

5.24
883
829

43.43

4.50
532
0.00
10.04
14.29
0.53
0.42
0.44
15.68
6.85

27.85
15.58

4,85

32.70
10,73

0.64
1.89

3.36
1.88

0.59

3.94
1.29
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DUQUESN.GHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants

$in Millions
BEAVER VALLEY 2 2014 2015 2019 2012 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 023 2024 2025 2026
kwh Market Price (cenis) 5.37 5.50 5.64 5.78 5.93 6.08 6.23 6,38 6.54 6.71 6.87 7.08 7.22
Unit Qutput (gwh) 883 991 883 883 991 883 883 991 883 883 991 883 991
Delivered Qutput (gwh) 829 931 829 829 93t 829 829 93l 829 829 931 829 93]
Revenues 44,52 51.24 46.77 47.94 55,18 50.37 51.62 59.43 54.24 5559 64,00 58.41 67.24
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 4.64 5.38 494 5.09 5.89 543 5.59 6.46 5.97 413 7.09 6.56 673
IFuel Related ECR Costs Q.83 093 0.83 0.83 093 083 0.83 093 083 0.83 093 083 0.83
Total Fuel 547 6.31 577 592 6.82 6.26 6.42 139 6.80 6.96 8.02 7.39 7.56
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 10.29 10.55 10,81 11.08 11.36 11.64 11,93 12,23 12.54 12.85 13.17 13.50 13.84
Overhaul 437 Q.00 461 473 0.00 493 313 0.00 54l 355 0.00 586 0.02
Subiotal 14,66 16.55 15.42 15.81 11,36 16.63 17.06 12.23 17.94 [8.41 13.17 19.36 19.86
FICA 0.54 0.55 0.58 0.60 0.61 0.62 0.63 0.65 0.66 0.67 0.68 0.710 0.71
Property Tax .42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 042 0.42 0.42 0.42
Cap Stock Tax 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 044 .44 0.44 0.44 0.44 - 0.44 0.44
Total Non-fuel 16.05 11.95 16,86 17.26 12.82 18.11 18.55 1373 19.46 19.93 14.71 20.91 21.42
Capital Expenditures 183 722 724 7.42 7.6\ 7.30 7.99 8.19 8.40 8.61 8.82 9.04 9,27
Direct Expenses 28,55 25.48 29.87 30.60 17.25 32.16 32.55 29.32 34.65 35.50 3L5S 3734 38,25
Direct Margin 15,97 25.76 16.50 17.34 17193 18.20 18,67 0.1 19.59 2000 32.45 21.07 28.98
Overhead Allocation 4.74 4.47 4.39 4.42 4,28 4,17 520 4.72 51 569 5712 6,26 7.51
Expenses incl. Corp O/H ’ 33.29 29.96 34.25 350 31.54 36.93 38.15 34.03 40,36 41,19 ny 43.60 45,76
Margin after Corp O/H 1122 21.29 12.52 1291 13,65 13.43 1347 25.39 13.88 14.40 26,73 14,81 211.48
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 0.66 0.68 0.70 0.71 073 0.75 Q77 079 0.82 0.84 0,36 0.89 0.81
Non-fuel 1.94 1.28 203 2.08 1,38 2,18 224 1.48 235 240 1.58 2.52 2.30
Capital Expenditures 08s 078 0.87 0.9¢ 082 0.94 096 088 Loi 104 095 109 Loo
Dircct Expenses 3.44 274 .60 369 193 188 398 315 4.18 4.28 3.3 4.50 411
Direct Margin 1.93 .77 2.04 2.09 3.00 2.20 225 323 .36 2.42 3.49 2.54 311
Qverhcad Allocation 0.57 048 033 0.53 046 Q.58 0.63 0.51 0.69 0.69 0.61 0.76 0.81
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 4.02 3.12 4.13 4.23 .39 4.46 4.60 3.66 4.87 4.97 4.00 526 4.92
Margin after Corp O/H .35 2.2% 1.51 L56 2.54 1.62 1L.63 273 1.67 174 2.87 £.79 2.3

NPY of Margin after Q/EI
Underfunded Decomm,
NPV OF NET' MARGIN
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DUQUESN.GHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants
$ in Milltons

PERRY

kwh Market Price (cents)
Unit Qutput {gwh)
Delivered Qutput (gwh)

Revenues

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related ECR Costs
Total Fuel

Nogni-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtotal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

Cosis per kwh (cenisy
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenscs
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV ol Margin after QA1
Underfunded Decomm,
NPV OF NET MARGIN

1999

1.87
1,256
1,195

22,43

5.25

6.44

0.00
16.25
329
19.54
nfa
11.34
236
33.25

5.09

44.78
(22.35)

6.09

50.87
(28.44)

0.54
2.78

3.75
(1.88)

0.51

4.26
(2.39)

6.5

2000

197
1,416
1,347

26,50

5.80
7118
0.00
15.25
15.25
s
11.34
236
28.95
235

38.44
{11.94)

5.83

44.27
(17.78)

0.53
2.15

2.85
{0.88)

0.43

3.29
(1.32)

2.08
1,256
1,195

24,96

5.27

6.46

0.00
16.29
338
19.67
nfa
11.34
236
33.37

298

42.81
(17.85)

6.65

49.47
(24.50)

0.54
279

3.58
(1.50)

0.56

4.14
(2.06)

2,19
1,412
£,343

29.40

595
130
0.00
16.33
16.33
11.34
236
30.04

2,438

39.81
104ty

6.11

45.91
(16.51)

0.54
224

2.96
©.17)

0.45

342
(1.23)

231
1,256
1,195

276

536
6.55
0.00
16.75
20,30
na
11.34
2.36
34,00
315

43.70
(15.95)

6.66

50.37
(22.61)

0.55
2.85

3.66
(1.35)

0.56

4.22
(1.51}

243
1,416
1,346

32.83

6.10

7.44

0.00
17.23
0.00
17.23

n/a
11.34
236

30.94

3.04

41.42
(8.58)

598

47.40
{14.56)

0.55
230

3.08
(0.65)

044

.52
{1.09)

$44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

2008 2006 2007

2.56
1,256
1,195

30.85

5.69
6.89
0.00
17.67
2142
n/a
11.34
2,36
3512
333

45.34
{14.50)

7.13

5247
(21.63)

0.58
2.94

3.80
(1.24)

0.60

439
(1.83)

441
1,412
1,343

59.19

642

1.77

0.00
18.1¢

18.11
n/a
11.34
236
31.81

42.80
16.39

6.83

44.63
9.56

0,58
237

319
1.22

3.70
0.71

110

4.52
1,256
1,195

53.97

591
7.10
0.00
18.56
22.52
11.34

2,36
36.22

46.84
7.13

7.62

54.47
{0.50)

0.59
3.03

39
0.60

0.64

4.56
(0.04)

1008

463
1,416
1,346

62.35

6.87
8.22
0.00
19.03
19.03
n/a
11.34
136
32.73
340

44.34
18.00

7.03

51.37
10.98

0.61
243

319
1.34

£.52

382
0.82

2009

475
1,256
1,195

56.71

6.29
7.49
0.00
19.50
23.67
11,34

2.36
37.37

48.57
3.14

179

56.37
0.34

0.63
313

4.07
0.68

0.65

4.72
0.03

2010

4.87
1,412
1,343

65.32

7.30
8.64
0.00
19.9%
19.99
na
11.34

2.36
33.69

45,92
19.40

7.47

53.40
11.93

0.64
2.51

3.42
1.44

0.56

3.98
0.89

011

4,99
1,256
1,195

$9.57

6.70
7.89
0.00
20.49
24,88
na
11,34
2.36
38.58
3,93

50.41
917

7.99

58.40
1.17

0.66
3.23

422
0.77

D.67

4.89
LR L)

2012

511
1,416
1,346

68.82

779

9.13

0.00
21.00

21,00
nfa
11.34
2.36
34.70

47.63
21.18

55.48
13.34

0.68
2.58

3.54
1.57

0.58

4.12
0.99

2013
524

1,256

1,195

62.60

7.13
832
0.00
21.53
26,15
[1.34
2.36
39.86

4.16

52,4
10.26

61.46
1.14

0.70
3.34

4.38
0.86

0.76

5.14
0.10
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DUQUESN.GHT
Costs of Nuclear Plants
$ in Millions
PERRY 2014
kwh Market Price (cents) 537
Unit Quiput {gwh) 1,412
Delivered Output {gwh} 1,343
Revenues 7210
Fucl-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 8,25
Fuel Related ECR Costs 134
Total Fuel 9.59
Non-fuel 0&M Expenses
Variable Q&M 0.00
Fixed O&M 22.06
Overhaul Q.00
Subtotal 22,06
FICA n/a
Property Tax 11.34
Cap Stock Tax 2.36
Total Non-fuel 3577
Capital Expenditures 4,02
Direct Expenses 49.38
Direct Margin 22,73
Overhead Allocation 8.20
Expenses in¢l. Corp O/ 57.58
Margin after Corp O/H 14,53
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel o7
Non-fue! 2.66
Capital Expenditures 030
Direct Expenses 3468
Direct Margin 1.69
Overhead Allocation 0.6l
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 4,29
Margin after Corp O/1 1.08

NPV of Margin after O/H
tinderfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

2015

5.50
1,256
1,195

65.77

7.58

8.78

0.00

262"

27.50
11.34
2.36
41.20
4.40

54.37
11.39

63.92
1.84

073
345

4.88
0.95

0.80

535
0.1s

016

5.64
1,416
1,346

75.96

3,80
10.15
0.00
23.18
23.i8
11.34

2.36
Jo.88

51.28
24,68

58.81
17.15

0.5
2.74

3.81
1.83

0.56

4.37
1.27

2017

578
1,256
1,195

69.09

8.04
9.24
0.00
23.76
28.91
nfa
11.34
236
42.61
4.64

56.49
12.60

64.66
4.44

0.7
3.57

4.73
1.05

0.68

5.41
0.37

2018

5.93
1412
1,343

79.59

929
10.63
0.00
24.35
24.35
n/a
11.34

2,36
38.06

53.47
16.42

8.36

61.53
18.06

0.719
2,83

3396
1.97

0.62

4.58
1.35

2019 220 2021

6.0%
1,256
1,195

72.59

8.49
9.68
0.00
24,96
30.39
na
11.34

236
44,10

58.67
13.92

870

67.37
522

0.81
3.69

4.91
117

0.73

5.64
0.44

623
1416
1,347

83.86

9.82
11.17
0.00
25.59
25.59
11,34
2.36
39.29

4.73

55.19
28.67

870

63.89
19.97

0.83
292

410
2.13

065

4.74
1.48

638
1,256
1,195

76.26

8.71
$.91
0.00
2623
31.80
11.34

2.36
45,51

60.58
15.68

15

74.33
5.93

0.83
3.8t

5.07
131

0.82

5.89
0.50

Lt

6.54
1,412
1,343

87.85

9.79
.14
0.00
2688
26,88
n'a
11.34

2.36
40.59

56.72
31.14

935

66.06
21.79

0.83
3.02

422
PRy

Q.70

4.92
.62

2023 24 228 2026

6.3
1,256
1,195

80.13

871
991
0.00
2158
3313
1134
2316
46.83

545

62.19
1793

997

7217
1.96

083
392

521
1.50

0.83

604
1.67

6.87
1,416
1,347

92.57

9.82
11.17
0.00
28.24
28.24
11.34
2.36
41.95

s

58.38
34.18

10.58

68.97
23.60

0.83
312

4,34
2.54

0.719

5.12
178

7.05
1,256
1,195

84.18

8.71
9.91
0.00
28.95
34.53
11.34

2.36
4823

63.89
20.30

10.7

T4.60
9.59

0.83
4.04

535
1.70

0950

6.24
0.80

122
1,416
1,347

97.25

243
2,76
0.00
29.67
29.67
fa
11.34
2.36
4338
5.56

51.70
45.55

1045

61.85
3540

0.21
322

384
3.38

075

4.59
1.63

&¥ Jo £ 28eg
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DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

Plant Present Values

$ in Millions

DELAYED ENTRY

MARGIN STREAM BEGINNING 1/1/99

Faossil Plants:
Cheswick

Sammis
Eastlake
Elrama
Mansfield 1
Mansfield 2
Mansfield 3
Brunot Island
Phillips

Total Fossil

Nuclear Plants:
Beaver Valley 1
Beaver Valley 2

Perry
Total Nuclear

TOTAL PLANTS

Plant Margin Decommissioning

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
36.9
13.0
28.0
0.0
0.0
77.9

553
25.8

0.0
81.1

$159.0

(13.9)
(4.7)
4.1)

(20.7)
(7.4)
(0.5)
(1.4)
(8.2)
(5.6)

(66.5)

(25.5)
(10.3)
(21.6)
(57.4)

(3123.9)

Exhibit DIC-20
Page 34 of 49

Net Plant
Value

(13.9)
(4.7)
(4.1)

(20.7)
29.4
125
26.6
(8.2)
(5.6)
11.4

29.8
15.5
(21.6)
23.7

$35.1



DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants
$ in Millions

DELAYED ENTRY

CHESWICK 1939 1000 2001 2002 pLD 7] 1004 2005 2004 wer 2008 2009 2050 p1u bl 2012 2013 2014
kwh Market Price {cems) 1.87 197 2.08 219 23 243 2.56 3.05 344 388 4.37 493 4.9% 5 5.24 5.37
Unit Qutput (gwh) 3791 3,837 3,662 4017 3922 3471 4,147 4,235 4,062 4,425 4231 3,707 4413 4,249 4,062 4,374
Delivered Output (gwh) 3.608 3,652 3485 3,823 3,733 3,303 3,947 4,030 3,866 4,211 4,027 3,528 4,200 4,044 3866 4,163
Revenues 69.28 .18 T4.65 86.08 88.41 81.99 103,34 12274 132.80 163.1% 176.03 173.96 209.42 106,68 202.54 223,56
Fuet Costs 44,97 47,14 46,27 51,78 51.87 47.65 S84 61.67 60.69 68.62 70.81 65:11 79.14 79.21 78.70 88.19
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.99 0.92 0.95 0,97 100 1.03 1.05 1,08 Ly 1.14 117 1.20 . 1L23 1.26 1310 1.32
NOx Emissions 527 546 541 6,56 6.59 542 7.82 8.24 8.17 9.60 34 7.63 10.85 10.87 10.49 12.08
S02 Emissions 0.63 073 241 4.27 442 186 .39 616 623 164 169 664 249 2,68 an 11.2¢
Total Fuel 5.7 54.25 56.04 63.58 63,88 57195 72.86 1114 76.21 47.00 8%.01 8).58 101.32 101.03 100.20 113.28
Varable O&M 278 2.89 283 3.8 319 2.90 3.56 3.73 3.67 4.1 4.03 .62 443 4.38 4.30 4.75
Fixed O&M 13.05 12,06 14.00 13.66 12.42 9.88 14.56 13.15 15.38 1533 14,11 9.12 16,38 1526 17.69 17.55
Oveshaul 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 200 1586 .00 000 0.00 0.09 0.00 18,56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subtotal 15.83 14,95 16.83 16,84 15.61 28,64 18.12 16.88 19.06 19.43 18.14 31.30 20,81 19.63 21,98 22.30
Carbon Injection Costs 2,68 kX3 2.30 2.81 3.09 2,52 293 333 313 3.07
FICA 0.47 0.50 0.53 0.5 0.48 0.42 .52 0.53 0.57 0,58 0.52 0.43 0.58 0.60 0.67 0.63
Propenty Tax 6,84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.34 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.34 0,84 0.84 0.84 0.34 0.84
Cap Stock Tax C.88 0.38 0.88 0.88 088 0.88 088 0.88 0.8 0.38 0.88 0.88 0.38 0.38 0.88 088
Total Non-fue! 18.02 17.16 19.08 19.09 17.82 30.79 23,05 2214 24,14 24,54 23.47 3596 26,04 2528 27.50 2176
Capitol Expenditures 717 12,20 479 4,93 2021 44,57 540 5.56 572 5.39 6,08 t5.45 4,96 358 212 1.53
Direct Expenses 76.95 8).62 79.91 87.61 181.90 13.30 101.31 104.83 106.07 117.43 118,55 132.01 132.31 129,89 129.82 142.58
Direct Margin (1.68) (9.49) (5.26) (1.52) (1349  (50.32) 2,03 17.90 16.73 45.76 57.48 41.95 77.11 76.80 7.7 $0.98
Overhead Allocation 10.47 12.69 12.42 1343 15.53 19.24 15.93 16.73 17.26 1861 19.02 21.48 20,99 21.40 22.63 23.68
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 87.42 96.31 9.3 101.04 1743 152.54 117,24 121.57 123,33 i36.04 131.57 153.49 153.30 151.29 152.45 166,27
Margin after Corp O/l (18.15)  (22.12)  (17.68)  (1496)  (25.02)  (69.56) (13.91) 117 9,47 1116 3846 20.48 56.12 5539 50.10 57.29
Losts per kwh (cents)
Fuel 1.5t 1.56 1.69 1.75 1.80 1.84 194 201 207 216 23 2.39 2.92 .61 2.7¢ 2.84
Non-fuel 0.50 0.47 0.55 0.50 0.48 0.93 0.58 0.55 0.62 0.58 0.58 1.02 0.62 0.63 0.71 0.67
Capital Expenditures 0.20 033 214 013 0.54 L35 014 014 013 0ld Q15 Q.44 Q12 0.0% 005 004
Direct Expenses P31 337 237 37 1.8 4.12 1.66 2.9 1.84 189 3.04 3.84 316 331 3.47 3.54
Direct Margin 034)  (040)  @29)  (018)  {0S51)  (169)  (0.ID) 0.35 0.60 0.99 133 1.09 L3 179 1.77 1.83
Overhead Allocation 0.29 0.35 0.36 035 042 0.58 0.40 0.42 045 0.44 047 0.6l 0.50 0.53 0.59 6.57
Expenses inck, Corp O/H 2.50 172 .73 173 323 4.71 EXI . 329 3.33 LE-¥] 4.45 3,76 3.85 4.05 4.11
Margin after Corp O/ @63 (075 (.65  (0.54)  (0.92) (228 (050  (0.06) 0.15 0.55 0.36 0.48 1.23 1.26 118 .26
NPV of Margin after O/fH 0.0)
NPV of Decommissioning 13.9 236
NPV OF NET MARGIN | (23.9)! | 96.9 I
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DUQUESNE.HT .
Costs of Fossil Plants
S in Mitlions
DELAYED ENTRY
SAMMILS 19923 2000 2004 2002 2003 2004 1005 2006 2007 1008 09 pLat]
kwh Market Price {cenis} 1.87 1.97 2.08 2,19 231 2431 2,56 305 344 188 4.37 493
Unit Output (gwh} 1,258 1,381 1,167 1,389 1,304 1418 1,315 1,558 1,290 1,563 1437 1,537
Delivered Cutput {gwh) 1,206 1.324 LG 1,331 1,250 1,359 1,261 1,493 1,236 1498 1,318 1474
Revertues 23,35 26,97 23.87 3612 19.50 RERT] 1.3 4548 42.47 58.06 60.23 72.66
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 15.94 18.62 16,46 19.99 19.48 21,51 .63 23 20.33 25,67 24,55 27.34
Fuel Reltated ECR Costs 0.02 403 L3k 003 0.03 203 L) 0,03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
NOx Emissions 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 090 L.67 2.05 1.7 124 2,15 239
502 Emissions 0.20) (0.65} o2 0.57 .52 .69 061 098 Q.66 L4 192 127
‘Tetal Fuel 15.26 18,00 16,80 210,59 2002 223 2.9 26.83 22.80 25.08 27175 31.03
Non-fuel O&M Expenscs
Variable G&M 1.68 1.83 1.5% 1.34 173 1.97 1.88 229 1.93 240 2.26 248
Fixed O&M 572 3.68 k] k| 5.00 4.01 522 4,29 375 4,80 463 4.71
Overhau! 0.00 0.00 343 0.00 0.00 0.00 090 0.00 4.00 0.00 .00 .00
Subtotal 7.39 551 8,29 5.54 6.78 5.98 7.10 6.58 968 7.19 6.39 7.18
FICA 0.22 0.18 Q.15 0.18 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.17 0.21 0.20 0.24
Propedty Tax 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.4% 1.49 1.49 149 149 142 1.49 1.49 1.49
Cap Stock Tax 0.31 0.31 1] ] 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 31 0.31 0.31 03] 0.31
Total Non-fuel 941 7.48 10.24 7.51 8.78 797 910 8.58 11.64 9.20 888 922
Capiial Expenditures 1.33 0.9 .59 Lt 1.36 044 1.43 0,22 416 0.49 1.59 0.52
Direct Expenses 1599 15.67 30,63 29,21 0.7 30,65 V47 35.63 38.60 8.7 38.21 40,76
Direct Margin (2.64) 1.30 (6.76) 0.92 (037 3.46 (0.14) 9.85 386 19.29 2201 11,90
Overhead Allocation 354 389 476 4,48 4,60 4.42 326 569 6.28 6.14 6.13 6.63
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 29.53 29.57 3539 33.69 .77 3507 38,74 41.32 44.89 44,91 44,34 47.39
Margin after Corp Off} (%) (60)  (1L52)  (3.56) (497} (096)  (5.40) 4.16 24 14 1588 12526
Coais per hwh frens)
Fuel 140 1,50 1.64 1.68 .74 1,78 197 1.9 2,00 2,10 2.18 2.27
Nan-fuel 0.718 0.57 0% 0.56 ¢.70 0.59 9.7 0.57 094 0.6% 0.64 0.63
Capital Expenditures o1l A 032 008 [PAS 003 (AR 001 034 2.0 ['A¥3 Q.04
Direct Expenses 129 1.08 187 133 .56 1.40 2.80 2,54 328 15 2.94 2.93
Direct Margin (0.42) {0.45) 0. (0.14) (0,25} 0 (0.14) .51 0.16 113 1.43 200
Overhead Allocation 0.29 029 043 0.34 0.37 0.33 042 0.38 0.51 0.41 G.44 0.45 g
T ‘3
B 2,
Expenses incl. Corp (VEE 2.59 237 3.30 .67 2.92 .73 a2 2.92 3.719 3.16 338 3.38 “r% g
Margin afier Corp O/H (072 (040)  (LI2)  (048)  (061)  (0.30)  (0.66) 0.13 {0.35) 0.72 0.99 1.85 w g
e &
NPV of Margin after O/11 & v
NPV of Decommissioning 4.7 8.0 =
NPY OF NET MARGIN ] (6.3)' 171 I
R R R AT LA "k T 1 AU | R M R




DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants
§ in Millions

DELAYED ENTRY

EASTLAKE 12922 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008 2006 2007 2008 1008 2010 201
kwh Market Price (cends) 1.87 1.97 2.08 219 231 243 2.56 3.05 3.44 3.58 4,37 493 4.99
Unit Qutput {gwh) 1,216 1,097 1,230 1078 1,105 1,i87 1,004 1,206 1,367 1,208 1,205 1,267 1,123
Delivered Output (gwh) 1,E58 1,045 1172 1.027 1,053 1,134 956 149 1,302 1,151 1,148 1,207 L069
Revenues Py 5 2108 25,08 13.20 24,87 18.08 1517 3498 44.72 44,61 50.18 59.53 5333
Fuel Costs 13.25 12.29 14.20 12.33 13.52 1493 13.05 15.96 18.60 16.95 1743 18.85 119
Fuel Related ECR Cosls 0.10 010 0,10 (‘L] 01l 011 0.11 012 0.12 0.12 0.13 0,13 0.13
NCx Emissions 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 1.05 1.24 1.14 1.19 130 1.20
$O2 Emissions 244 223 a1 247 L84 4.50 197 526 §.57 612 [ ] 31 9
Total Fuel 15.79 14.62 18,07 16,40 17.45 19,54 1798 2238 26,52 2433 1530 27.78 25.32
|~ [j1 11}
Variable O&M 140 1.30 1.49 [.34 1.41 1.56 1.35 1.67 L9 176 1.8¢ 1.95 L7
Fixed Q&M 193 411 4.51 4.86 449 4,99 4.75 4.7 5107 5.59 5.4 5.76 537
Overhaul 005 0.00 0.00 000 200 041 133 099 009 0.00 0.00 0.64 143
Subtotal 3.39 541 6.00 6.20 550 6.96 7.50 640 Al 1.3 6,94 835 8.57
FICA 1AL 0,18 0.19 0.20 0.8 0.22 0.18 0.20 021 0.22 0.20 0.26 0.20
Propeny Tax 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 127 1.27 1.27 1.27
Cap Stock Tax 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 .26 0.26 026 0.26 0.26 026 0.26 0.26 0.26
Total Non-fuel 7.08 712 773 1.94 7.62 871 9.21 B4 5.36 9.05 8.68 10.14 10.31
Capital Expenditures 2.02 0.55 5.38 6.00 1.68 316 .60 2.39 0.66 0.91 0.94 1.05 0.78
Direct Expenses 24.90 22.29 M7 30,33 26,76 3142 3,50 3291 36,05 34,30 34,90 358.98 36,61
Direct Margin (2.59) (1.23) {6.09) (7.14) (1.8 (3.34) (5.52) .07 8.67 10.31 15.27 20.54 1672
Cverhead Allocation .39 338 4.84 4.65 4,08 4.54 4,84 5.25 5.87 543 5.60 6.34 5.81
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 28,2% 25.68 36.02 34.59 30.84 35.95 35.64 38.16 41.91 39.73 40.50 45,33 42.42
Margin after Corp O/H (558)  (461)  (1093) (ILED) (597} (787 (1037)  (3.18) 2.80 487 9,67 14.20 1091
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 1.48 1.52 1.67 1.73 179 1.87 202 209 219 227 2.36 2.46 2.53
Non-fiee! 0.61 0.68 0.66 0.77 0.72 077 496 0.7 0.68 0,79 0.7 .34 0.96
Capital Expenditures 017 003 046 058 016 028 .33 021 005 008 0.08 0,09 007
Direct Expenses .27 1,26 .79 3.09 .68 .92 R j.o1 192 13 .20 1.39 159
Direct Margin (040 (0.29) (7)) (090) (037} (0.49)  (€.80) 0.04 0.52 0.74 117 1.54 140
Overhead Allocation 0.29 0.32 0.41 0.45 0.39 0.40 0.51 046 045 047 0.49 0.53 .54
-
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 1,56 2.58 .20 3.54 3.06 3.32 387 347 .37 .61 3.69 392 4.13 U%
Margin after Corp Oft (0.69)  (061)  (LI2) @35 (075 (0.88)  (131)  (0.42) 0.07 0.27 0.69 102 0.85 o
~1
NPV of Margin after O/H s,
NI'V of Decommissioning 41 7.0 %
NPV OF NET MARGIN | (ZU.O)I I 9.5 |
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DUQUESNE.HT .

Costs of Fossil Plants

S in Millions
DELAYED ENTRY
ELRAMA 1999 2008 2001 2002 %003 2004 2005 2006
kwh Market Price {¢onts) 1.87 1.97 2.08 219 231 243
Unit Outpu (gwh) 2,789 2,801 2810 2,986 2,662 3,040
Delivered Quiput (gwh) 2,502 2,513 2,521 2.679 2,188 2,728
Revenues 47.74 $0.31 53.43 59.76 56,26 67.31 0.00
1-R n

Fuel Costs 3150 3075 3173 34,55 3L9%4 127
Fuel Related ECR Costs 6.63 6.81 7.00 745 7.5 790
NOx Emissions 5.99 6.33 5.60 7.55 6.46 841
S02 Bmissigns Q.55 62 @ {0.29) (0.40) (0.32)

Taral Fuel 44 67 44,51 45,02 49.26 45.1% 53.27

-} il

Variable O&M 2.80 2.89 2.98 34 197 3.48
Fixed Q&M 16.16 1523 17.28 17.11 17.62 17.78
Overhaut 380 17Q 0.0 000 300 Q.00

Subtotal 276 20.82 20.26 26.35 2359 21,26
FICA 0.56 0.63 0.64 0.65 0.64 0.70
Properly Tax 4.62 0,62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62
Cap Stock Tax 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 065 0.65

Total Non-fuel 24,60 22,72 22.17 227 25.50 231
Capital Expenditures 6.13 §.54 5.66 273 L5l 1.05
Direet Expenses 75.3% 75.78 72.85 74.26 T2.16 71.56
Direct Margin (17.66)  (2546) (1942}  (14.50)  (1590)  ({0.25)
Overlizad Allocation 10.26 11.50 11.32 11.3% 11.00 LL20
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 85.65 87.27 8407 85.65 83.15 88,75
Margin after Corp O/H (37.92)  (3695)  (3073)  (2538)  (2690)  (20.44)
Costs perv kwh {rents)
Fuel 1.90 1.89 1.50 1.96 2.01 2.08
Non-fuel 0.98 0.90 0.88 0.83 1.e7 0.85
Capital Eapenditures Q.24 234 @22 G619 3.05 G.04
Direct Expenscs 3.13 3143 3 2.89 3.15 .9
Direct Margin (L6}  (1.16)  (0.93)  (D70)  (0.84)  (D.54)
Overhead Allecation 0.4 0.46 045 0.43 0.46 0.4]
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 3,54 3.59 3.46 in 3.61 3.38
Margin after Corp O/FL (67 (163 (138)  (L13  {130)  (0.95)
NEV of Margin after O %)
NPV of Decommissioning 0.7 35.0

61 JO 8¢ 988d

NPV OF NET MARGIN [ aora) I
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants

§ in Millions

MANSFIELD 1

1992 3400 000 002

DELAYED ENTRY

1003 004 1008 oS 001 008 1008 wn s wml Wi paks WS
kwh Market Price (cents} 1.87 197 208 219 231 243 256 305 144 3.88 437 49 4.99 5.1 524 .37 5.50
Unit Output (gwh) 1,721 1,378 1,860 1,869 1,693 1,885 1886 1,519 1973 1978 1,781 1973 1973 1,632 1,865 1973 1.951
Defivered Output (gwh} 1,561 1,248 1,687 1,695 1,535 1,709 1710 1377 1,789 1,794 1,615 1,789 1789 1.480 1,691 1,789 1,769
Revenues 30,36 536 3s66 I8 IS 4228 4452 4.4 61.45 69.51 7052  88.20 89.20 75,65 88.58 96.06 97.36
Fuyel-Relnted Expenses
Fue! Costs 2523 13.65 18.12 18.64 17.38 19.89 20.47 16.86 22.55 225 2655 24.55 2526 2148 25328 2748 2798
Fucl Retated ECR Costs 327 il 3.70 381 357 405 4.16 349 458 471 438 495 508 436 5.08 5.51 5,59
NOx Emissions 3.04 231 367 3.84 355 421 440 336 5.02 523 4.76 567 592 168 5.94 6.70 6.86
802 Emissions ®13 (0.19) 021 (0.23} 10.28) (0.26) 0.28) 03N {e3n 0.33) {041} 0.39) 043 0.58) (053} 030 058
Totah Fuel 3141 1849 2528 2606  242) 2088 285 2332 3184 3287 3028 3477 3584 29.95 35.76 39.16 3985
m-fuel Q&M Expen:
Variable O&M 2.92 219 2.94 3.04 2.83 324 3.30 213 363 373 344 3.90 401 139 197 431 437
Fixed O&M 441 310 334 122 a1 4.06 428 352 188 337 583 445 471 474 3.68 374 7.33
Overhaul 2.00 216 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 293 Q.00 0,00 0.00 2,00 2.00 239 081 0.00 0.00
Subtotal 7.33 8,04 6.28 6.26 7.60 7.28 7.58 9.18 7.5 7.10 9.27 835 37 1078 3.46 3,06 1170
FICA 0.22 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.23 0.24 0.22 0.20 o 0.21 0.27 0.28 0.24 025 023 024 0.24
Property Tax 0.48 048 048 0.48 0.48 048 0.48 0.48 0.48 048 048 0.48 048 048 0.48 0.48 0.48
Cap Stock Tax .50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 050
Total Non-fucl 8,52 9.20 7.45 7.43 8.81 £.50 878 1035 8.7 229 10.51 96l 9.94 11,94 9.67 9.28 12.92
Capital Expenditures 0.92 141 0.45 0.84 297 197 0.70 320 0.40 075 345 0,43 0.82 372 047 0.89 0.86
Direct Expenses 4086 LI 3318 3434 3599 3834 22 3688 4095 4191 4424 448 4653 4561 4591 49.33 53,63
Direct Margin (1049)  (5.74) 248 3.36 (0.06) 393 6.19 5.06 20.51 760 2635 4339 42.61 3004 4268 4674 437
Overhead Altocation 5.56 4,72 5.16 5.27 548 5.54 6.01 589 5.66 6.64 7.10 7.29 7.39 7.51 8.00 319 942
Expenses inel. Corp O/H 46.42 3581 3834 3961 41.47 4388 4423 2.1 4161 48.55 5134 5210 53.98 53.12 53.91 57.52 63.05
Margin after Corp O/H (16050 (1045)  (268)  (1.91)  (555)  (L60) 0.28 (083  13.84 20.96 1925 36.10 1512 22,53 34.68 3854 143
Costy per lowh {cents)
Fuel 220 165 1.67 172 176 182 1.87 1.89 198 2.04 209 216 223 225 235 243 2.50
Non-fuel 0.55 0.74 044 0.44 0.57 .50 0.51 075 0.49 0.46 0.65 0.54 0.56 081 0.57 0.52 073
Capilal Expeaditures 0.06 027 0.03 0.05 019 11 004 023 0.02 004 021 0.02 0,05 0.25 0.03 0,05 005
Direct Expeases 2,80 2.66 2.14 221 153 2.43 2.43 288 2.49 2.54 195 172 283 331 195 3.00 3.8
Direct Margin (0.93) (065  (0.06)  (0.02)  (0.22)  {0.00) 013 0.17 0.94 133 142 221 216 "1.80 129 237 223
Overhead Allocation 0.36 0.38 031 031 0.36 032 035 043 037 037 0.44 0.4t 041 0.51 047 046 0.53
Expenses inel. Carp O/I1 .16 3.04 245 2.52 2.89 .76 118 330 2.86 291 339 3.13 34 182 3.42 3.46 3.81 ¥
Margin after Corp O/H (129) (47 (031 (833  (0.58) (033 (022}  {0.26) 0.57 0.96 0.98 1.60 175 129 1.82 £.91 1.69 i
L
D
NPV of Margin after O/H o
NEV of Becommissioning 7.4 2.6 -
NPV OF NET MARGIN 9.4 829 had
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DUQUESN E.HT .
Costs of Fossil Plants
$ in Millions
DELAYED ENTRY
MANSFIELD 2 1993 2008 2001 2007 200 2004 805 2006 2007 2008 2002 2010 i B 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
kwh Marke1 Price (cenis) 1.87 .97 2.08 219 23 243 2.56 3.05 344 338 4.37 4,93 4,99 511 5.24 537 5.50 5.64
Unit Output (gwit) 475 509 393 518 520 483 524 549 423 550 548 496 549 550 423 549 549 5410
Delivered Output {gwh) 432 463 358 472 473 440 477 500 385 501 499 452 500 50] 385 500 500 493
Revenues 8.43 9.31 7.59 10.51 1145 10.87 12,42 1522 132 19.42 2181 2228 4.9 25.61 20.16 26.84 27.50 27.81
Fucl-Relnfed Expenses .
Fuel Costs 6.9 497 3179 51 5.27 5.04 562 6,02 4aMm 639 6.55 6.10 6.95 716 5.66 7.56 1.78 7.89
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.90 0.98 0.79 1.06 LO% 1.04 116 1.24 0.99 1.31 1.34 1.25 14t 145 f.16 1.53 1.57 1,59
NCx Emissions 0.87 0.9% 0.72 [.10 E15 1.10 1.26 1.38 1.00 1.50 1.56 1.43 1.70 .78 1.29 192 200 205
501 Emissions (.94} (L] 10.09) [0.08) {.03) {010 .10 (0103 [UREH JURTY 012} (0.15) 0.13} 0.16) 020 {0.18} .20 0.22)
Total Fuel 8.6l 6.90 521 7.19 143 7.08 7.95 8.55 5.64 9.09 933 8.63 9.91 10,24 7.90 10,23 LL16 11.31
Non-fuet Q&M Expenses
Variable 0&M 0.81 081 0.62 .85 0.87 0.79 0.92 0.99 078 1.04 106 .99 1.12 115 0.90 1.21 1.23 [.25
Fixed Q&M 1.20 084 091 0.88 1.30 .11 116 .96 1,05 0.92 1.58 1.21 1.23 1.29 1.00 1.02 2.01 159
Overhaul 000 .00 [1A:71 000 0.00 0.00 0,00 .00 0.82 6.00 090 .00 0.00 0.00 095 .00 000 000
Subtatal a0 1.65 245 1.72 2,17 1.90 2,08 195 2,65 196 2.65 .20 2.40 244 285 122 3.2 183
FICA 0,06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0407 0.06 0.06 0.06 005 0,06 0,08 0.07 0.07 0407 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.i0
Property Tax 0.13 0.13 0.13 013 013 03 0.13 013 0.13 0.13 013 0.13 0.13 013 0.13 013 013 053
Cap S1ock Tax 0,14 0,14 0,14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0,14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0,14 0.14 0.14
Tatal Non-fuel 133 197 2.76 2.04 2.50 2,23 241 227 2.98 228 199 2.53 273 278 3.8 2.56 358 3.20
Capital Expenditures 022 025 0.7 0.i2 0,15 1.30 0.07 0.t7 0.87 0.08 0.18 0,93 0.09 0.19 1.01 0.09 0.2] 017
Direct Expenses 116 9.12 8.68 9.36 10.08 10.61 10,43 10,59 10.48 1148 12.49 12.10 12,73 1321 12,08 13.48 1494 14,68
Direct Margin (1L72) 0.20 {1.10) 1.15 1.03 025 1.9% 413 214 197 9,32 10.18 12,19 12.40 8.07 13.36 12.56 13.12
Overhead Allocation 1.52 1.38 1.35 1.43 1.54 1.53 1.64 175 171 1.81 2.00 1.97 102 218 2,11 224 162 2,16
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 12,68 10.51 10.63 10.79 11,62 12.14 12.07 12.74 12.18 13.27 14.50 14,07 14,75 15.38 14.19 1572 17.57 16.84
Margin after Corp O/ (4.24) (1.18) (2.45) (0.28) {0.51) {1.28) 0.35 2.4% 1.03 6.15 7.31 8.21 10.17 10,23 597 11.12 9.93 10.97
Costs per kwh (vents)
Fuel .18 1.67 1.63 1.70 1.75 1.79 1.86 1.9 1.93 202 208 213 221 2.27 2.29 24] 248 2.55
Non-fuel 0.54 0,43 077 043 0.53 0.51 0.51 0.46 0.77 0.46 0.60 036 0.55% 0.55 0.83 0.51 0.72 0.65
Capital Expenditures 0.05 003 020 0.03 0,03 Q.30 0.02 .03 823 202 0,04 02] 002 00 026 0.02 0.04 .03
Direct Expenses 177 2.15 1.60 216 131 1.59 238 1.40 293 2.49 172 2.90 L 2.6 338 294 324 i
Direct Margin {0.90) (0.18) {0.52) 0,03 (0.00) (0.16) 0.18 0.6% .51 1.38 1.65 .03 1.21 2,25 1.86 243 227 141
Overhead Allocation 0.35 0.30 0.8 0.30 032 .35 0.34 0.35% 0.44 0.36 0.40 0.44 0.40 0.43 0.55 0.45 0.53 0.44
In~)
Expenses incl. Corp Q/H 312 2.44 198 247 .64 .94 171 2.75 337 186 3z 3.3 3.18 3¢ in 339 116 3.67 %
Margin after Corp O/H {1.25) (0.47) (0.90) (0.28) (0.33) (0.51) (0.16) 0.30 .07 1.02 .25 .60 1.81 L&l 1.32 1.98 1.74 1.97 g
=]
=
NPV of Margi 1
of Margin a.ﬂe-r (')Il \%
NPV of Decommissioning 0.5 0.9
NPY OF NET MARGIN I 12.5 | ] 9.5 I
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DUQUESN E.HT .
Costs of Fossil Plants
3 in Millions
DELAYED ENTRY
MANSFIELD 3 1999 2000 001 {002 2003 2904 2005 2006 2007 2008 2908 2010 2011 2012 2013 034 015 1016 07
kwh Market Pricc (cents) L.87 197 2,08 2,19 2.31 243 2.56 30§ 344 388 431 493 499 1 324 337 5.50 5.64 5.78
Unit Qutput {gwh) 778 897 910 697 913 917 326 945 945 749 945 945 855 948 943 738 935 948 855
Delivered Ouiput (gwh) 720 330 842 645 845 848 764 875 875 693 874 875 791 877 875 633 865 877 791
Revenues 12.7% 16.59 17,69 1428 19.72 20,88 19.81 26.64 30,05 26.54 38.20 43.13 39.44 44.33 45.83 36.68 47.61 49.49 45.74
Fuel-Relafed Expenses
Fuel Costs 1.3 869 8.71 6.83 9.20 9.50 8.81 10.34 10,64 8.67 11,25 11.58 10.78 12.28 12.62 10.13 13,21 13.78 1275
Fuel Related ECR Costs 1.52 1.77 1.85 148 195 201 1.87 2.18 2.24 1.85 2.36 242 2,26 2.56 262 2.14 2.74 2385 2.65
NOx Emissions 167 2.07 2,20 161 240 2.51 230 2.83 295 225 319 ki x] 3.04 3.64 378 280 4.0 4.0 3.91
S02 Emissiang 019 0z R Rin 019 018 Q19 I8 @I 26 (023} (025 29 029 @3)  @4) (036 038 (046
Total Fuel 14.43 12.66 12.62 9,75 13.40 13.86 1279 15.17 15.64 12.50 16.58 17.09 15,79 18.20 18.71 14.65 19.63 20.54 18.85
Non-fuel O&M Expenzes
Variable O&M 1,35 E45 147 1.16 1.56 .60 148 1.73 1.78 1.44 1.86 191 1.77 201 2.06 .65 2.14 222 1.06
Fixcd 0&M 2.13 L.50 1.61 1.55 230 1.96 2.06 170 1.87 1.62 2.8¢ 2.15 227 228 178 L8l 3.57 .86 283
Qverhaul @90 000 0.00 124 240 .00 2.00 2.00 0.00 L32 .00 0,00 .00 0.00 0.00 159 0.08 0.00 .00
Subtotat 347 295 3.08 395 3.86 3.56 3.54 343 165 439 467 405 4.04 429 3.83 504 578 5.08 489
FICA 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.09 012 0.12 0.10 e ol 0.09 0,13 0.14 0.1l 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.12 .18 0.19
Property Tax 0.23 0.23 023 023 0.23 0.5 0.23 023 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 ¥X) 0.23 0.23 023
Cap Stoek Tax 0,24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.2 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
Total Noti-fuel 4,05 3.52 3.65 4.51 4.45 4.15 4.1 4.0 4.23 495 528 4.66 463 490 442 5.62 6.37 5.74 555
Capital Expenditures 1.20 0.36 0.22 1.46 0.17 113 147 0.19 0.35 1,59 0.21 0.38 1.7 0.22 0.41 1.85 0.25 0.45 1.99
Direct Fxpenses 19.69 16.54 16.49 1572 1800 19.13 18.37 19.37 022 19.04 22.06 2214 2213 230 23.55 1212 16,25 16,72 26,39
Direct Margin (5.89) 0.05 1.21 (1.44) 1.69 1.75 1.44 7.7 9,83 7.80 16,14 20.99 17.31 2151 22.28 14,56 1134 .76 19.34
Overhead Allocation 2.68 251 156 241 2.75 2.76 2.89 109 329 30 3.54 1.60 3.5 3.34 An 3.67 a6l 393 382
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 1237 19.04 19.05 18.13 2077 21.90 21.26 1146 23.51 22,06 25.60 25.74 25.64 27.16 27.65 25.79 30.85 30,65 30.21
Margin after Corp O/l1 (8.57) (2.46) (1.36) (3.85) (1.05) (100 (3.45) 418 6.54 4.78 12,60 17.39 13.50 17,67 1818 1088 16,15 18.84 15.53
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuch 219 1.70 1.67 1.69 177 1.82 187 1.93 1.99 2.01 21 2.17 11 2.30 237 2.39 2.52 2.59 2.64
Non-fuck 0.56 0.42 0.43 0.7 0.53 0.49 0.54 0.46 0.48 0.7 0.60 0.53 0.59 0.56 0.51 0.82 0.74 0,65 0.70
Capital Expenditurcs 017 4.04 0.03 923 0.02 Q13 019 0.02 0.04 0.23 0.02 0,04 0,22 003 0,05 027 003 003 0235
Direct Expenses 151 117 213 2.62 1,32 .44 2.60 141 151 2.96 274 2.75 3.02 1.5¢ 2.93 3.48 3.28 3.30 3.60
Direct Margin (£.05) (0.20) 0.05) (0.43) (0.01} 001} 0.04) 0.63 0.92 0.92 1.63 .18 1.96 122 138 1.89 222 2.34 2.19
Overhiead Allogation 0.37 0.30 2.30 .37 0,33 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.38 Q.44 oAl 0.41 044 044 0,47 0.54 0.53 0.45 0.48
Expenses incl. Corp O7H 329 2.47 244 2.99 2.64 PR 4] 298 .77 2.8% 339 314 3.6 347 333 340 4.02 38l 3.7 4,08
Margin after Corp O/l (1.42) (0.50) 036 (0.80) (0.33) (0.34) (0.42) 028 0.55 0.48 113 .77 1.52 179 1.84 135 569 5.89 170
NPV of Margin after O/11
NPV of Decammissioning 1K) 2.3
NPV OF NET MARGIN | 26.6 | [ 61.9]
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants
§ in Millions

MANSFIELD 3 2018 2019
kowly Markel Price {eents) 5.93 608
Unit Qutpat {gwh) 945 240
Delivered Output (gwh) 875 870
Revenues 51,85 $2.86
Fuel-Relnted Expenses
Fuel Costs 14.49 14.80
Fuel Related ECR Costs 3.00 .06
NOx Emissions 4.66 4.3
SO Ewissions (0,45} {D.4%)
Total Fuel 21.69 22.18
Non-fuel Q&M Expenses
Varinble Q&M 2.3 2.38
Fined O&M N 328
Overhaul 0,00 Q.00
Subtotal 558 5.66
FICA 0.19 0.20
Property Tax 023 0.23
Cap Stock Tax 0.4 0.24
Total Non-fuel 6.21 6.33
Capital Expenditures 0.17 0.49
Dircet Expenses 28.17 29,00
Direct Margin 23.68 13.85
QOverhead Allocation 443 4,30
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 3260 3330
Margin after Corp O/H 19,15 19.55
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 2.75 2,82
Non-fuel 0,71 0.73
Capita) Expenditures 003 .06
Direct Expenses 349 J.61
Direct Margin 2.44 .47
Overhead Allocation 0,51 0.49
Expenses incl. Coep O/H 399 4.10
piargin after Corp O/H 1.93 1,97

NPV of Margin after O/H
NPY of Decommissioning
NI'Y OF NET MARGIN
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DUQUESNE.HT

Costs of Fossil Plants

$in Milliens

BRUNOT 1SLAND
kwh Marker Price (cents)
Unit Gutput {gwi)
Delivered Output {(gwh)

Revenues

0 d Expen:
Fuel Costs
Fuel Related ECR Costs

NOx Emissions
302 Emissions
Total Fuel

Non-fugl O&M Expenses
Variable 0% M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subitacal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fiel

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses inct. Corp O/H

Margin after Corp O/H

Costs per lwh (gents)
Fuel

Non-fued

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Birect Margin

Overhead Altocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning
NPV OF NET MARGIN

0.00
0.00
0.00

.00

0.00
0.59

0.59
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.27

2.88
(2.88)

327
(3.7

Q.00
Q.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

8.2

9.85

0,00

0.00
0,00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.61
6l
0.02
033

0.34
1.29

1.46
(1.46)

022

1.68
(1.68)

0,00
6.00

0.00
.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

001 002 90

10.40

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.62
0.62
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.30

097

1.47
(1.47)

0.23

.70
(1.70)

0.00
0.60

0,00
0.00

0.00

0.00
.00

.00
0,00
0.00

0,00

0.00
064

0.64
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.32

1.50
(1.50)

L7
(1.73)

0.00
0.00

0.00
6,00

0.00

0.00
0.00

11.55

12,00

000
o.00
0.00

9.00

0.00
0.65

0.65
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.34

152
(1.52)

175
(1.75)

0,00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.0
0.00

2004
12,15

0.09

0.00
0.00
0.00

000

0.00
0.67

0.67
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.36

574
674

6.57
(6.57)

0.00
0,00

.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

2005
12,80

0,00

0.00
0.00
0.09

0.00

0.00
0.69

0.69
.02
0.33
0.34
138

1.57
(1.57

1.81
(1.81)

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.08
0.00

DELAYED ENTRY

2006
1523
7
25.40

3.87

247
0.00
0.00

2.47

0,03
0.71

0,74
0.02
0.33
.34
1.43

4.09
(0.12)

0.65

4.74
(0.87)

9.82

5.61

077
16.20
(0.97)

18.77
(2.54)

13.9

2007
17.18
27
25.40

4.36

253
0.00
0.00

2.53

0,03
0.73

0.76
0.02
0,33
034
1.44

4,18
.19

068

4.86
{0.49)

1009
5.68
0.79

16.56
0.62

2.68

19.23
(2.06)

%008
19.38
27
25.40

160
0.00
0.00
000
2.60

0.03
0.75

0.78
0.02
0.33
0.34
147

4.27
0.65

0.68

4,95
(0.03)

10.36
577
0.81

16.94
244

2,66

19,60
(0.23)

009 2000
21.86 24,65
27 27
25.40 25.40
558 §.26
.67 274
0.00 0.00
0.00 0,00
000 000
2.67 2.4
0.03 0,03
2017 0.7%
800 00
0.80¢ 0.82
0.02 0,03
0.33 0.33
0.34 0.34
1.48 1.51
0.19 0.19
4.34 4,45
1.21 1.81
0.70 .72
5.04 517
0.51 1.09
10.64 10.93
5.84 595
025 07
17.23 17.64
4,63 7.01
2.1 2.85
19.97 20.49
1.89 4,16

2011
4.9
27
25.40

6.33

.82
0.00
0.00
0.00
282

003
0.79

0.83
0.02
033
0.34
1.51

4,53
1.80

o

5.5
1.08

11.22
5.96
079

17.97
6.97

2.83

20.80
4.14

w52
25.56
27
25,40

6.49

.89
0.00
0,00

2.89

0.03
0.60
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.33
0.34
070

0.11

kA |
.79

4.32
.18

11.52
0.00

11.52
0.00

.00

11.52
0.00
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DUQUESI\.IGHT .

Costs of Nuclear Plants

3 in Millions
DELAYED ENTRY
BEAVER VALLEY | 1999 2000 2001 2003 2003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 2009 2019 2011 2012 2013
kwh Market Price {cents) 1.87 1.97 2.08 2.19 231 243 2.56 3.08 3.44 338 437 493 499 5.11 524
Unit Output (gwh) 2,726 2,874 3,373 2,864 2,864 3,382 2,864 2,854 3,373 2,874 2,864 3,373 2,864 2,874 3,373
Delivered Quiput (gwh) 2,564 2,703 3,172 2,694 2,694 3,181 2,694 2,694 3,172 2,703 2,694 3,172 2,694 2,713 3,172
Revenues 48.26 53.21 65.93 59.40 62,30 T1.57 6971 82.05 108.97 104,73 £17.76 156.40 134.34 £38.14 166.18
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs [ER S| 11.27 13.25 1£.59 11.49 13,94 12.30 12,50 15,20 13,39 13.75 16.73 14.67 15.17 18.38
Fuel Related ECR Costs 2.56 210 iz 269 269 118 269 68 iz 270 269 17 269 210 21z
Total Fuel 13.68 13.97 16.42 14,29 14,19 17.12 14,99 15.20 18.37 16.09 16.45 19.91 17.37 17.88 21.55
Non-fuel Q&M Expenses
Variable O&M 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 30.76 2497 25.62 26,29 17.00 2773 28.48 29,19 2092 30.67 Jidd 3222 313,03 33.85 34.70
Overhaul 16,39 1368 Q.00 1440 1479 Q.00 1260 1602 0.00 16.88 1232 .00 1825 1874 .00
Subtotal 47.15 38.65 25.62 40,69 41.79 21.73 44,08 45.21 2992 47,55 48.76 20 51.28 52.60 34.70
FICA 1.42 1.45 1.48 1.51 £.54 1.57 1.60 1.64 1.67 1.7¢ 1.74 1.77 1.81 1.84 1.88
Properly Tax 2.06 206 206 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2,06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2.06 2406 206
Cap Stock Tax 215 2.15 2.15 2,15 2,15 215 2.15 248 245 2,15 215 215 2,15 215 2.15
Total Non-fuel 52,718 44 3% 315 4641 47.53 33.51 49,89 51.06 35,80 5346 54.70 38.20 57.29 5865 40,79
Capital Expenditures 6.76 5.69 5.34 599 6,16 6.33 6.50 6.68 6.86 7.04 7.23 7.43 7.63 7.84 8.06
18.4%
Direci Expenses 73,21 63.96 53.56 66,68 67.88 56.96 71.38 72,93 61.03 76.59 18.37 65.53 82,29 §4.36 70.3%
Direct Margin (24,95) (10.75) 12.36 (1.29) (5.58) 20.61 {1.67) 9,12 47.94 28.14 39.38 90,86 52,08 53.78 95.7%
Overhead Allocation 9.95 8.70 832 10.23 10.35 8.22 11.23 11.64 993 12.14 12.57 10.66 13.05 1390 12.27
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 83.18 73.67 61.39 76.91 78.22 65.18 82.61 84,57 70.96 88.73 90.95 76.20 95.34 98.26 82.67
Margin after Corp O/I1 (34.91) (20,45} 4,04 {17.52) (15.92) 12.3% (12.50) (2.53) 38.01 16.00 26.81 80.20 39.00 39.88 83,52
Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel 053 0.52 052 053 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.56 058 0.60 0.61 0.63 0.64 0.66 0.68
Non-fuel 2.06 1.64 0.99 1.72 1.76 1.05 1.85 1.90 1.13 1.98 2.03 £.20 213 217 1.29
Capital Expenditures 026 a2l 018 .22 023 020 0.24 025 022 026 0.27 022 0.28 0.29 0.25
Direct Expenses 2.86 2.37 1.69 2.48 .52 179 2,65 2.7 1.92 .83 2.91 2.07 3.05 3.12 2.1_'2
Direct Margin (0.99) (0.40) 0.39 (029 (0.21) 0.64 (0.09) - 0.34 1.51 1.04 1.46 136 1.93 1.99 3,02
Overhead Atllocation 0.39 3,36 0.26 0,38 0,38 0.26 0.42 0.43 031 045 447 0.34 0.48 0.51 0.39
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 3.24 2.73 1.95 .85 2.9 2.05 .07 14 224 3.28 3.38 2.40 3.54 3.64 2.61
Margin after Corp O/H (1.37) 0.76) 0.13 (D.66) {0.59) 0.8 (0.51) (0.09) 1.20 0.59 1,00 2,53 1.45 1.48 2.63
NPV of Margin after O/H
Overfunded Decomm, 0.6 0.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN I 55.3 | | 166.2 |
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Costs of Nuclear Plants
$ in Millions

BEAVER VALLEY 1 2014 2015
kwh Markel Price {cents) 5.37 5.50
Unit Output {gwh) 2,864 3,336
Delivered Output (gwh) 2,694 3137
Revenues 144.67 172.68
Fucl-Rejated Expenses
Fuel Costs 16,10 19,31
Fuel Refated ECR Costs 2.69 314
Total Fuel 18.79 22.44
Non-{uel 0&M Expenses
Variable O&M 0.00 0.00
Fixed Q&M 35.57 36.46
QOverhaul 1972 0.00
Subtotal 5533 36.46
FICA 1.92 1.95
Property Tax 2.06 2.06
Cap Stock Tax 2.15 2.15
Total Non-fuel 61.46 42,62
Capital Expenditures 8,28 8.51
Direct Expenses 88.53 73.57
Direct Margin . 56.14 99.11
Overhead Allocation 14.71 12.92
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 103.23 86.49
Margin after Corp O/H 41.44 86.19
Costs per kwh {cents)
Fuel 0.70 0.72
Non-fuel 2,28 1.36
Capital Expenditures 031 027
Direct Expenses 3.29 235
Direct Margin 2.08 .16
Overhead Ajlocation 0.55 0.41
Expenses inck, Corp O/H 3.83 2.76
Margin after Corp O/H 1.54 2.75

NPV of Margin after O/H
Overfunded Decomm,
NPV OF NET MARGIN
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DUQUESI\.IGHT .

Costs of Nuclear Plants
S in Millions .

DELAYED ENTRY

BEAVER VALLEY 2 1999 2000 2001 002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
kwh Market Price {cents) 1.87 1.97 2.08 2.19 231 243 2.56 305 344 188 437 4,93 499 5.4 524
Unit Outpwt {gwh) 883 994 883 883 991 885 883 991 883 885 991 883 883 994 283
Delivered Qutput (gwh) 829 934 829 829 931 832 829 931 829 832 931 829 829 934 829
Revenues 15.47 18.37 17.32 18.11 21.52 20.28 21.26 28.35 28.48 3222 40.69 40.87 41.34 47.72 43.43
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuet Casts 338 3.96 361 3.54 3.93 3.58 3.53 4,04 372 3.84 4,44 4.09 422 490 4,50
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.83 093 083 083 093 0.83 0483 0.93 0.83 0.83 093 083 0.83 [£R:5] 083
Total Fucl 4.21 4,90 4.44 4.36 4.86 441 4.36 497 4,54 4.68 5.38 4.92 5.05 5.84 5.32
Non-fue] Q&M Expenses
Variable O&M Q.00 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 8.88 7.22 741 7.61 7.81 8.02 8.24 845 8.66 3.87 9.10 932 9.56 9.79 10.04
Overhaut 302 0.00 110 118 000 336 145 000 164 1B 0.00 393 403 2.00 425
Subrotal 11,90 1.22 10.51 10.79 7.81 11.38 11.69 845 12,29 12.60 9.10 13.25 13.59 9.79 14.29
FICA 0.40 0.41 0.42 0.43 043 0.44 0.45 .46 0.47 0.48 0.49 0.50 0.5 0,52 0.53
Property Tax 042 0.42 042 0.42 042 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.42 042 0.42 0.42
Cap Stock Tax 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 044 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44
Total Non-fuel 13.15 8.49 11.78 12,07 9.10 12.68 12,99 9.76 13.62 13.94 10.44 14.60 14.95 11.17 15.68
Capital Expenditures 6.65 4,86 4,99 512 526 540 5.54 5.70 5.84 6.00 6.15 6.32 6.49 6.67 6.85
Direct Expenses 24.01 18.24 21.21 21.55 19.22 22.49 22.90 20.42 24.00 24.61 .97 25.84 26.49 13.67 271.85
Direct Margin {8.54) 0.13 (3.89) (3.44) .30 (2.20) (1.64) 7.93 4.47 1.61 18.73 15.03 14.84 24.05 15.58
Overhead Allocation vy 277 3.30 3.30 293 3.25 3.60 326 391 3.90 3,52 4.20 420 190 4.85
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 27.28 2L01 24.51 24.85 22,14 2573 26.50 23.68 27.91 28.51 2549 30.04 30,70 21.57 32.70
Margin after Corp O/H (11.80) (2.64) (7.19) (6.74) (0.63) (5.45) (5.24) 4.67 0.57 LI 15.20 10.83 10.64 20.15 10.73
Costs per kwh (cenis)
Fuel 0.5t 0.52 0.54 0.53 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.55 0.56 0.58 Q.59 0.61 0.63 0.64
Non-fuel 1.59 091 142 1,46 0.98 1.52 1.57 1.05 1.64 1.68 112 1.76 1.80 1.20 1.89
Capital Expenditures 0.80 052 0.60 862 0.56 Q65 0.67 061 070 072 .66 076 028 on 0.83
Direct Expenses 2.90 1.95 1,56 2.60 2.06 2.70 2.76 2.19 2.90 2.96 2.36 3.12 3.20 2.54 3.36
Direct Margin (103} 0.02 (0.48) (0.41) 0.25 027 0.20) 0.85 0.54 0.92 2.01 1.81 1.79 2.58 1.88
Overhead Allocation 0.39 0.30 0.40 0.40 0.31 0.39 043 0.35 047 0.47 038 0.51 0.51 042 0.59
Expenses incl, Corp G/H .29 2.25 2.96 .00 2.38 .09 3.20 2.54 3.37 3.43 2.74 .62 3.70 2.95 3.94
Margin after Corp O/l (1.42) (0.28) (0.88) (0.81) {0.07) {0.66) (0.64) 0.50 0.07 0.45 1.63 1.31 1.28 2.16 1.29
NPV of Margin after O/H ‘
Underfunded Decomm. 5.0 8.5

NPV OF NET MARGIN
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DUQUESI\.IGH’I‘

Costs of Nuclear Plants

5 in Millions

BEAVER VALLEY 2
kwh Market Price (cents)
Unit Output {gwh)
Delivered Qutput {(gwh}

Revenues

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related ECR Costs
Total Fuel

Non-fuel Q&M Expenses
Variable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtotal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures

Dirvect Expenses
Dircet Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses inc). Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

Costs per kwh (¢ents)
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp (/11
Margin after Corp O/11

NPV of Margin after O/H
Underfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

2014
537
883
829

44.52

4,64
547
0.00
10.29
14.66
0.54
0.42
0.44
16.05

7.03

28.55
15.97

474

33.29
11.22

0.66
1,94

344
1.93

0.57

4.02
135

2015 2016
5.50 5.64
991 283
031 829
51.24 46,77
538 494
033 083
6.3) 577
0.00 0.00
16.55 1081
.00 461
10.55 15.42
0.55 0.58
0.42 0.42
0.44 0.44
11.95 16.86
7.22 7.24
25.48 29.87
25.76 16.90
447 4.39
29,96 3425
2129 1252
0.68 0.70
1.28 203
.78 087
274 3.60
277 2.04
0.48 0.53
322 4.13
2,29 1.51

2017
5.78
883
829

47.94

5.09
5.92
0.00
11.08
15.81
0.60
0.42

0.44
17.26

30.60
17.34

4.42

35.03
1291

0.71
2,08

3.69
2.09

0.53

4.23
1.56

593
991
931

55.18

5.89
6.82
0.00
11.36
11.36
0.61
042

0.44
12.82

27.25
93

4.28

31.54
23.65

0.73
1.38

293
3.00

0.46

3.3%
2.54

2019

6.08
883
129

50.37

5.43

(.83
6.26

0.00
14.64

16.63
0.62
0.42
0.44

18.11

7.80

32.16
18.20

36.93
1343

0.75
2.18

3.88
2.20

0.58

4.46
1.62

2020

6.23
883
829

51.62

5.59
6.42
0.00
11.93
17.06
0.63
042
0.44
18.55
7.99

3295
18,67

38.15
13.47

0.77
2.24

398
225

0.63

4.60
1.63

2021
6.38
991
931

59.43

6.46
739
.00
12.23
12,23
0.65
0.42
0.44
13.73

8.19

29.32
301

4.72

34.03
1839

0.79
1.48

3.15
3.23

0.51

3.66
.73

22

6,54
883
829

54.24

587
6.80
0.00

12.54

17.94
066
042
0.44

19.46
8.40

34.65
19.59

40.36
13.88

0.82
235

418
2.36

0.69

4.87
1.67

1023 2024
6.71 6.87
883 991
829 931
55.59 64.00
6.13 7.09
083 L]
6.96 8.02
0.00 6.00
12.85 13.17
L55 0.00
18.41 13.17
0.67 0.68
0.42 042
0.44 0.44
19.93 1471
8.6 882
35.50 3155
20,10 32.45
5.68 572
41.19 37.27
14.40 26.73
0.84 0.86
2.40 1.58
L04 093
4.28 339
.42 3.49
0.69 0.6
4.97 4.00
1.74 2.87

2025

7.05
883
§29

58.41

6.56
7.39
0.00
13.50
19.36
0.70
0.42
0.44
20.91
0.04

37.34
21.67

6.26

43.66
14.81

0.8%
2,52

4.50
2.54

0.76

5.26
1.79

2026
7.22
991
931

67.24

6,73

7.56

0.00
13.84

19.86
0.7
0.42
0.44

2142

9.27

38.25
28.98

45.76
21.48

0.81
2.30

4.11
KA

4.92
2.31
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DUQUESN.[GHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants

S in Millions
DELAYED ENTRY

PERRY 1293 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 W05 2006 2007 2008 009 2019
kwh Market Price (cents) 1.87 1.97 208 219 2,31 2.43 2.56 3.05 3.44 188 437 493
Unit Qutput (gwh) £,2560 t416 1,256 1,412 £,256 1416 1,256 1412 1,256 1,416 1,256 1412
Delivered Output (gwh) 195 1,347 1,195 1,343, 1,195 1,346 1,195 1,343 1,195 1,146 1,195 1,343
Revenucs 22.43 26.50 24.96 29.40 21.76 32.83 30.85 40,90 41.04 52.18 52.23 66,20
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 5.25 5.80 5.27 5.95 5.36 6.10 5.69 6.42 591 6.87 6.29 7.30
Fuel Related ECR Costs 120 133 1.20 134 120 L35 L20 134 120 L33 120 134

Total Fuel 644 745 6.4 1.30 6.53 F.44 6.39 wm 710 822 7.49 §.64
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M . .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fixed O&M 16.25 15,25 16.29 16.33 16,75 17.23 17.67 18.11 18.56 [9.03 19.50 19,99
Overhaul 3129 0.00 3138 .00 136 Q.00 kWil 0.00 196 0.00 4.6 0,00

Subtotal 19.54 £5.25 19.67 16,33 2030 17.23 21,42 18.11 22.52 19.03 23.67 19.99
FICA n/a nfa nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa nfa nfa
Property Tax 11,34 11.34 11.34 11.34 11.34 1,34 11.34 11.34 11,34 11,34 11.34 11.34
Cap Stock Tax 136 236 2.36 2.36 2.36 2.36 236 2.36 236 2.36 2.36 236

Total Non-fuel 3325 28.95 3137 30.04 34.00 30.54 31512 31,81 3622 3273 37.37 33.69
Capilal Expeaditures 509 235 2.98 248 315 3.04 3.33 322 3.52 340 372 3,59
Direct Expenses 44.78 38.44 42,81 39.81 43.70 41.42 45.34 42.80 46.84 44,34 48.57 45.92
Direct Margin (2235 (11,94}  (17.88)  (10.41)  (15.95) (858)  (14.50) (1.90) (5.80) 7.83 2.65 20.28
Overhead Allocation 6.09 5.83 6.65 6.11 6.66 598 7.13 683 7.62 1.03 7.79 747
Expenses incl. Corp O/ 50.87 44.27 49.47 45,91 50.37 47.40 52.47 49.63 54,47 51.37 56,37 53.40
Margin after Corp O/H (28.44) (17.78) (24.50) (16.51) (22.61) (14.56) (21.63) (8.7%) (13.43) 0,80 @.14) 12.81
Costs per kwh (cents}
Fuel 0.54 0.53 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.55 0.58 0.58 0.59 0.61 0.63 0.64
Non-fuel 2.78 215 2.79 2.24 2.85 2.30 2.94 237 3.03 243 3.13 2.51
Capital Expenditures 043 017 025 018 Q26 0.23 028 024 .29 025 031 027
Direct Expenses 3,75 2.85 3.58 2.96 3.66 3.08 3.80 3.19 3.92 3.29 4.07 348
Direct Margin (1.88) (0.88) (1.50) 0.77) {1.35) {0.65) (1.29) {0.14) (0.49) 0.58 031 1.51
Overhead Allocation 0.51 0.43 0.56 0.45 056 0.44 0.60 0.51 0.64 0.52 0.65 0.56
FExpenses incl. Corp O/H 4.26 3.29 4.14 .42 4.22 3.52 4.39 37 4.56 3.82 4.72 3.98
Margin after Corp O/H (2.39) (1.32) {2.06) (1.23) (191 (1.09) (1.83) (0.65) (1.12) 0.06 (*-35) 055
NPV of Margin after O/H d83)
Underfunded Decomin, 6.5 11.0

NPV OF NET MARGIN

2011
499
1,256

1,195 -

59.57

6.70
7.89
0,00
2049
2488
n/a
11.34
236
38,58
393

50.41
9.17

7.99

58.40
117

0.66
323

4.22
0.7

.67

4.89
a.10

2012

sn
1,416
1,246

68.82

179
913
0.00
21.00
21.00
11.34
236
3470

380

47.63
2118

55.48
13.34

0.68
258

3.54
1.57

0.58

4.12
0.99

013

5.24
1,256
1,195

62.60

743
8.32
0.00
21.53
26.15
nfa
11.34

2.36
39.86

52.34
10.26

9.12

61.46
1.14

0.70
3.34

4.38
0.86

0.76

5.t4
0.10
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DUQUES]\.[GHT

Costs of Nuclear Plants
$ in Millions

PERRY

kwh Market Price {cents)
Unit Output (gwh) .
Delivered Quiput (gwh)

Revenues

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs

Fuel Related ECR Costs
Total Fuct

Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M
Fixed O&M
Overhaul
Subtota)
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Mon-fucl

Capilal Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Bireci Margin

QOverhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

Costs per kwh (cents)
Tuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses inel. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/H
Underfunded Decomm,
NPV OF NET MARGIN

2014

537
1,412
1,343

7210

825
9.59
0.00
22,06
22,06
11.34
2,36
3577

4.02

49.38
22,73

57.58
14.53

0.71
2.66

3.68
1.69

4.29
1.08

s 2006 20170 2018000 2019

5.50
1,256
1,195

65.77

7.58

8.78

0.00
22.62

271.50
nfa
11.34
2.36
41.20

54.37
11.39

9.55

63.92
1.84

0.73
345

4.55
0,95

5.35
0.15

5.64
1,416
1,346

75.96

8.80
10.15
0.00
23.18
2318
na
11,34
2.36
35.88
425

51.28
24.68

58.81
17.18

0.75
2.74

i3
1.83

0.56

4.37
1.27

578
1256
1,195

69.09

8.04
924
0.00
23,76
28.91
nia
11.34
236
42.61

464

56.49
12.60

8.17

64,66
4.44

077
3.57

4.73
L.03

Q.68

5.41
0.37

593
1,412
1,343

79.59

9.29
10.63
.00
24,35
24.35
nfa
11.34
236
38.06
4.48

53.17
26.42

836

61.53
18.06

0.79
2.83

3.96
1.97

0.62

4.58
1.35

6.08
1,256
1,195

72.59

8.49

9.68

0.00
24.96

30.39
n/a
11,39
236
44.10

490

58,67
13.92

67.37
5.22

0.81
369

4.91
L17

5.64
0.44

2020

6.23
1,416
1,347

83.86

9.82
i
0.00
2559
25.59
11.34
236
39.29

4.73

5519
28.67

63.89
19.97

0.83
292

4.10
2.13

0.65

4.74
1.48

2021

6.38
1,256
1,195

76.26

8.7
991
0.00
26.23
3180
11.34
2,36
45.51

5.17

60.58
15.68

70.33
5.93

0.83
3.8l

5.07
1.31

0.82

5.89
0.50

2022

6.54
1,412
1,343

§7.85

9.79
11.14
0.00
26.88
26.88
11.34
236
40.59

500

56.72
314

9.35

66.06
21.7%

0.83
3.02

4.22
232

0.70

4.92
1.62

23

6.71
1,256
1,195

80.13

871
991
0.00
21.55
33.13
n/a
11.34

236
46.83

6119
17.93

9.97

217
7.96

0.83
39

5.21
1.50

0.83

6.04
0.67

2124

6.87
1,416
1,347

92.57

9.82
117
0.00
28.24
28.24
na
i1.34

2.36
41.95

58.38
34.18

10.58

68.97
23.60

0.83
312

4.34
254

0.79

312
175

2025

7.05
1,256
1,195

84.18

3.71
991
0.00
2895
34.53
11,34
2.36
48.23

5.75

63.89
20.30

10.7¢

74.60
9.59

0.83
4.04

535
1.70

0.90

6.24
0.80

2026

7.22
1416
1,347

97.25

243
2.76
0.00
29.67
29.67
11.34
2.36
43,38

5.56

5170
45.55

10.15

61.85
35.40

0.2t
3.22

3.84
338

0.75

4.59
2.63
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Item Nos.:  HSS-1-001, 21 (Supp.); HSS-2-22
0OCA-1-8, 13, 21-23, 27, 4345, 50, 53 (Supp.)
0CA-3-3, 5, 21, 22, 27, 29, 31, 50 (Supp-)
Env-3-149
OSBA-1-14 (Supp.)

Witnesses: Clayton, Schnitzer, Karl. Nelson, Duckworth:

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

Supplemental Response:

1. Overview.

Duquesne has received several hundred discovery requests to date.
Several of those requests have identified errors in the calculations contained in
Duquesne’s case-in-chief. Duquesne agrees that these errors should be corrected
and is supplying the necessary corrections in the attached documents. Duquesne
also is submitting corrections to reflect new information contained in the October 1,
1997 restructuring filing of Pennsylvania Power Company. In that filing, Penn
Power presents updated projections regarding the costs and operation of the Perry,
Sammis and Mansfield plants. (Duquesne has an ownership interest in these plants,
but the plants are operated by Ohio Edison and Cleveland Electric.)

The enclosed supplemental discovery response explains and itemizes
the foregoing corrections and discusses the impact of such corrections on
Duquesne’s restructuring proposal. Duquesne is supplying the corrections at this
time (rather than reflecting them in rebuttal testimony or making the corrections.on
the witness stand) to provide intervenors the opportunity to review the corrections
prior to the date for filing intervenor testimony. Dugquesne anticipates that this may
minimize or eliminate certain unnecessary disputes. Duquesne emphasizes that the
corrections relate only to arithmetic errors or updates and do not modify the funda-
mental elements of Duquesne’s Customer Choice Plan.
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2. Description of corrections.

The corrections fall into two main categories. The first are correc-
tions for which Duquesne has provided a separate estimate of the impact of the
correction on Attachment A.' These corrections relate to the following errors: (i)
fossil decommissioning costs were overstated because they inciuded the full cost of
decommissioning the jointly-owned units, rather than only Duquesne’s share of the
decommissioning expense for such units, (ii) the output of Duquesne’s generating
units was understated by assuming that the output was net of transmission and
distribution losses, rather than reflecting the output of the units at the generator
busbar, and (iii) Brunot Island’s output was overstated by modeling the dispatch as a
combined cycle unit, rather than as a peaking unit. The cost/revenue impact of
these corrections is summarized below:

. The correction related to decommissioning increases the estimated
value of the Company’s generating plants (and reduces estimated
stranded costs) at the end of 2005 by $73 million in both the high
market price case and the low market price case. The $73 million is
net of an offsetting increase in nuclear decommissioning of $18 mil-

lion.

o The correction related to plant output increases the estimated value of
the Company’s generating plants (and reduces estimated stranded
costs) at the end of 2005 by $109 million in the high market price
case and by $62 million in the low market price case.

: The impacts shown in Attachment A and the revised exhibits were calcu-
lated as follows. In making these corrections, Duquesne has rerun its
Promod simuiation and the spreadsheet financial models used to produce
the Exhibits to Mr. Clayton’s testimony. All these corrections have been
made simultaneously to produce a single set of updated Exhibits and the
effects are cumulative and presented on pages 44 and 56 of the revised
Exhibit DJC-3. The identified impacts of the specific changes described
herein and presented in Attachment A have been approximated in the
financial models; these identified impacts are not based on a separaie
Promod analysis of differences for each correction. The Other category in
Artachment A includes netted corrections that, when added to the spe-
cifically identified impacts, result in the cumulative changes to estimated
net plant vaiue and stranded cost.

2
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e The correction related to the output of Brunot Isiand decreases the
estimated value of the Company’s generating plants (and increases
stranded costs) at the end of 2005 by $32 million in the high market
price case and by $12 million in the low market price case.

The second main category of corrections relates to (i) new information -
received from Pennsylvania Power Company regarding projections of cost and
operating levels of the Sammis, Mansfield and Perry plants, and (ii) new operating
and capital estimates for Duquesne’s other plants. Both sets of information have
become available within the last two weeks. The nature and effect of these correc-

tions is as follows:

. The new information regarding the Sammis, Mansfield and Perry
plants is taken from the restructuring filing of Penn Power (dated Oct.
1, 1997). In that filing, Penn Power provides updated projections
regarding (i) operation and maintenance expense, (ii) the capital
additions, and (iif) plant outages and operating levels. The revised
exhibits submitted herewith reflect the Penn Power projections with
the exception of the items identified in the attachment workpaper
entitled "Adjustments to Ohio Edison Data."

* The new information regarding Duquesne’s other plants is taken from
operating plans approved this month by Duquesne. These plans con-
tain updated O&M and capital projections.

. The foregoing corrections have the net effect of increasing the esti-
mated book value of the Company’s generation plant at December 31,
2005 by $14 million. These corrections also increase the estimated
value of the Company’s generating plants at the end of 2005 by $81
miilion in the high market price case and by $33 million in the low
market price case. The combined effect of these corrections is to
decrease stranded costs by $67 million in the high market price case
and by $19 million in the low market price case.

In addition to these two main categories, additional updates and
changes to the margin analysis have been made and identified in the Other category
of Attachment A. These corrections include (i) corrections to Company A&G
allocations to eliminate a double-counting of A&G expense and to correct omitted
A&G capital expenditures post-2005, (ii) revisions to the allocation of the regulatory
asset related to debt premiums between interest and amortization to reflect the
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correct amounts 1o be recovered before 2006 as interest expense and the correct
amounts to be recovered after 2005 as amortization, (iii) revisions to the nuclear
trust fund balances to reflect actual rather than estimated balances and funding
amounts, (iv) revisions to Mr. Clayton’s Exhibits to capital expenditures to conform
to Mr. Nelson’s capital expenditure projections, (v) corrections to gross receipts tax
calculations to reflect a 4.4% gross receipts tax rate, and (vi) corrections to CAPCO
administrative and billing credits. The net effect of the changes grouped in Other is
to decrease the estimated book value of the Company’s generation plant at December
31, 2005 by $16 million. These corrections also increase the estimated value of the
Company’s generating plants at the end of 2005 by $8 million in the high market
price case and by $1 million in the low market price case. The combined effect of
these corrections on stranded costs is to decrease stranded costs by $24 million.in
the high market price case and by 317 million in the low market price case.

As the result of a combination of all the foregoing corrections, the
Company’s minimum commitment for generation-related depreciation and amortiza-
tion will increase by $35 million from $1,747 million to $1,782 million.

3. Potential early termination of CTC.

After factoring in the effect of the foregoing corrections, Mr.
Clayton’s revised exhibits show a stranded "bemnefit" at the end of the year 2005 if
rates are maintained at current levels throughout the transition period and market
prices rise to the "high market price” estimate contained in Mr. Schnitzer’s testimo-
ny. As stated in the testimony of Messrs. Marshall, Clayton and Schnitzer, howev-
er, Duquesne’s restructuring plan includes commitments to ensure that the Company
does not over-recover its stranded costs. Pertinent here, Duquesne has proposed an
"early valuation procedure"” under which an independent board of experts will
perform a valuation of the Company’s generation assets prior to the year 2003 if
market prices have risen 1o specified levels (75% of the "high market price”
scenario). If that valuation concludes that the transition period (and associated
CTCs) can be terminated early, the Company will terminate the collection of a CTC
to ensure that it does not over-recover its stranded costs.

Duquesne’s initial projections showed that, even under the "high
market price” scenario, Duquesne would need to maintain rates at current levels
throughout the transition period, consistent with Customer Choice Act § 2804(4)(v).
Duquesne nevertheless included a commitment to refer the valuation issue to an
independent board if market prices rose to 75% of the high market price estimate.
(This was a conservative approach designed to preclude any over-recovery of

[1=9
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stranded costs.) Given that Mr. Clayton’s revised exhibits now show a stranded
benefit under the high market price estimate, Duquesne must consider whether to
adjust the 75% market price trigger downward to maintain the conservatism reflect-
ed in Duquesne’s case-in-chief. Duquesne believes that it may be appropriate to do
so; however, Duquesne intends to make any such adjustment in rebuttal testimony at
the same time that it responds to intervenor comuments regarding this and other
aspects of the early valuation procedure. While Duquesne continues to believe that
the "high market price" scenario is unlikely to occur, Duquesne also remains
committed to a conservative approach to ensure that Duquesne does not overcollect
its stranded costs. Duquesne looks forward to constructive intervenor Comments on
the valuation procedure that would further this goal.

4. Enclosed documents. The foregoing corrections are reflected
in the following documents, which are being provided to each party to this proceed-
ing (unless otherwise specified):

. Clayton -- Attached are and corrected Exhibits DJC-3; DJC-4; DJC-6;
DJC-7 and Item No. L-5, pp. 3 to 35 and a corrected response to
OCA-1-13, P. 2, and OCA-3-21, pp 2-12. Mr. Clayton also has
enclosed revised workpapers. Computer diskettes have been provided
to the parties that submitted the discovery requests identified in the
first page of this document.

. Schnitzer -- Artached is a revision to the delayed entry calculation by
Mr. Schnitzer that pertains to page 36 of his testimony. The
workpapers associated with these corrections are attached.

] Karl -- Attached are revised exhibits MGK-3, MGK-6, MGK-7A,
and MGK-7B. Mr. Karl’s workpapers consist of Promod input data,
which is voluminous and will be made available for review upon
requesi. Computer diskettes have been provided to the parties that
submitted discovery identified in the first page of this document.

. Nelson -- Attached are revised exhibits RLN-1, RLN-2, RLN-5,
RLN-6. Mr. Nelson’s workpapers are attached.

. Duckworth -- Attached are revised exhibits of Mr. Duckworth. Mr.
Duckworth’s workpapers, if any, will be provided promptly.
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Duquesne also recognizes that the narrative contained in the testimony
of the foregoing witnesses-regarding these matters also will need to be corrected.
This will be accomplished through a correction on the witness stand or through
rebuttal testimony.
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Attachment A



ltem
As Filed Exhibits DJC-3 &DJC-6
Decomrﬁissioning
Increase Plant Output
Brunot island b
Updated information for
Mansfield, Sammis, Perry
and Beaver Valley
Other

Revised Exhibit DJC-3 & DJC-6

Net Book

® ¢ o
Duquesne Light (:ombany
Summary of Corrections
($ Millions)
Estimated Estimated
Market Value Stranded Costs
Value @ 12/31/05 @ 12/31/05
@ 12/31/105 High Low High Low
535 527 (47) 8 582
o 73 73 (73) 73)
0 109 82 (109) . (62
0 @ (12 32 12
14 81 33 87 (19)
(18) 8 1 (24) (17
533 766 110 (233) 423

Mimimum
Depreciation
and Amortization
Commitment -
' 1,747
0
0

0

Lyl Jo g aded
12-0rd Hquxg

@
37
1,782
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Revised Clayton Exhibits
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EXHIBIT DIC-3

Page 1 of 67
Rewvised
Duquesne Light Company
Summary of
Net Book and Range of
Market Values at
12/31/2005

Net Book Vaiue of Generating Plant Assets £533 million

Market Value of Generation Portfolio
$110 million

Low
High $766 million

Stranded Cost
Low - Market Value
High - Market Value

$423 million
($233) million



o v L v
Revenue Reguirements Foreeast
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
‘Total Duguesne Light r
Revenue Irom Cuslotners 1081.7 10960  1,025.2 11418 11597 11782 1974 12177 12386
Deferred Revenue 0.0 0.0 43.7 267y (19.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Off-system Sales 16.9 18.9 419 dd.7 479 49.4 41.5 524 13.5
Other Revenues 343 32.8 5.9 36.0 36.1 36.2 363 36.3 322
Towl Revenue 1132.9 H47.7 0 12498 1059 1,2247 01,2637 12733 13064 12842
Operating Expenses
Fuel & Purchased Power 2015 2H45 2413 222.7 2297 2416 2514 2063.9 2883
Non Fuel Q&M (production) 1234 1§37 143.9 1222 1204 1304 1373 1339 121.2
Ouluge Accounting 3l 1.8 (8.4) (1.7 7.8 (1.2) (3.1) 0.3 (4.4)
Non-production Expenses 219.0 2311 1373 13714 2304 2373 2643 270.2 2613.6
Major Maintenance xpense 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Decommissioning 8.8 8.8 B4 3.8 8.8 8.8 88 8.8 8.8
Bouk Depreciation 184.0 188.6 I8R.Y 184.2 196.1 2236 212.1 209.9 168.3
Amortization 7.0 8.1 99.9 98.3 971 97.7 98.3 98.5 123.6
Operating Reventee as 476 48,2 3.3 49.1 50.2 318 52.7 33.6 34.3
Property Taxes 20.6 201 21.1 21.1 21.0 2.0 21.0 21.0 20.3
Other Tuxes 124 151 19.% 199 20.1 203 203 20.7 202
Current ‘Fax 100.0 99.3 96.3 1224 123.5 122.3 128.2 147.9 138.2
Delerred Tix (753 (96.6) {33.3) {(81.9) (86.0) (86. {78.1) (76.1) (63.4)
I'TC Amortization 8.4 (8.7 (8.7} (8.4) (8.3) (%.3) (8.3) (8.4) G.7)
Tolal Operating Bxpenses 907.6 9279 11,0386 993.6  1,032.1 1,083.2  1,165.0 11,1436  1,131.8
Operating Income 2253 219.8 211.2 202.2 192.6 180.5 170.3 162.9 152 4
Interest Expense 100.2 97.8 94.0 90.0 85.7 80.3 75.8 725 67.8
Net Income 125.0 122.0 117.2 1122 106.9 100.2 94.5 90.4 84.6
Preferred Return 16.9 16.3 5.9 15.2 14.5 13.6 12.8 12.2 115
Income Available for Bguity Return 108.1 103.5 101.3 97.0 924 86.0 81.7 78.1 731
Operating Income 2253 2198 ma 2022 192.6 180.5 170.3 162.9 152.4
late BBase 2,3452 22879 22,1985 2,104 22,0047 18793 7726 16954 15867
Return on Rate Base 9.61% 9.61% 9.601% 9.601% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 3.61%
Rale Base - Equity 940.10 917.0 881.2 243.8 803.5 7332 710.5 6793 636.0
Retum on Equity 1130%  1130%  (150%  1150%  HLS0%  1150% 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%
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® ® L J L
Revenue Requirements Forecast
{Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005
Generatiun
Revenue [rom Customers 7909 7911 ROI O 8113 8342 8639 g75.6 839.1 3973
Of=system Sales 16.9 18.9 42,9 44.7 47.9 494 41.5 524 135
Other Revenues 15.3 13.9 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
Tota! Revenne 8231 8239 vy20.6 $70.2 896.1 9273 931.1 955.5 924.8
Operating LExpensces '
Fuel & Purchased PPower 200.3 2143 221.06 202.7 204.4 2154 2234 2341 260.6
Imissions 1.2 0.3 19.7 20.0 254 282 28.0 29.9 27.9
Non Fuel Q&M (prodnciion) 123.4 1157 1439 122.2 120.4 130.4 137.3 133.9 121.2
Outage Accounting 3l L8 (ER)] (1.7 18 (1.2} (3.1) (0.3) (4.4)
Hon-production Expenses 1091 W3 1140 [IER 1258 1296 1334 1315.0 125.5
Migor Maintenanee ENpense .O.U 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Deconunissioning 238 BB LR L 8.8 88 8.8 3.8 8.8
Hook 1depreciation 136.8 140.6 141.1 138.7 152.4 180.5 165.8 162.3 1194
Amortization 64.9 832 93 Y4.3 94.3 9.3 943 94.3 1189
(}pcrzlling Revenwe Tax 348 4.8 380 357 36.7 318.0 8.5 39.1 3.5
Propesty Taxes 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.1 17.1 17.1 17.1 170 16.4
Other Tuxes 4.3 7.0 1.6 1.6 1.7 11.8 119 1.9 10.7
Current Tixes 61.6 394 5.0 71.9 78.7 82.6 88.2 1079 98.1
Peferted Tay QL0 (919)  (680)  (685)  (778)  (853)  (784) (769  (66.7)
ITC Amortization (6.4) (6.7) 6.7) (6.5) (6.4) {6.4) (6.4) (6.4) 3.7
Total Operating Expuenses 6881 6938 802.1 762.1 799.3 8437 358.8 891.6 8722
Operating Income 134.9 128.1 118.5 108.1 96.8 836 723 64.0 32.6
hterest I:.XL)CHSL‘ 60.0 570 521 4381 431 172 32 8.5 234
Net Income 74.9 711 65.7 60.0 53.8 46.4 40,1 35.5 292
Preferred Retuen 10,1 9.6 8.9 8.1 7.3 6.3 54 4.8 40
Income Available for Lquity Relum 64.8 61.4 56.8 51.9 46.5 40.1 34.7 30.7 25.2
Ol)c[-ming Incone 134.9 128.1 118.3 108.1 96.8 83.6 72.3 64.0 52.6
Rate [3ase 1,404.8 1,3331 1,233.2 1,125.3 1,008.0 870.2 752.6 663.8 547.7
Return on Rate 3ase 9.61% 2.61% 9.61% 9.61% 92.61% 9.61% 9.61% 2.61% 9.61%
Hate Base - Bguity 363.0 5343 4943 4510 404.0 3488 306 266.9 219.3
Returm on Fqguity £1.30% 11.50% 11.30% 11.50% 11.530% 11.30% 11.30%  11.30% 11.50%
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@ @ v v
Revenue Requirements Foreeast
{Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Nuclear Generatiot .
Revenue from Customiess 3612 345.6 1293 309.7 326.0 313 301.3 256.0 264.6
ON-system Sales 5.0 6.1 2.3 1.9 132 14.5 124 16.6 4.6
Other Revenuies 15.3 13.9 4.0 14.0 140 14.0 140 140 140
Total Revenue 3815 363.6 1558 3376 3352 3759 3278 286.7 2833
Operating Expenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuel 29.9 32.9 2.3 26,0 113 25.9 156 290 26.2
Non Fuel Q&M (praduction) 70.8 J49.8 TR0 61.1 35.8 67.8 69.9 56.3 112
Outage Accounting (0.6} 1.8 (49.3) (0.6} 7.0 (3.8) (d.2) il2 (7.9)
Non-production Expenses 709 67.8 0.3 694 76.9 79.8 0.1 77.1 82.1
Maujor Malntenanee Fapense 0.4 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Deconnnissioning 8.8 4.8 838 %R 8.8 8.8 23 3.3 8.8
ook [Yeprecistion 933 937 959 91.0 106.1 1324 90.7 323 417
Amotlization 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Opurating Revene Tay 13.9 15.2 IS 13.6 14.3 3.3 13.3 1.3 116
Property Tases 13.8 138 13.% 13.8 138 138 13.8 13.8 13.8
Other Taxes 6.9 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.4 6.9 7.0 7.0
Curtenl Taxes 31,5 33.2 436 d44.2 50.8 34.3 50 243 13.3
Delerred Taxes {(33.0) (38.3) (300 (32.3) CIND] (-‘17.3) (29.0) (19.%) 7.4
TEC Amertization (3.1 (5.1) (3.1) (5.1) (5.1 .1 (5.1 (5.0 (2.4)
Total Operating Expenses 1251 34 M2 2986 3204 38R 3050 2660 2642
Operating Income 56.4 52.3 43.6 390 338 27.1 218 20.6 19.1
Interest Expense 251 233 19.4 174 15.0 12,0 101 9.2 8.5
Net Income a3 29.0 242 200 18.8 15.0 12.6 i1.5 10.6
Preferred Return 4.2 R 33 2.9 25 2.0 1.7 1.6 1.
Income Available for Eguity Retwn 27.1 25.1 20.9 18.7 16.2 13.0 10.9 9.9 9.2
Operuting Income 364 523 43.6 3190 KRS 271 228 206 193
Rate Base 3875 3442 4543 403.9 351.8 281.9 2371 2149 199.2
Retuin on Rate Base V.61% 9.61% Y.61% 9.61% 9.61% 0.61% 9.61% %.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Haquity 2353 218.1 182.1 1627 1410 1130 950 361 79.8
Returm on Equity 11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  1150% [1.50% 1150% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Requirements Forecast
Nuelear Generation
(Revisel)
Vear 1997 1994 (999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Perry
Of-system Sales Revenue 1.3 i.5 33 37 3.5 4.0 31 42 1.2
Revenue liom Cuslomers 146.6 139.0 130.3 122.6 133.3 152.2 105.1 66.0 657
Total Revenue 1479 1412 1336 1264 1368 1562 1081 70.2 66.9
Operating Expenses
Fuel 8.1 9.1 6.4 7.1 6.3 1.3 6.6 7.4 6.9
Non Fuel O&M (production) 17.0 12.2 19.5 152 197 163 203 172 214
Outage Acconnting 0.0 2.8 (1.3) 1.7 (1.6) 1.8 (.7 1.9 (1.8)
Mon-Production Expenses 7.4 6.5 T4 0.8 17 7.1 7.7 6.9 8.2
Major Maintenance 0.0 RY 0. 4.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Decomniissioning 2.2 2.2 22 2.2 2.2 22 2.2 56 17
look Depreciation 383 58.1 38.2 56.3 70.4 96.2 53.9 14.7 313
Amurtization 0.8 LAY 0.0 LAY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Opetating Revenue Tax 6.4 0.1 3.7 54 39 6.7 4.6 319 29
Property Taxes 13 h.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 h.3 1.3 1.3 1.3
Other Taxes 24 2.4 2.4 2.4 24 24 24 24 2.4
Current Taxes RAR 0y 170 20,4 295 305 19.3 4.2 (w2
Deterred Tuxes (21.7) (23.0) (21.4) 22.1) (26.7) (18.8) {197 (4.9) 1.4
T1C Amortization 2.9 (2.9) (2.9 (2.9) e R)] (2.9) 2% 2.9 'Y
Total Operating Expenses 119.6 116.0 114.2 110.2 124.5 149.2 104.1 66.8 63.0
Opurating Ingome 28.3 23.2 194 162 12.3 7.0 4.1 33 13
Interest Expense 12.6 11.2 3.6 12 33 31 1.2 1.3 1.5
Nel Income 15.7 14.0 10.8 9.0 6.8 3.9 2.3 1.8 &
Preforred Retum 2.1 1.9 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2
Incotie Availabie lor Bquaty Rewum 13.6 12,1 9.3 7.8 3.9 3.3 1.9 1.6 1.6
Operating Income 28.3 25.2 19.4 16.2 123 10 4.1 13 33
Rute Buse 2043 2618 2018 1686 1284 7.7 42.3 34.7 .0
Return on Operating lncome 92.61% 9.61% 9.61% %.61% 9.61% 961% 9.61% 961% 9.61%
Rate 13ase - Equity 1180 1049 80.9 16 51.5 29.4 17.0 13.9 13.6
Return on Equity 11.50% 11.50% 101.50% 1150% 11,50% 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Regairements Forecast
Nuclear Geaeration

(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Benver Valley _]
Off-system Sales Revenue 37 1.6 9.2 10.1 1.7 10.5 9.4 12.4 34
Revenue from Customers 214.6 206.0 198.9 187.1 192.7 195.1 196.3 190.0 198.9
Other Revennes 153 133 140 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
Tota] Revenue 2336 2245 2222 2113 218.4 219.7 219.7 216.5 2164
Operating Expenses
Fuel 208 238 17.9 18.9 209 187 190 21.5 19.3
Non Fuel Q&M (production) 338 316 59.0 45.9 36.1 313 496 19,1 558
Outage Accounting (0.6) 8.0 (8. (2.3) 8.6 (5.6) (2.3} 9.3 (6.1)
Mon-roduction Expenses 03.3 61.3 63.4 62.0 69.1 727 723 70.2 719
Major Muintenanee 0.0 0o (L} 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 (L0 0.0
Decanunissioning 0.3 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.3 6.5 6.3 12 10
Baok Depreciation 6.9 374 7.7 0.6 5.7 16,2 368 37.3 8.4
Ao Lzt (AL 0.8 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Opensting Revene Tax PR S LR 3.2 8.3 8.6 8.6 %4 8.8
Propurty Taxes 2.3 5 2.5 2.3 2.3 25 25 2.3 2.5
Other Tises 4 hd 4.1 4 43 435 4.6 4.0 16
Cunrent Taxes 20.8 243 16.6 178 213 14.8 15.6 20.2 13.4
Deterred Taxes (1.3 (153 (K6} (l04)  (144) 18.5) (9.9  (15.0) (8.8)
I1C Amuwitization 2.2) (2.2) (2.2) (2.2) (2.2} 2.2) (2.2) 2.3 (2.3)
Tolal Operating Ixpenses 055 1974 197.9 188.5 1970 1996 2009 1992 2005
Operating [ncome 8.2 271 243 228 213 201 18.7 17.3 139
Iterest Expense 12.3 12,1 10.8 10.1 9.3 8.9 8.3 7.7 7.1
Net Ineame 13.6 15.1 13.5 12.7 1y 11.2 10.4 9.6 28
Prefenied Retum 21 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.3 12
Income Available for Hguity Retum 1335 130 1.6 10.9 10.3 2.6 9.0 8.3 1.6
Operating Ineome 28.2 27.1 43 28 115 20.1 18.7 17.3 15.9
Rate Base 293.2 2823 2323 2374 2234 209.2 1948 180.2 165.2
Return oy Operating lneome 961%  961%  961% 9.61% 9.61%  9.61% 961%  9.61% 9.61%
Rate DBuse - Lquity 1175 1132 101.2 95.1 89.3 839 781 1222 66.2
Retum on Eguity T1L.50%  11,30%  11.50% 11.50%  1L50% 11.50%  11.50% LL30%  V1.50%
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Revenue Requivements Fovecast
Nuclear Generation
(Revised)
Yeur 1947 1998 1999 24HHY 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Boeaver Vaulley )
Of-system Sales Revenue 2.7 1.6 7.0 1.5 9.3 8.0 7.0 9.9 1.6
Revenue from Customers 1378 129.8 123.0 112.7 109.6 110.1 110.4 103.8 109.9
Othier Revenues 1.9 108 10.9 10.9 0.9 16.9 10.9 10.9 109
Toud Reveme 1324 144.2 140.8% 131.1 129.8 129.0 128.2 124.5 123.4
Operating Bxpenses 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FFueh 16.Y 193 13.7 14.0 164 14.3 14.2 17.1 13.0
Nan Fuel Q&M (production) 431 263 47.1 86 230 40.7 q1.8 277 44,1
Outage Accounting (1.8) 9.1 {10 {4.4) 9.0 (4.6) (4.7} 10.4 (3.0}
Non-Production Expenscs 12.4 v.7 1.6 113 97 19 12.0 35 130
Magor Maintenanee 0.0 L0 \KY 0.4} K] 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Deconunissioning 5.3 53 3.5 55 33 35 3.5 2.2 0.0
Hook Peprecisiion | RRRC RRB KRR 328 RIR 2.2 325 330 330
Ao tization Lo 0o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
Operating Revenue Tax 1 3.7 54 3.0 4.8 4.8 4.9 4.6 4.8
Property Taxes 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Other Tases i6 15 RE 1.0 3.6 3.7 a7 3.7 3.8
Curvent Tuxes 17.8 228 (ER (=N 19.9 13.3 12.9 18.7 12.0
Deferred Taxes (91 (4 (8.4) 9.y (14 (8.0 (86)  (15.0) (8.9)
¢ Amortization (1.6) (1.6) (1.6) (1.6) (1.6) (1.6} (1.6 (1.6 {1.6)
Total Operating Lixpenses 128.2 1213 121.0 112.9 1131 1138 114.6 1124 112.8
Operating hicome 24.2 227 19.8 18.2 16.2 132 13.7 121 10.6
Interest Expense 10.8 10.1 8.8 8.1 7.4 6.8 6.1 5.4 4.7
Net lncome 13.4 12.6 1.0 10.1 9.3 8.4 76 67 5.9
Preterred Retum I8 17 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.9 08
tneome Available for Eguity Retorn 1.6 10.9 9.3 8.7 8.0 73 6.0 58 5.1
Operating Incomme 24.2 227 19.8 18.2 16.7 15.2 13.7 121 10.6
Rate Base 2519 2368 2059 1893 173.8 158.1 142.4 126.5 110.3
Return ou Operating lucorme 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 92.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Lquity 1010 949 §2.5 159 697 634 57.1 507 442
Retarn on Equity 1150%  11.50%  1130%  1150%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  LL50%  11.50%
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Revenue Reguivements Foveeast
Nuclear Generation
(Revised)
Yeur 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Benver Valley 2
Obf-systam Sales Revenue 1.0 0.9 23 2.6 2.4 25 2.4 2.6 [(R3
Revenue fiom Customers 76.8 70.2 76.0 74.4 83.1 85,1 859 86.3 890
Other Revenues 3Aa 3.1 3l 31 il 3l il 31 2l
Total Revenue B1.2 80.2 814 80.1 88.7 90,7 914 920 930
Operating Expenses
Fue ERY 4.3 4.2 4.9 4.4 4.4 49 4.4 4.4
Non Fuel Q&M (production) %7 1.1 Iy 7.2 10.3 10.8 78 114 1.7
Outage Accotnting 32 (1.1 {1 2.1 (1.0 (1.0) 22 (LN (.n
Non-raduction Expenses i 3.7 318 b3 39.4 60.8 60.3 60.6 6.0
Major Maintuimee BRY Y 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 4.9
}lecommissioning 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0} 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Book Depreciation A% A6 38 38 1% 4.0 4.3 43 4.8
Amoitizalion LERV] 0.t 0.0 (L0 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 00
Oparating Reveme Tax 34 3 33 R 37 37 18 3.8 3.9
roperly Taxes 1.4 e 0. 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 04 04
Othat Tises L8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 .9 0.9 0.9
Curtendt Taxes RV 1.6 1.5 2.0 1.3 1.4 2.8 1.4 14
Delened Paxes (2.0) (0.4} (0.2) (.3 0.1 0.1 (1.3) 0.1 0.1
FIC Amortivation N (0.7 (0.7) (0.7 07 0.7 0.7 0.7 G
Total Opuinting Expenses 772 159 76.9 753 839 85.8 86.4 26.8 %7.7
Operating Income ERY; 4.4 43 4.6 4.8 4.9 5.0 5.9 53
Interest Expense 1.8 1.9 20 21 2.1 2.2 22 2.3 23
Net Ineome 22 2.4 2.3 2.6 26 2.7 2.8 2.9 29
Pyeferred Rewny 0.3 0.3 03 0.3 (4 0.4 04 04 04
Income Available for Equity Retum 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.3 24 24 2.5 15
Operating Income 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.0 4.8 4.9 3.0 5.2 53
Rate ase 413 43.3 46.5 q8.0 496 51.1 52.4 53.7 440
Retwmt on Operating [ucome 9.61% 9.61% 92.61%  9.01% 9.01% 9.61% 9.61% 2.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Equity 16.6 182 18.7 19.3 19.9 20.3 21.0 215 220
12eturn on Equity 11.50%  EL50%  11.50%  1150%  1050%  1150%  11.30%  11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Requirements Forecnst
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Fussil Generation
Revenue from Customers 36%.7 7.6 434.9 4093 422 6 4119 4846 3.6 504.3
Oft-system Sales 11.9 12.8 30.5 308 327 34.8 291 357 8.9
Other Revenues
Total Revenue 1816 3844 463.4 440.1 4533 4727 5137 559.3 5132
Operating Uxpenses 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fuel & Purchased Power 170.3 181.3 197.3 1767 177.0 189.4 1978 205.1 234.4
Emissions 1.2 0.3 19.7 200 254 28.2 28,0 29.9 279
Non Fuel Q&M (production) 32.6 03,9 63.3 61, 64,6 62.6 674 7.6 44.0
Outage Accounting X7 (9.0) 1.1 (1.0 0.8 2.6 Ll (11.5) 15
Non-production Expenses 38.3 43.7 43.3 46.3 490 49.9 333 58.8 434
Mujor Maimtenance Expense 0.0 (0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a.0 0.0 0.0
Fossil Deconmissioning 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ook Depeciation JE6 44.9 43.2 437 46.3 481 75.1 110.1 77.7
Amortizalion te} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revenue Tax 10.3 16.4 191 18.0 18.6 19.3 213 230 222
Property Taxcs 34 3. 34 33 33 33 313 32 2.6
Other Taxes {2.6) 0.2 4.8 4.8 4.9 49 4.9 5.0 3.7
Current Taxes 27.0 15.0 34.3 324 345 36.8 46.5 53.0 459
Deterred Tax (16.4) (24.0) {13.0) (1.1} (11.8) (13.3) (23.8) (32.2) (24.2)
ITC Amortization (1.3) (1.6} (1.6) (1.4) (L3 (1.3) (1.3) %)) (1.4)
Total Operating lixpenses 334.0 3364 419.0 3947 411.3 4304 4737 520.7 4797
Operating lncome 47.3 48.0 46.4 454 44.1 42.3 40.0 386 335
Interest Expense 212 21.3 20.6 20.2 19.6 18.8 17.8 17.2 14.9
Net Incoine 26.4 26,6 257 252 243 235 222 214 18.6
Preferred Return 3.6 3.6 33 34 13 32 3.0 2.9 2.5
Income Available for Equity Return 22.8 23.0 222 21.8 21.1 20.3 19.2 18.5 16.1
Operating Income 475 48.0 46.4 45.4 44.] 42.3 40.0 38.6 335
Rate Buse 495.0 499.4 4827 472.6 458.7 440.2 416.7 401.6 1485
Return on Raté Base 9.61% 9.61% 2.61% 961% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Equity 198 .4 200.2 1633 1894 1839 176.4 167.0 16].0 139.7
Return on Equity LL30%  1050%  1E50% 11.50% 11,50 11.50% 11509 1.30%  11.50%
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Revenue Regquirements Forecast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Yeur 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2005
Elrama
Of-system Sales Revenue 27 2.9 6.8 1.0 74 8.0 6.2 0.0
Revenue from Customers PAX:S 104 4 105.8 107.3 108.0 111.3 107.1 12.3
Total Revenue 97.3 197.3 112.6 114.3 1154 i19.3 113.3 12.3
Qprerating Expenses
et LR 41.1 38.1 37.6 3R.7 42.0 391 0.0
Fimissions 0.0 0.0 6.3 1.0 6.3 7.3 6.4 0.0
Mow Fuel Q%M {production) V7.8 16.7 22.8 20.8 20.3 204 216 0.0
Outage Avcoumting 0.7 1.7 (2.8) (0.0 0.5 0.5 (2.9 0.0
Non-production Expenses (I 11.6 12.0 13.4 132 13.2 12.8 0.0
Major Maintenance Expense uh HEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Deconnmissioning .4} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hook Depreciation 1.7 6.2 17.1 8.1 19.0 19.8 20.5 123
Amaitization n.o o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
()])L‘](l“l\_‘-} [Revenue Tax -.2 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.8 4.9 4,7 0.5
Property Taxes 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.G 0.6 Q.6 0.6 U0
Other Fives 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 0.0
Current Tuxes 74 87 7.0 8.0 8.7 L7 7.1 27
Defered Taxes (3.6) .9 (3.9 4.7 (5.7 (6.1 (e (3.0)
¢ Amortizalion {tr.2) (0.2) {0.2) 0.2) 02y -{02) ©.2) (0.3
Total Operating Expenscs 874 97.3 103.3 105.3 107.3 1z3 107.6 123
Operating Income PR 9.9 9.2 8.8 8.1 7.0 5.7 0.0
Inieresl Bxpense 4.4 4.4 4. 3.9 36 31 2.6 0.0
Net Income 3.5 5.3 5.1 4.9 43 19 32 0.0
Preferred Retum .7 0.7 0.7 L0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 00
theome Available for Equity Return 4.8 4.8 4.4 4.2 3.9 34 2.8 04
Operating Incone 9.9 9.9 9.2 8.8 8.1 7.0 5.7 0o
Rate Base 1035 1033 96.1 91.9 84.1 72.9 59.7 00
Retsny on Rate Base 9.61% $.61% 9.6]1% 2.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Fguity 41.5 91.4 38.3 36.8 337 292 21.9 0
Reqom on Kouiy 11.50% 11.50%  11.30%  11.50%  §1.50% 11.30% 11.50% 11.30%
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Revenue Requirements Foreeast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 19499 2400 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Cheswick
Off-systemn Sules Revenue 13 37 28 10.2 10.2 114 9.6 10.2 3.9
Revenue from Custonmers %0.3 91.8 108.7 1139 1187 127.9 1345 137.0 167.8
Total Revenue 9318 956 L1833 1240 1289 1393 144.2 147.2 171.7
Operating Expenses
Fuel 399 36.8 459 J8.1 a47.2 528 52.9 48.7 595
Loissions 0.7 0.2 5.9 6.2 R.8 10.8 [1.0 93 13.4
Non Fucl O&M (production) 1.0 24.6 15.8 14.9 16.8 16.8 15.6 28.6 18.1
Outage Accounting 27 (10.9) 22 22 22 12 2.2 {13.0y 3l
Non=production [xpenses 11 133 122 4.8 14.3 13.6 18.0 22.3 18.4
Major Maintciumee Expense 0.0 0.0 0.0 LAY 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0
Decomissioning LAY 1Y 0.u 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Book Depreciation 8.7 9.7 9.9 101 1.0 10.3 118 15.5 15.9
Amerlization 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 IR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revepue Tax 4.0 L0 1.8 5.0 3.2 3.6 5.9 6.0 74
Property Taxes 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Other Taxes i3 1.3 13 1A ! 1.3 1.3 13 14
Curent Tases 7.4 18 12 1.6 13.5 14.9 15.9 10.2 20.3
Vefarred Vaxes {3.0) 2.7 (2.7) (2.7 (2.8) (3.0) 3.3 2.3 {4.m
[TC Amertization (0.2) (0.2) 0.2) (0.2) (0.2) 0.2) (0.2 (0.2) 0.2)
Towal Operating Expenses 835 84,2 147.2 1122 1174 128.1 1319 131.9 1542
Opc[-aljnghmmuu 10.3 1.3 13 1.8 113 11.2 12.2 153 17.6
Interest Bxpense 4.6 30 5.0 5.3 3.1 5.0 54 6.8 78
Net Incowwe 5.7 6.3 6.3 6.6 6.4 6.2 68 8.3 9.7
Preferred Retum 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.2 1.3
come Available for Equity Retun 4.9 5.4 5.4 5.7 3.5 54 59 7.4 8.4
Operating lcome 10.3 1.3 13 11.8 11.5 1.2 122 15.3 17.6
Rine Base 106.9 117.9 1181 122.9 119.3 116.3 12735 159.6 182.7
Retumn on Rate Base 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 2.61% b.61% 9.61% 9.01%
Rate 1ase - Equity 42.8 4713 473 493 47.8 46.6 51.1 64.0 73.2
Returu o Equity 15350% 11508  JL30% L1.50%  1150% 1150%  1550% 11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Requirements Forecast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Maunsfivhd
Oft-system Sules Revenue 3 33 7.4 7.1 8.4 8.4 74 9.3 2.9
Revenue from Cuslomers 89.9 97.6 1016 8.0 32.9 82,0 89.6 90.7 98.9
Total Revenue 92.9 100.9 109.0 85.1 91.4 904 96.9 100.0 101.8
Operating Lxpenses
Fuel 40.5 46,7 48.9 3238 370 36.9 385 413 42}
imissions .0 0.0 “33 5.3 0.2 6.1 6.6 73 7.4
Mon Fuel Q&M (production) 12.6 12.8 12.8 12.6 11.8 1.9 13.6 . 12,7 13.2
Outage Accounting L2 1.2 13 (.7 {14) (. 0.9 0.9 0.9
Non-production [Ixpenses 9.5 R 114 10.0 0.6 10.6 1.3 1.4 12.2
Major Maintenanee Expense 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Peconmissioning 0.0 0 a.0 0.0 0. 0.0 0.0 04 0.0
ook Depreciation 8.2 54 8.4 8.0 7.3 1.6 7.8 8.0 g2
Aot Lization LERA] 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revene Tax 40 4.3 4.5 34 3.6 3.6 39 4.0 4.4
I'roperty Taxes 0.8 (ER 0.4 0.8 (.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Other Taxes 14 1.3 b 1.3 1.3 1.3 L3 1.4 1.3
Current Tases 3% 6.3 6.5 4.6 33 30 3.7 5.6 5.3
Delerted Taves (1.7) (2.2) (2.7) (0.9) (LN (1.5) .3 2.1 2.3
YIC Amortization (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (U.3) (0.3} (0.3) (0.3) 0.3}
Total Operating Expenses 819 90.0 98.5 750 8.6 81.0 87.8 91.1 933
Operating Income 1.0 10.9 10.4 10.1 9.7 9.4 9.1 2.0 8.5
Interest lixpense 4.9 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.3 42 41 4.0 1.8
Net Income 6.1 6.0 5.8 5.6 3.4 52 5 50 47
Preferred Return 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
Tneome Available for Equity Rewrn 33 3.2 5.0 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.1
Operating lheome (ARY 10.9 10.4 10.1 9.7 94 9.1 9.0 8.5
Rale Base 114.7 113.0 108.8 1052 101.2 1.6 95.2 934 89.0
Rewmn on Rate Base 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%  9.61% 9.61% 9.61%  9.61% 9.61%
Rate Buse - Bguity 46.0 453 43.6 42.2 40.6 391 382 315 357
Retum on Equity 11.50% 11.50% 1150% [1.50% 11.50%  11.50% 11.50% 10.50%  11.50%
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Revenne Requirements Forecast
Fuossil Generation
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2000 2002 2063 2004 2005
Sammis
ON-system Sales Revenue 1.5 1.6 33 7 33 4.0 32 4.2 1.2
Revenue Trotn Customers 27 3306 5.4 5.7 36.9 39.2 40.7 40.5 464
Total Revenue LEW) 372 330 393 40,1 432 44.0 44.7 477
Opesating Expenses
Fuue) 13.6 17.3 16,0 18.6 165 20.0 195 215 207
lmissions 0.2 0.0 (! {0.6) 03 0.6 0.5 0.7 23
Non Fiel O&M (production) 4.4 39 7.4 3.3 83 5.5 68 60 7.1
Outage Accolinting 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 (1.6) 0.8 08 0.8 0.4
Non-production Expenses 6 A8 4.1 4.3 33 5.2 5.3 5 6.1
Major Muintenanee Expense (IR0 0.0 Lo 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Degipmissioning 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Book Depreciaion 4.3 4.3 4.3 4 432 43 44 45 47
Amortizition 4} 0.1 0.0 (HH0] a4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
Opaating Revenne Fax 4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.8 2.0
Property Tases 0.4 0.4 4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 02
(her Tuses 0.3 0.4 (.3 0.3 () 0.5 .3 ¢3 0.3
Current Taxes 2.0 2.3 25 2.4 1.7 20 2.6 23 2.4
Delerred Taxes {0.3) (L.1) (1.2) (1.2) (0.5) (L4) (1.3) (1.3) (1.6)
ITC Amortization 0.2} (0.2} {0.2) {0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2} (0.2} {0.2)
Totd Operating LExXpenses AR 333 RERY By 36.7 399 40.9 41.9 45,1
Oparating lucome A1 38 LR 34 3.4 33 31 2.8 2.6
Interest Expense 1.8 1.7 1.6 L3 15 13 1.4 1.2 1.1
Net lncome 23 2.1 2.0 Ly 19 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.4
Prelerred Retum 0.3 0.3 0.3 .3 0.3 0.2 (.2 Q.2 0.2
Income Availuble for Equity Return 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.3 12
Operting Income 4.1 38 3.0 34 3.4 33 LN 2.8 2.6
Rate DBase 427 40.1 38.0 136 358 34.0 32.0 291 26.8
Retum on Rate Base 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9%.61% 9.01%
Rate 13ase - Bquity 17.1 16.1 t5.2 14.3 14.4 13.6 12.8 11.7 10.7
Return on Equity 11.50%  11.50%  1150% 11.30% 11.50% 11.50%  11.30%  11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Reguirements Foreeast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2104 2005
Eastlake
Off-systein Sales Revenue 1.2 13 32 19 34 3. 27 35 0.9
Revenue fram Customers 295 AN 324 3 372 36.7 YA 40.0 41.1
Total Revenoe 307 290 33,5 34.0 40.6 39.8 39.8 43.5 421
Operating 12xpenses
Fuel 12.3 1.2 134 12.4 14.3 12,9 136 150 13.2
Iimissions 0.3 0l 2.4 22 18 3.5 38 4.5 %
Non Fuel Q&M (production) 4.7 34 5.4 5.4 6,0 6.2 5.9 7.0 7.5
Owtage Accounting 0. Ly 0.1 0.2 D2 0.2 0.2 (0.2) .3
Non-production FExpenses 14 35 J.0 19 5.0 5.4 4.7 53 3.6
Major Maintenmee 1Npense 0.0 Ll 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Decotmmissioning 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0
ook Depreciation 32 KR, 35 34 37 4.2 4.3 47 3.1
Amortizition 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 {0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revenue Tax 1.3 i.2 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.8
Poperty Taxes 0.4 e 4.3 1.3 .3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Other Taxes 0.4 i3 0.4 .3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.3
Curent Taxes 1.8 1.3 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.2 24 2.3 2.0
Deferred Tixes {0.6) (0.0) 0.7 (0.7 (0.8) (0.9) (nn (.0 0.7y
ITC Amolrtization (0.1} (0.1 (0.1} (0.1 (1) (0.1} 0.1 {0.1) (0.1)
Total ()Pu‘.ﬂ[ing LLxpenses 27.3 235 321 038 372 i6.1 363 40.0 18.7
Operating Income 34 34 34 i1 34 3.6 3.5 3.5 34
[nterest Expense 1.5 1.3 1.3 14 15 1.6 1.6 s 1
Net [ngome L9 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9
Preterred Retum 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 4.3
Income Available Jor Equily Retum 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.7 L7 17 6
Operating lcome 34 34 34 3. 34 16 15 3.5 14
Rate Base 153 58 132 329 330 8.0 304 36.0 354
Return on Rate Base 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 92.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Equily 4.2 143 14,1 i3.2 14.3 15.2 14.6 4.4 14.2
Return on Equity 11.50%  11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  1130%  11.530% 11.50%
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Revenne Reguirements Forecast
Fussil Generation
(Revised)
Yeur 1997 1998 1999 2000 p111 | W02 WD 2004 2005
Brunut 1sland
Off-system Sates Revenue ing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Revenue from Custowers 6.0 37 6.0 5.6 5.4 52 5.1 6.7 5.8
Total Revenue 0.l 5.7 6.0 5.6 54 32 3.1 6.7 58
Operiting lispenses
Fuck Ly 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lnissions x| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non Fuel Q&M (production) (L7 0.4 0.6 0.6 4.6 0.6 07 0.7 0.7
Oulage /\,_vumnliug .0 (0.0 0.0 HR() 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-prcluction Lixpenses 0.3 thd 0.3 1.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0 03
Major Maintenunce Expense 0.0 (1R} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Decommissioning 0 00 .0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Book Depretiation 2.4 2.0 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.3 23
Aot tization 0o 0.0 0.0 0o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a0
Operating Revenue Tax 0.3 0.3 3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3
Property Tuses (.3 .3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Other Taxes [IX¢] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Current Taxes 1.3 13 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.3 12
Delerted Taxes .7 (0.6) (0.7) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.7) (0.7
FEC Amwtization (0.0) (0.5) (0. (0. (0.0) 0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)
Towsl Operaling lixpenses 4ol 4.0 4.3 4.0 39 19 18 5 id
Operating lncome 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 l.5 L4 1.3 1.5 1.4
Interest lixpense 0.8 0.8 0.8 07 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.7 06
Net Income 0.9 0.9 1.0 09 08 08 0.7 09 08
Prefomed Retum 0.4 .1 0.1 0. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Income Available for liquity Retum 0.8 0.8 08 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7
Operating Income b7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.4
Rate ase 17.6 177 17.9 16,7 15.6 14.5 134 16.1 14.7
Return on Rate Base 961%  9.61% 961% 961% 9061 9.61%  D61% 961%  9.61%
Rate 13ase - Equity 7.1 7. 7.2 6.7 6.2 5.8 54 6.5 59
Return on Lguity 115608 11.50%  11.30%  11.50%  11.30%  1L.50% 11.50%  11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Reguirements Forecast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Yeur 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2105
Phillips
Oft=system Sales Revenue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Revenue from Custoiners 72 73 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.6 30.1 56.3 0.1
Total Revenue 7.2 7.7 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.6 30. | 56.3 .1
Operating Expenses
Fuel 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
[imissions 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non Fuel Q&M (production) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Outage Accounting 0.0 0.0 0n.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-procuction 1ixpenses (0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Major Mainlenanee xpense 0.0 RV 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Decommissioning 0.0 a0 0.0 (1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Book Depreciation (£ 1.0 0.0 (10 0.0 0.0 24 4 53.6 0.4
Amnorlizalion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0
Operating Revene Tax 0.3 .3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.3 25 0.0
Praperty Taxes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oher Tuses 0.0 (.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (.0 0.0
Current Taxes 1.7 1.9 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.2 222 (0.0)
Befetred Taxes 0.1 (0.1) 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 (10.0) (22.2) (0.1)
ITC Amortizalion (n0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2} (0.2) (0.2} (0.2)
Totul Operating Expenses 2.4 29 1.9 1.9 1.9 i.8 26.7 35.9 0.1
Operating lncome 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 34 0.4 (0.0)
Interest Expensc 2.1 2.1 2.1 21 2.1 2.1 1.3 0.2 {0.40)
Net Income 21 2.7 2.7 2.7 26 2.6 1.9 0.2 (0.0)
Preferred Retum 0.4 0.4 04 0.4 0.4 04 03 0.0 (0.0
Income Availuble Tor Equity Retumn 23 2.3 23 23 2.3 23 1.6 0.2 (0.0)
Operating Income 4.8 4.8 48 4.8 4.8 4.8 34 0.4 0.0
Rate Base 50.1 50.2 50,0 49.8 49.7 19.6 352 iR 0.0
Returi on Rate Base 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%  %.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Lquity 20.1 201 20.0 20,0 19.9 19.9 14,1 1.5 0.0
Retum on Equity TE50%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50% | L50%  11.30%  11.50% | 1.50%
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Revenue Requircements Forecast
Fossil Generation
{Revised)
Yeur 1997 1998 199 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B.1. Culd Reserve
OlLsyslem Sales Revenue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Revenue 2.4 24 24 2.3 23 13 23 2.3 30.0
Tolal Revenue 24 24 24 2.3 23 23 23 2.3 300
Operating 1ixpenses
Fuel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fanissions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o4
Non Fuel Q&M (production) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Outage Accounting 0.0 (0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-production Kxperses 0.0 (.0 ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Major Mainlenance BExpense 0.0 (1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
[)ccgmmisglm\iug 0.0 G4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Boak epreciation (N0} a0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.8
Amothization Y 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revenne Tax ! 0.1 0.1 0. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.3
Property Taxes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Taxes R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Current Taxes 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 046 06 0.6 0.6 11.9
Defierred Taxes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 (119
[TC Amartization (0.1 (0.n (0.1} (0.1 (©.) (0.1 0.1 (0.1) .1
Total Operating lExpenses .7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.0
Operating lncome 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 (0.0)
Interest Lxpense 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 (0.0
Net income 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 (0.0)
Preferred Retum 0.1 A 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 (0.0)
tncome Available for Equity Retum 0R 0.8 0.8 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 (0.0)
Operating Ineome V7 1.7 1.3 17 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.0
" Rate Buse 17.5 17.5 17.3 17.4 174 17.4 17.4 17.4 0.0
Return on Rate Base 9.61% 2.01% 961% 3.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 961%
Rate Buse - Zquity 70 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 14 10 0.0
Retum on Equily 11.50%  11.50%  1150%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%
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Revenue Requirements Forecast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Yeur 1947 1998 1999 2000 2001 002 2003 2004 2005
Purchases & Other
Of-systewm Sales Revenue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Revenue from Cuslomers 1.7 (16.4) 212 25.3 24.6 26.6 380 36.9 1017
Tolal Revenue 1.7 (16.4) 212 253 24.6 26.6 38.0 369 101.7
Operating Lxpenses
Fuel 14.% 13.6 204 237 234 24.8 34.3 331 9u.0
Lmissions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nen Fuel O&M {(production} 1.4 20 03 Ly R 1.1 1.3 1.3 (2.6)
Outage Accolnling 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-production [Expenses 0.0 0.0 (0.6) (0.6) (0.6 @.3) 0.8 0.3 0.8
Major Maintenmuce Lixpense 0.0 0.0 ou 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Decommissioning 0.0 a0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
Book Depreciation 04 . 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
A Lzation Ay AV 0. 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revenue Tax 0.1 (0.7) 0.9 1.1 11 1.2 1.7 1.6 4.3
Property Tases 0.0 ua 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Taxes (7.) (4.5) 00 R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Current Taxes (3.03 (un 0.0 0.0 0.0 no 00 0.0 DY
Delerred Taxes (4.3) (5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ITC Amor tization 0.3 0.0 09 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Operiting Expenses 1.7 (16.4) 212 253 24.6 20.0 38.0 369 101.7
Operating lncome {0.0) 0.0 LR, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
nterest Expense 0.0 0.0 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mot Income (0.0 0.0 VR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Preferred Return 0.0 0.0 0.4 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ncome Available for Equity Return (0.0) 0.0 (1.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Income 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rate Bause 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Return on Rate Base 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Rate Base - Byuity 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Retury on Eguity 0.00% 0.0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
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Revenue Requirements Forecast
Fossil Generation
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 t99Y 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Warwick

Ofsvstem Sules Revenue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Revenue 154 15,1 14.9 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Revenue 15.4 13.1 14.9 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oputating Expenses
Fuel 14.4 4.5 14.7 kI 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Emissions 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non Fuel O&M (production) 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Culage Accounting .0 (L0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
Nog-production Expenses .0 L0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Major Miinlenance Expense .0 0.0 0y 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Peconunissioning 0.0 0.0 0.4 (X4] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Houk Depreciation 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Adnontization (ENY] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Revenue Tax 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .o
Property Taxes 0.0 0.0 g0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Onhier Taxes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cutrent ‘Tuxes 1.9 L8 1.7 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Deleired Taxes (1.9) (1.9 (1.9) (0.5) 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0
I'I'C Amantizition (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totul Operating Expenses 4.7 14.7 14.8 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Income 0.6 0.4 0.1 u.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
luterest Expense 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nel Income 04 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Prelerred Retum 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Income Available for Equity Retum 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operating Income 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rate Base 6.6 39 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Retorn on Rate Base 4.61% 9.61% 9.61% 2.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% %.61%
Rate Base - Equity 2.7 1.6 .5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
© Returm on Equity PL30%  1R50% 11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50% 11.50%  11.50%  11.500
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Revenne Requivements Forecast

(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Seneration Related Regulutory Assct_s]
Revenue 60.0 739 99.4 92.5 85.6 78.7 896 1095 1284
Operating Expenses
Warwick Fuel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-production Expenses u.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mijor Maintenance 1Zxpense 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Book {epreciation 0.0 0o . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Amortizition 1.9 812 9.3 94.3 94.3 94.3 94.3 943 1189
Operating Revenue Tax 2.6 3.3 4.4 4. 38 35 39 4.8 3.6
Property Taxes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 e 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Tases L0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Current Taxes {16.9) (10.8) 2.9 (4.7) (6.6) (8.4) 6.8 30.5 8.9
Deterped Taxes {21.6)  (296)  (29) (2L (29 (@49 (249)  (249) (351
TT¢C Amortization 0.0 0.0 (3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0
Total Operuting lixpenses 29.0 46.1 7.9 8.8 66.6 64.4 811 104.8 128.4
Operiting Ineome RN 278 28.5 237 19.0 14.2 9.3 4.7 {0.0)
Icrest Expense 138 124 12.7 10.6 8.4 6.3 4.2 2.1 0.0
Nel Income 17.2 154 15.8 13.2 10.5 7.9 33 2.6 (0.03
Preferred Retum 2.3 2.1 2.1 1.8 1.4 1.1 0.7 04 0.0
Income Available Tor Equity Retuin 1.9 13.4 i1.7 L4 9.1 6.8 4.6 2.3 (0.
Operuating eome K3 RV 278 28.5 23.7 19.0 4.2 9.5 41 {0.0)
Rute Base 3223 289.6 296.2 2408 197.3 148.1 98.7 494 0.0
Return on Operating Inceme 2.61%  961%  961%  9.61%  961%  961%  9.61%  9.60%  0.00%
Rate Base - Equity 1292 116.1 118.7 98.9 79.1 594 39.6 19.8 0.0
Return on Equity 1.50%  11.30% 101.30% 11.30% 11.32% 11.51%  10.50%  11.49% 0.00%
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Revenue Requirements Forecast
(Revised)
Yenr 1997 1998 1999 2000 200t 2002 2003 2004 2005
Transmission
Revenue from Customers 346 36.6 37.6 374 37.8 393 40.2 40.3 40,9
Other Revenues 6.3 6.1 61 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1
Folal Revenues 40.9 42.7 43.0 435 439 454 46.2 46.4 46.9
Operating Expenses )
Non-production Expenses 12.6 13.3 14.2 13.9 14.2 14.6 14.9 15.3 15.7
Major Maintenance Expense 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0
13ook Depreciation 5.5 335 54 53 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.3 3.4
Amorlization (0.8) (0.8} 0.7) (0.6) (0.3) (©.3) (0.1 Q.1 0.0
Operading Revenue Tax 1.3 Lo L7 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8
Propeity Taxes (.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
Other Taxes 1.3 I.3 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.7
Current Taxes 38 0.4 6.4 6.6 6.7 7.2 7.3 7.4 7.4
Deferred Tuxes (1.2) (1.4 {0.8) (0.6) (0.4) (%1} 0.3 0.3 0.5
FIC Amottization 1 (043 (0.4) (¢.4) (0.4} {4} (0.4) (0.4) (0.4)
Total Operating Expenses 2,2 274} 28.0 28.1 28.6 3.1 3.2 31.8 16
Operating Inconw §3.7 13,7 13.6 13.4 15.3 15.3 15.0 14.6 14.3
Tnterest Expense 7.0 7.0 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.5 6.4
Mel Incomne 87 8.7 8.7 £.5 8.5 4.5 8.3 g1 7.0
Preferred Retum 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 114 k.2 11 1.1 N
Income Available or Lguity Return 7.6 7.5 7.5 7.4 7.3 7.3 7.2 70 6.9
Operaling lucome 137 15.7 13.6 5.4 15.3 15.3 15.0 14.6 14.3
Rute Base 1639 163.3 162.5 160.3 1590 139.4 155.9 152.2 149.0
Return on Operating Incone 92.61% 9.01% 9.61% 9.61% 92.61% 9.01% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Equity 63.7 654 65.1 64.2 3.7 63.9 62.5 6i.0 39.7
Return on Equity 11.50%  [1.30%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  11.50%  11.350%  11.50% 1.50%
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Revenue Requirements Forecast
(Revised)
Year 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Distribution
Revenue from Customers 236.2 268.3 2697 266.2 268.7 275.0 281.7 2883 300.4
Other Revenues 12.7 i2.8 £3.9 16.0 16.0 16.1 16.2 16.3 121
Tolal Revenues 268.9 2810 1836 2821 2847 2511 2979 304.5 125
Operating Expenses
Non-production Lixpenses 97.3 105.9 104.3 107.4 11413 131 116.0 119.0 1224
Mujor Muinlenance Expense 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Book Depreciation 417 425 423 40.2 8.6 398 41.0 - 423 436
Amortization 6.Y 6.6 6.3 4.6 13 37 4.4 4.3 A6
Operating Revenue Tax 11.3 1.8 11.9 1.7 1.8 12,1 12.4 12.7 112
Property Tuxes 27 12 33 33 2 13 i3 3.3 13
Other Taxes 6.0 0.6 6.7 6.8 0.9 6.9 7.0 71 78
Current Tuxes 2.6 337 138 328 12 324 327 127 127
Deferred Tuxes (3.2) (3.7 (3.3) (1.8) (0.3) (0.3) 0.0 0.3 0.9
110 Amuortization (1.0} (1.6} (1.6) (1.6) (1.6} (1.6) (1.6) (1.6 (1.6)
Total Operaling Expenses 19,1 2050 208.5 2034 204.2 2095 2149 2202 227.0
Opetating Income 4.6 76.0 7.1 78.7 80.3 816 %3.0 843 25,3
Interest Expense 12 RER] 34.3 5.0 33.8 36.3 36.9 375 180
Net Income Al 42.2 428 43.7 44.7 433 46.1 46.8 474
Preterred Relum 36 37 53 3.9 6.0 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4
Incomie Available for Equily Returm 358 36.5 37.0 378 318.6 392 398 40.4 Nng
Operating lncome 4.6 76.0 77.1 78.7 80.5 816 83.0 84.3 835.5
Rate Base 765 7915 8028 819% 8377 8497 8642 8774 $90.0
Return on Operating [ncome 4.61% v.61% 9.61% 2.6E% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61% 9.61%
Rate Base - Equity i11.2 3172 1218 328.6 3337 340.6 346.4 331.7 356.7
Retumn on Fauity 11508  11.30%  11.50%  11.30%  11.50%  1150%  11.530%  11.530% - 11.50%
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Year

Rate Base Sunmary

Generution
Regukatory Assets
T ransmission
Pstibution

Tosul

Net Book Vialue Sumnary

Creneration

Regrelatory Assets Included in Rats Haxe
Regnlmsoy Axsets Exeluded fom Rate Bise
“Fransmission

I nshibution

ol

Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
(Revised)

1496 1997 1998 1999 2000 20 200 003
1,101.07 1,082.48 1,043.54 937.01 87849 £10.55 72212 653.85
346,443 32249 289.59 296.19 246.83 197.46 148,10 98.73
165.12 163.94 163,29 62,48 160.29 159.04 159.38 155,85
135,58 77631 791.53 ®02.83 81979 837.67 249.72 864.19
2.308.20 234522 2.2R7.94 2,198,532 2.105.40 2,004.72 1,879.31 1,772.63
939,60 18,71 917.614 R1K.84 767.76 706.20 624.15 562,27
ERIRR] 12249 289 349 RN R 246.83 197.40 14810 98.73
2046 268.70 21895 205,77 183.17 160,58 13799 115.39
153K.13 157.37 137,14 136,74 134,96 5411 151.86 151,75
12790 750.27 767 .04 7.9 798.42 817.86 83147 847.50
2.-182.52 244758 2,370.33 2.237.45 2,151.14 2,036.22 1,896.57 1,775.64

2604

616.44

49,37
152.25
87737

1,695.43

331.27
49.37
92.80

148,53

862 .24

1,684.22

347.71

0.00
148.97
890.03

1,586.71

477.26
0.00
3580
145,68
871645

1,555.20

L9 30 €7 @%eq
€-0rQ@ 21414x3

i1 o Zg 9884
12-20Q ¥qUXg



Year

Net Ilant
Nuclear
Fosil
Transmission
Distribution

Regulatory Assets
CGieneration Regulatory Assels
MNucheny
Fousl
Transmission
isuibution

Deferred ncome Taxes
Generation Regulatoany Assels
Nuclen
Faruil
Transmission
Disuibulion

Waorking Cuapital
Nuclear
Fossil
Tramsmission
Distribution

Investment Tax Credii
Nucleay
FFossil
Transmission
1Distribation

1996

906.88
608,54
193.76
y14.16
262834

455.14
0.00
0.00

32,068

54407

(102.006)
(306.92)
{171.0%)

(67.34)
{220.21)
(871.76)

21,84
4176
124
s
69.94

(56.98)
£20.90)
(5.75)
2237
{106.20)

Rate Base and Net Boole Value Forecast

(Revised)

1997 1998 1999 pAI 2001
339.70 763.62 623.27 543,12 450.83
614.39 606.91 577.66 556.27 530.96
19574 193,43 191.28 188.09 186.05
937.69 g34.87 968.2% 987.16 1,007 07

2,587.73 2,518.83 236012 2,274.65 2,174.91
421.26 371.37 387.78% 323.15 258.52
0.00 0,00 0.6 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
REFSH] 3425 RORR] 3350 36,03
5060.01 431.36 J63.68 396.34 330.24
{UR.0) (R1.78) (¥1.39) (76.33) {61.06)
{273.72) (239.89) (188.37) {155.62) (117.44)
{160.68) {148.62) (136.03) (124.81) (113.32)
(66.30) (65.02) {6-1.90) (64.52) {64.26)
(217.52 (214,31 (211.36) (210.09 (210.12)
(RI7.37) {750.22) (692.31) (631.37) (566.20)
21.30 2042 19.40 1843 18 43
41.10 4110 41.10 41.10 41.10
1.22 1.22 1.22 §.22 1.22
sg3 sm s 03 s
6R.85 67.77 66,75 65.78 65.78
(5L.88) (46.78) (41.68) (36.57) (3147
(19.27) (17.63) (16.000 (14.63) (13.3%)
{53.34) (4.93) {4.32) (4.11) (3.710)
{21.01) (19.45) (17.8%) (16.34) (14.78)
(97.50) (88.79 {8Q.0N (7 | 6_5} {(13 ity

M2

3320}
500.19
186.03
1,021 .81
2,040.06

1931.89
0.00
.00

36.37

26349

(45.79)
(68.53)
(101.06)
(64.26)
(210.30)
(490.02)

18.43
41.10
122
.03
65.78

(26.37)
{12.06)

(3.29)
(13,22}
(54.95)

2003

25551
45331
182,76
1.039.65
1,931.61

129.26
0.00
06.00

36.32
3042
196.19

(30.53)
{37.20)
(77.68)
(64.64)
(210.90)

(420.95)

18.43
4140
122
501
65.78

(21.27)
(10.78)

(2.89)
(11.67)
{40.60}

2004

21842
401.22
179.49
1,056.8%
1.835.97

64.63
0.00
0.00

36.60

2745

128,08

(15.20)
(21.99)
{4074y
(65.06)
(211.93)
(355.01)

18.43
41.10
1.22
.03
65.78

(1614
(9.50)
(2.48)

(o

(38.23)

3
=
o=
h

|

192.08
336.40
176.8i
1,074.30
1,779.58

0.00
0.00
0.00
36.3%
211
60.69

0.00
(11.34)
(17.95)
(65.64)

(213.41}

{308.34)

18.43
30.10
122
500
54.78

(13.79)
(8.13)
{2.07)

(32.34)

[
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~3

il Jo g€ 28eg

€-00Q 3TQIYX3

12204 qmuxg




Rate Base and Net Boole Value Forecast

{Revised)
Yeur 19496 1997 1998 1959 2000 2001 2002 2003 00 2005
Generation Sunnary
Chiginal Cost 2.80:1.81 2,885.14 294662 292278  2.961.34 2,996.12 3,02708  3,06988  3,142.65 3,170.89
Accumulated Depreciation (1,280.38]) (1430.85) (1.376.10) (172185} (1.B6195)y (201434} (Q19488) (2360,67) (2,523.01) (2,642.42)
Net Plang 150543 j.4354.29 1.370.53 1,200,923 1,099.3% 981.78 83220 709.21 619.64 528 47
Accumubaed Delerred Taxes (177,93} (434400 (388,51 (324 .42) (280.43) {230.76) {169.61 114.89 6273 5020
Net Plant Less Accum. Deferred Taxes 1.037.48 1,019.89 982,02 876.51 218.96 75102 662.59 594.32') 5(*-}56.91 ‘%——»]99.] .
Working Capital 6159 62.60 61.52 60,50 39.53 59.53 5953 5053 59.53 48.53
Rate Base L 101.07 1.082.18 1,043,354 y37.01 878.49 810.335 72212 633,83 616.44 54771
et Pt Yess Accum, Defined Taxes [IARIEY.) 101989 YR2.02 876.51 R18.96 751.02 662.59 594.32 556.01 199,18
Jess: Accumuluted FFC (17.88) (7L.13) (61419 (37.67 (51.20) (14.82) 38,44 3205 25 6 Lo
Nt ook Value PRDX{L VIR Y1761 RIX.Rd 767.76 706.20 624,13 362.27 531.27 477.26
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Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)
Year 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 1001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Regulatory Assets Summary
Book Cost 544.67 544.67 Sd4.67 62511 625.71 62571 62511 62571 625 6251
Accemulated Amortizalion 0.00 38.66 (23.11) {162.03) {229.37) (29547 {362.22) (429.52) (497.03) (565.02)
Net Baok Caost 544,67 506.01 451.56 403.68 396.34 330.24 26349 196.19 128.68 60.69
Accumulated Deferred Taxes {198.24) 183.52 (161977 (16749 14951y  (13278) (11540) {97.46) (79.31) (60.6%)
Net Plant Less Acem, Deferred Taxes 346.43 322,49 289.39 296.19 246.83 197.46 148,10 9873 4937 0.00
Warkirig Capital 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.0 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rae Base W43 32249 28958 29649 24683 19746 14810 98.73 49.37 0.00
Regulatory Assets Excluded from Rate Haxe (Generation)
ook Cost 15949 45949 45949 44139 44139 139 44139 44139 44139 44139
Accumutated Amortizativn 0.00 (.70 {83210 (117.24}  (151.26) (18329} {21931y {25334)  (287.36)  (346.01)
Net Beok Cost 45949 42470 37628 3415 29043 25600 22208 18805  154.03 95,38
Accumulated Delerred Taxes {169.02) {136.01) (137.33) {118.38) {106.93) (95.32) (84.09) (72,66} (61,22 (39.58)
Net ook Value 046 26870 23895 20577 18347 16058 13799 11539 92.80 55.80
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Year

Transmission Sununary

Opriginal Cost

Accumuluted Depreciation

Net Plant

Accumuluted Delerred Taxes

Met Mamt Less Accuw, Deferred Taxes
Working Cupital

Rute Base

Net Phint 1.ess Accum. Deferred Tuxes
ess: Aceamulaled 1TC
Net Book Value

1996

319.05
(120.29)
198.76
(34.88)
16388
124
165.12

163.88
{3.75}
138,13

o o ® v
Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
(Revised)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
33150 32468 32798 33008 33318 33840 34040 34245
(125760 (13125)  (13670) (4198 (14743) (15235) (15764)  (162.96)
19574 19343 19128 188.09 18605 18605 18276 17949
(3303) (LI (001 .(2902)  (82%) (2189 2842)  (28.46)
16272 16207 16126 15907  157.82 15816 15463  151.03

122 22 122 1.22 1.22 122 1.22 1.22
16391 16329 16248 16020 15004 15938 15585 15225
16272 16207 16126 15907 15782 I5BI6 15463 1SLO3

(5.34) (493 (4.52) (LI (1.70) (329)  (2.89) (2.48)
15737 15744 15674 15496 15401 15486 15175 14855

2005

345.13
(168.32)
176.8)
(29.06)
147.75

122
148.97

14735

{2.07)
145.68

/9 3o ;T °8eg
€-0rd 3TqTURE
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Year

Pistribution Summary

Original Cost

Accumulated Depreciation

Net Plant

Accunmulnted Delerred Tuxes

Net Mant Less Accum, Deferred Taxes
Working Capital

Rate Buse

Net Plunt 1ess Accum. Deterred Taxes
|ess: Accumubeted ITC
Mt Book Value

-
Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
(Revised)
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2065
134165 140688 146656  1,522.18 158137 163987 169439 175321 181268 187369
(42749)  (469.19) (S1LE8)  (553.97) (59421) (63279) (612.58) (1S (15583  (799.39)
91416 93769 95487  968.2) 98716  1,007.07  1,021.81 103965 1,05685 107430
(16369) (16642) (16838) (7040) U7241) (17443) (177.12) (I1B04R)  (I84.51)  (189.30)
75046 77128 78650 19780 81476 83264 84069  $59.16 87234 88500
sl 5.03 5.03 503 5.03 503 5.03 503 503 5.03
15598 77631 19153 80283 81979 83767 84972 86419 87737 89003
75046 77128 T8as0 79780  BI476  BI2G4 BA469 85916 87234 885.00
(2257 QUL (4h  0289)  (63) (B (322) (L6 (oL (8.55)
9790 7027 6704 17991 79842 81786 83147 B4150 86324 87645
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Year

Nuclear Generution

Perry
Original Cost
Accunlated Depreciation
Net Plant
Accumilated Delerred Taxes
Net Plant Less Accum. Deferred Tuxes
Working Capital
RRate Base

Net Plant Tess Accum. Delesred Taxes
].ess: Accumutated 1€
Net Book Value

868,19
{394.20)
473.99
{16533y
308.26
11.80
320006

308.26

(24.25)
284.01

Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

{Revised)
1997 1998 1999 2000
$7020 88392  B46T9  849.14
(452.54)  (S1087)  (569.07)  (625.52
42675 31305 21772 22361
(19407} (122170 (8625}  (G4.85)
28268 25088 19147 158.77
20430 26184 20182 168.55
K268 25088 19147 158,77
0407 (B3 (1568) (1283
020 23234 17579 14594

w
2001 002 2008 2004 2005
852.12 85460  B57.75 86079 86413
(695.94)  (792.16)  (846.06)  (B60.79)  (B64.13)
156.18 62.44 11.69 (0.00) (0.00)
(37.50) 0.54 20,97 25.10 24.44
118.68 62.98 32.66 25.10 2444
12842 72.67 4230 .69 3398
118.68 62.98 32.66 25.10 2444
(9.9Ty 74 (4.25) (L40) (1.35)
108.71 55.87 2841 23.70 23.09

1t Jo 8¢ 988
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Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)

Year 1996 1997 1998 1994 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Nuclenr Generation

Beaver Valiey 1 . L
Original Cost 653.69 664.58 672.66 659.50 665,19 671.02 677.02 683.17 689.50 696.00
Accumulated Depreciation (275.30)  (308.90) (34274}  (376.65)  (d09.44) (441.28)  (47344) (303.94)  (538.98) (572.60)
Net Plant 37839 35569 32992 28285 25575 22974 20338 17723 15052 12340
Accumulated Deferred Taxes (123.51)  {112.58)  (101.44) (84.83) {(73.93) (63.47) (52.96) (4237 (31.60) {20.62)
Met Plant Less Accum. Delerred Tuxes 254.88 243.11 228.48 19803 ~ i81.82 166.27 150.62 134.86 118.92 102.78
Working Capital 892 878 8.34 91 .52 152 153 133 1.53 7.54
Rate Base 263.80 251.89 230.82 205.94 189.34 173.80 158.15 142.39 126.46 110.32
Net Plant Less Acernm, Delereed Taxes 254,88 24301 228,48 198,03 181.82 166,27 150.62 134.86 118.92 102.78
Less: Accumulated I'1C (1949} (1792} (16.33) (14.78) {13.20) {11.63) (6.06) - (R49) (6.89) {5.29)
Net Book Yalue 23539 22519 212,44 183.23 168.6} 154,64 140.56 126.37 112.03 97.49

¥l Jo 65 a8eg
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Year

Nuclear Generafion

Beaver Valley 2
Original Cost
Accumulated Depreciation
Net Plant
Accumutated Delemred Taxes
Net Mam Less Accum. Delerred Taxes
Working Capital
Rate Buse

Net Plant Less Accum, Beferred Taxes
Less: Accumulted THU
Net Book Value

L L v
Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
{Revised)

19496 1997 199 1999 1000 200
771.52 83.64 90.58 96.42 101.28 106.27
{23.02) {26.37) {29.94) {33.73) (37.52) {41.37}
54,50 57.27 60.64 62.70 63.76 64.91
(1767 {17.0%H {16.2N (17.29) (16.84) (16.48)
36.82 40.19 o 4437 4541 46.92 48.43
37.95 41.30 4540 J6.54 48,05 49.60
36,42 J(L 1Y 44.37 43541 46.92 48.43
(13.21) (£2.36) {11.89) {1122} (10.34) (9.87)
2139 27.63 32,48 3419 16.38 38.56

2002

11139
{45.41)
65.98
(16.13)
4986

121
51.07

49.80

(9.200
40.66

2003

116.65
(49.66)

66.98

-(15.80) -

118
126
5244

51.18

(8.53)
42.65

b
=
=]
F

|

122.05
(54.1%)

67.90

1549

520
130
53.71

5241

{7.85)
44.55

g
=
=
h

|

127.59
(58.91)
68.68
{15,16)
$3.52

135
54.87

53.52

{7.15)
46.36

{9 30 1g¢ °%ed
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Year

Fossil Generation

Elrama
Original Cost
Accumulated PDepreciation
Nel Plant
Aceumulated Deferred Taxes
Net Plant Less Accum, Deferred Taxes
Working Capital
Rate Hase

Net Plant Less Accum, Delerred Tuxes
[ess: Accumulated ITC
Ned ook Valee

1996

—
e [— o W
o D
~ N [ O
b [ O™

o -
S —
S -d

92.16

|

31.17

(2.22)
78.96

o @ @ L J
Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
(Revised)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

259.95 271.43 2717.56 286,10 291.76 294.49 2
. A X 96.00 29705 20705
{152.46) (168.68) (185.74) (203.84) {222.85) {242.69) (263.21) (284.71) (297.04)
10748 10275 91.81 82.25 68.91 51.80 32.79 12.34 0.00
(14.84) 10,61 (5.95) (0.83) 4.64 14,54 16.78 "23.4%8 Qﬂ
92.64 92.13 8386 81.42 73.55 62.34 49.57 3582 OIOO
IO.RI_ 11.2] 10.23 10,52 10.55 10.55 1014 10.29 OIQO
10345 103.34 96.09 91.94 84.10 72.89 59.71 46.11 0.00
92,64 92.13 85.86 81.42 73.55 62.34 49.57 35.82 0.00
(1.98) (1.4) (.31 {1.27) (1.03) {0.80} (0.56) (X)) G.OQ
00.66 90.39 84.36 8G.15 72.52 61,54 49.00 35.49 0_00
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Rute Base and Net Book Value Foreeast

{Revised)

Year 1990 199 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Fossil Generation

Cheswick
Original Cost 215.90 233.80 253.13 260.30- 272,50 277.30 28223 30244 347.00 352,40
Accumulated Depreciation 96.02 104.68 114.33 124.24 134.37 144.37 154.68 166.49 {181.96) {197.88)
Net Plant |19.88 12902 13880 13605 I3B13 13292 12755 13595  jesod  |ods2
Accumulated Deferred Taxes {34.85) (33.00) {(31.15) (29,35} {27 54) (25.62) (23.54) 2199 17.96 15.21
Net Plant Less Aceun, Deférred Taxes 85.03 96.11 107.63 106.70 110,39 107.30 104.01 114.86 147.08 169.73
Working Capital 10.96 10.79 10.28 11.41 12.31 12.05 1229 12.62 12.48 12.9%
Rate Base £ 9599 10690 11793 118.1) 12290 11935 11630 12748 15056  js27)
Net Plant Less Aceum. Delerred Tuxes 85.03 v6.11 107.65 106.70 110.59 107.30 104,01 114.86 147.08 169.73
Less: Acewmulied I1C (2.91) (2.75) {2.60) (2.44) {2.28 (2.13) (1.97) {1.82) (1.66) 1.51
Net Book Value 82.13 9336 10506 10426 10830 105.17

102.04 113.04 14541 l68:23

I¥L Jo Tv 9%ed
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Year

Fossil Generation

Mansfield
Original Cost
Accumulated Depreciation
Met Plant
Acaunulated Delerred Taxes
Net Pl Less Aceum, Delerred Taxes
Working Capital

Rale Buse

Net Plam Less Accwm, Deferred Taxes
lLess: Accumuwhned TC
Net Buak Valuee

® ® @ @
Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
{Revised)

1996 197 1998 1299 2000 2001
269.35 273.68 27845 280.80 284.82 286.19
(124.63) (132.84) (14).20) (149.55) (157.51) (165.00)
144.72 140,84 137.25 131.25 127.30 121.19
(3997 {38.00) (36.27) (34.16) (32.14) (30.271)
105.54 102 .84 100.98 97.09 95.17 90.92
12.04 11.86 12.9¢ 11.69 10,04 10.28
117.39 114.69 112,99 108.78 105.21 101,20
103.54 102.84 100.98 97.09 93.17 90,92
{6.80) (¢.48) (6.17) (3.86) {5.35) {5.24)
UR.75 96.35 9.1.81 .23 89.62 85.68

87.68

{4.93)
82.76

80.54

8349

(4.30)
79.19

88.99

T79.54

{3.99)
75.55

L9 FO ug o8y
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Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

{(Revised)

Year 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Fossil Generation

Sammis
Original Cost 93.56 96.18 96.67 98.00 98.19 101.77 10288 104.25 104 .69 106.12
Accumulated Depreciation {#0.10 44.44 481 53.02 5713 6).37 65.68 70.13 74.60 (79,25
Net Plat . 53.39 5173 4796 4497 4105 40.41 3720 34.12 30.09 26.87
Accumulated Deterred Taxes {13.56) (13.16) (12.19 11.i7 10.08 (8.9%) {7.84) {6.69) {5.54) (4.32}
Net Plant bess Accum, Deferred Toxes 39.84 38.58 3517 33.80 30.97 31.45 2936 2743 24,55 22.56
Waorking Capital 16 4.09 4.30 4.18 4.65 4.36 4.61 4.54 4.57 423
Raste Buse 439 42.67 40.06 798 35.62 35.81 3397 31.97 2912 26.79
Mot Mam V.ess Aceum. Deferred Taxes w3l 3R.58 s J3R0 30.97 3143 29.36 2743 24.55 22.56
Luss: Accumulaed [TC (2.8 {243} {246) {221 {2.08 (1.8 {1.70) (L5} (1.an {1.14)
Net Baok Value A7.00 3593 33.3] 3133 28.89 29.36 2765 259 2323 2142

tF1 JO b 98ed
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Year

Fossil Generation

Eastlake
Original Cost
Accumulated Depreciation
Met Plamt
Accuminluted Delerred Taxes
Net Plant Less Accum. Deferred Taxes
Working Capital
Rute Bause

Nut Plant Less Aceum, Deterved Taxes
Voess: Accanlated VTC
Net Book Value

1996

Rate Base and Net Boold Value Foreenst

1997

AL96

(1.3
.36

{Revised)
1998 1999
I 86.74
(42.88) {46.41)
41.84 40.33
9.318 {8.13)
3246 31.60
3n 35.19
326 31.60
{149} (1.38}
30497 .22

29.34

{1.27}
28.07

371

(t.17
30.59

Lad
=
=
d

L d
i
=
ot

|

3262

{0.96)
3167

)
=d
=
e

|

3.80
36.03

Lo d
=
17

3156

{0.74}
31.21
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Year

Fossil Generation

Brunot Island in-Service
Original Cost
Accumulated Depreciation
Net Plant
Accumutated Delerred Taxes
Net Plant Less Accum. Delerred Taxes
Waking Capital
Rate Base

Net Mlant Less Aceum. Deferred Taxes
Less: Accumuluted 1TC
Net Book Valee

45.72
(20.20}
25.52
{8.73)°

16.79
0.00
16,79

16.79

{070
16.06

Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)

1997 1y 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
47.82 4926 50.87 51.04 51.21 5138 51.56
(22.16) {24.15) {26.20) 28.17 (30.04) (31.93) (33.82)
25.66 25.12 2467 287 2107 19.46 17.75
(8.06) (741 {6.74) (6.16) (5.58) (499 {4.40)
17.60 17.71 17.91 16.72 i5.59 14.47 13.35

0.00 ¢.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
17.60 V7.7 17.9] 16.712 15.59 1447 1335
17.60 17.7 17.91 16.72 15.39 14.47 13.35

Q.69 (0.6:1) (0.60) {0.35) (0.51) (0.47) {0.42)

6.92 17.06 17.31 16.16 15.08 14.00 12,93
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Year

Fossil Generation

Phillips
Original Cost
Accumutaled Depreciation
Nel Plant
Accumulated Nelereed Taxes
Net Plant Less Accum. Delerred Taxes
Working Capiltal
Rate Buase

Net Plunt bess Accum. elerred Taxes
less: Accumubted 11C
Ner Baok Value

-
Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast
(Revised)
j996 1997 1998 199 2000 2008 2002 2003 2004 2005

4702 14751 WB47 14847 14847 14847 14847 14847 14847 |dRdT
(663)  (6212) (1008  (7008)  (J008)  (70.08)  (100B)  (9443) (148.05) (148.48)
7840 78.40 1840 78.40 78.40 78.40 78.40 54.05 0.43 (0.00)
2826)  (B34)  (2820) © (2843)  {2860)  (2873)  (2883)  (18.8D) 336 © 000
50.14 50.06 50.20 19.97 49.80 49,67 49.57 3524 379 9.00)

000 0.00 000 000 000 000 000 Qa0 0.00 9,00
50.14 50.06 50.20 19.97 19.80 19,67 49.57 35.24 3.79 0.00)
50.14 50,06 50.20 4997 19,80 1967 49.57

‘ _ . 3524 379

G (49 (AU (L) 9% @15 06 Q3 oy (g'gg)
JBAG 38.57 4889 18 85 4886 4893 49.01 34.86 3.60 (0.00)
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Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)

Year 1996 1997 1498 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Fossil Generation

Brunot Island Cold Reserve
Original Cost 44.83 44.83 44,83 44.83 44.83 44.83 4483 44.83 44.83 44.83
Accumulaled Depreciation (16.07) (16.07) (16.07) (16.07) {16.07) (16.07 (60T (1607} (Iﬁlo';) (44,83)
Net Plant 2876 2876 28.76 28.76 28.76 2876 28.76 28.76 2876 ©.00
Accustited Defersed Tuxes (125 (1126)  (12%)  (130) (130 (133 (13 (136)  (1137) o.oo)
MNet Mant Less Accum. Delerred Taxes 17.31 1749 17.48 1746 1745 (743 1742 17140 17.;{9 ‘()_a)
Wotking Capital 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (}.60 (0'00)
Rate Buse 17.51 1749 17.48 1746 1745 17.43 1742 17.40 1739 (0.00)
Net Plant |.ess Aceum. Delerred Taxes 17,31 17449 1748 17.46 1745 1743 17.42 17.40 1739 (0.00)
Less: Accumulaled TTC {0.87) {0.84) {0.78) (0.73) (0.68) (0.63} (0.57) |0‘52| ' .
Net Huok Value 1602 146,66 16.69 16,73 16.77 16.80 16.84 16‘sg f%:‘;%) Eg—::i_;
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Year

Fossil Generation

Warwick
Onriginal Cost
Accumulated Deprecintion
Net Plant
Accumulated Deferred Taxes
Net Plant Less Accum. Deferred Taxes
Waorking Capital
Rate Buase

Net Plant Less Accum, Deleried Taxes
Less: Accumubated 1'1'C
Nat ook Value

Rate Basc and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
72.50 72.50 72.50 72.50 72.50
(37.20) {61.83) (6646} {71.09) (72.49})
15,29 10.67 6.04 1] 0.00
(3.96) 4.04 (2.12) (0.20) 0.00
9.33 6.63 192 1.21 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
9133 6.63 i 1.21 0.00
92,33 6.03 392 1.21 0.00
(1.15) (0.79) (G4 (0.0 0.00
.19 5.83 8 .12 0.00

i~
=
=
[=

|
|
|
|

72.50

(72,49
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

[
=3
=3
I

72.50

(72,49
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
090
0.00

[
=
=3
L=

72.50

{72.49)
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

[and
=
=
Fey

72.50
(72.49)
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

]
=
=
Lh

|

72.50

(7249
0.00
0.00
0.00
000
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
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Rate Base and Net Book Value Forccast

(Revisedy
Year 1996 1997 1998 1999 200 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Generation-Related Regulatory Assets
Book Cost _ PILEASSA O ASSM 53608 53608 53608 53608 36 $36.18  536.08
Accunmulated Amortization 0.00 (33.88) (83.77) (148407 (2] 3.03) 277.66 (342.29)  (406.92) (471.5%)  (536.1%)
Net Bouk Cost 455,14 421.26 s 38778 32315 258.52 193.89 129.26 64.63 0.00
Accumulated Delerred Taxes {109.06) {98.94) (81.78% 91.59 76.33 {61.06) 45.79 30.53 15.26 0.00
Net Plant Less Accum. Delerred Taxes 346.08 32232 289.59 296.19 246.83 197.46 148.10 98.73 4939 0.00
Working Capital 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rate Base MO8 32232 28959 29619 24683 19746 1ag|o 98.73 49.37 0.00
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Year
Transmission-Related Repulatory Assets

Book Cost

Accumulated Amortization

Net Book Cost

Accumulated Deferred Taxes

Ncit Plant Lesy Accum. Delerred Taxes
Working Capital ’
Rate Base

Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
32.68 32.68 32.68 32.68 32.68
32.68 KXICE] 34,25 34.94 35.50
{32.66) (3347 (34.25) (34.94) (35.50)

0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

]
=J
=
=

|

32.68
.33
36.03
{36.03)
0.00
0.00
0.00

T
=
T

32.68
369
3637

(3637)
0.00
0.00
0.00

L]
=
=
(]

3268
384
36.52
(36.52)
0.00
0,00
0.00

[
=
=
v

|

32.68
3.92
36.60
(36.60)
0.00
0.00
0.00

L=
=
=
wn

|

32.68
3.90
36.58
(36.58)
0.00
0.00
0.00
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Rate Base and Net Book Value Forecast

(Revised)
Year 1996 Y97 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Distribution-Related Regulalory Asscls
Bock Cost . 5685 56.85 56.85 56.85 56.85 56.85 56.85 56.85 56.85 56.85
Accumulated Amortization 0.00 {5.58) {1051 15.88 {19.16} (21.16) (2361} ' . .
by . : - . 26,43 29.40 e
Net Book Cost 56.85 51.27 45.93 40.96 31769 35.69 3323 30.42 %ﬂl ;.21 .:‘:
Accumulated Delerred Taxes {56.52% (51.10) (45.93) {40.96) (37.69) {35.69) (33.23y {3042y ;2?‘45) 24‘
et Plant Less Accum, Deterred Taxes 0.33 0.17 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0-00 0'00 Lo_ll]
Waonking Capital 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0'00 0’00 0-00
Rate Base 0.3 .17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 %
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Exhibit DIC-21

Page 53 of 141
Exhibit DJC-3
Page 44 of 67

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY  revised
Net Present Value of
Generating Plant Assets

as of 12/31/05
$ in Millions

Combined Cycle
$33.8/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

Net Plant
Plant Margin Decommissioning Yalue
Fossil Plants:
Cheswick 237 (23.6) 0.1
Sammis 14.0 (8.0) 6.0
Eastlake 25 (7.0) (4.5)
Elrama 0.0 35.0) (35.0)
Mansfield 1 46.9 (12.6) 343
Mansfield 2 15.3 {0.9) 144
Mansfield 3 30.1 (2.3) 277
Brunot Isfand 0.0 (13.9) (13.9)
Phillips 0.0 (9.5) (9.5)
Total Fossil 132.5 (112.9) 19.7
Nuclear Plants:
Beaver Valley 1 84.8 (0.0 84.8
Beaver Valley 2 25.5 (8.5) 16.9
Perry 0.0 (11.0) (11.0)
Total Nuclear 110.2 (19.6) 90.7
TOTAL PLANTS $242.7 (3132.4) $110.3




DUQSNE LIGHT .
Cost

t Fossil Plants

% In Mlilions
§33.8/mwh In 2006 with escalattons @ 2.5%

CHESWICK 2006 200 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
kwh Market Price {cenis) 3.38 347 3.55 364 373 3,83 3.92 1.02 312
LIt Qutpet {gawh) 4,234 4,062 4415 4,723 3,707 4,413 4,249 4,062 434
Pelivered Qutput (gwh} 4,030 3,866 4,211 4,027 3,528 4,200 4,044 3,866 4,163
Revenues 136.32 134.03 149.66 146.69 13173 160.71 158.62 155.44 171.57
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fucl Cosis 61.67 60,69 68.62 70.81 65.11 79.74 79.21 78.70 88.19
Fuel Related ECIR Costs 1.08 L.il 1.14 117 1.20 1.23 1.26 1.3¢ 1.32
NOx Emissions R24 3.17 9.60 9.34 7.63 10.85 10.87 10.49 12.08
$07 Emissions 616 623 164 169 6.64 2,49 9,68 211 11.70

‘Total Fuel T4 76.21 87.00 £9.01 40,58 101.32 101,03 10020 113,29
Non-fuel O&M Expeases
\'ariable Q&I 373 1.67 Ry .03 162 443 538 430 478
Fised Q&M 13.1% 15.38 15.33 1401 9.12 1638 £5.26 12.69 17.55
Overhaul 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00 18,56 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00

Subtoiad 16.88 15.06 19.43 18.14 31.30 20.81 19.63 21.98 22.30
Carbon Injection Costs 1.0] .30 2.81 3.09 2,52 2.93 133 313 1.07
FICA 0.53 0.57 0.58 4.5 0,43 0.58 0.60 0.07 D.68
P'topesty Fax 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.8 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Cap Stock Tax 0.83 0.88 0.88 0.80 0.88 0.88 0.8% 0.8% 082

Total Non-fucl 22.14 2414 24.54 23.47 315,96 26.04 25.28 27.50 21.76
Capital Expenditures 5.56 5.72 5.89 6.08 §5.16 4.96 1.58 2.12 1.53
irect Expenses 104,83 106,07 117,43 118.55 131.01 132,31 129.89 129.42 142.58
Direct Margin 3148 27.95 32.22 28.14 (0.28) 28.41 28.73 25.63 28.98
Overhead Allocalinn 16.73 17.26 18,61 19.02 21.48 20.50 2140 22.63 23.68
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 121.57 123,33 136.04 137.57 153.49 153,30 151.29 152,45 166.27
Margin after Corp (WH 14.75 10.69 13.62 9.12 (21.76} 7.42 133 1.99 5.30
Costs prr fowh feepish
Fuel 1.91 1.97 2.07 2.24 228 241 2.50 2.59 2712
Non-fuel 0,55 0.62 0.58 0.58 1.02 0.62 0.63 o 0.67
Capital Expenditures 014 0.13 0.14 0135 0.44 032 ¢.09 0.05 0.04
Direct Expenses 1.60 .74 P 2,94 34 3.158 amm 3.36 343
Direct Margln t.78 0.72 0.77 0.70 (o.on 0.68 0.71 0,66 0.70
Overhead Allocation 0.42 0.45 0.44 0.47 0.61 0.50 0.53 0.59 0.57
Fxpenses inch Corp 011 3.02 319 3.1 3.4 £35 3.65 374 3.9 3.99
Margln after Corp O/H 0.37 0.28 0.32 0.23 (0.62) 0.18 0.18 0.08 0.13
NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning 13.6

NPV OF NET MARGIN

UUTI A Ry Y
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DQESNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants
S In Milllons

$33.8/mwh In 2006 with escaistions @ 1.5%

SAMMIS 2006 2001 2008 009 2010
kwh Market Pricc {cenis) 338 347 355 3.64 3.73
Unit Qutput {gwh) 1,558 1,290 1,563 1,437 1,537
Delivered Output (gwh) 1,493 1,236 1,498 1,373 1474
Revenues 50.51 42.86 £3.24 '50.19 £5.02
uel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costa 23,717 20.33 25.67 24.3% 27.34
Fuel Related ECR Costs 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
NOx Emissions 2,05 117 224 215 .39
$02 Emissions Q.98 0.66 L4 1.02 127
Total Fuel 6.8} 12,80 29.08 pde) 31.03
Non-fucl O&M Exponses
Variable O&hi 2.2% 1.93 240 .26 2.48
Fixed Q&N 4129 375 1.80 $.63 4.7
Overhaul 0.00 100 000 0.00 0.00
Subtotal 6.58 9.58 119 6.89 718
FICA 021 0.17 02 0.20 024
Property Tax 1.49 1.49 1.49 .49 1.49
Cap Stock Tax 0.31 0.31 0.31 031 .31
Tolal Non-fue) 8.58 11.64 9.20 .88 9.22
Capita] Expenditures 0.22 4,16 0.49 1.59 0.52
Direct Expenses 35.63 38.60 3. 3 40,76
Direct Margin 14.58 4.16 i4.47 i1.98 14.26
Chverhead Alloeation 5.69 6.28 6.14 6.13 6.63
Expenses Incl. Corp OH 41.32 44.8% 44,91 44.34 4739

Margin after Corp O/1 9.19 (2.03) 833 5.8%5 7.62

Casts per kwh (cents

Fuel 130 1.B4 1.94 2.01 21
Non-fuet 0.57 0.94 0.61 0.64 0.63
Capital Expenditures 0.0 0,34 0.03 012 0,04
Direct Expenses 2.3% 312 2.59 12717 117
Direct Margin 1.00 034 0.97 0.37 b.97
Creerhead Allocation 0.38 0.5 0.41 0.44 0.45
Expenses Incl, Corp O/11 77 3.63 3.00 n 3.2
Mhargin after Corp O/H 0.62 (0.16) 0.56 0.42 0.52

NPV of Margin nfter O/H
NPV of Decommlissioning
NPV OF NET MARGIN

g
B
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DL.ESNE LIGHT

Costs of Fossil Plants

$ In Millions

£33.%/mwh in 2006 with escadations @ 2.5%
EASTLAKE 2006 2007 2008 2009
kwh Market Price (cents) 338 47 355 3.64
Uit Qutprut {gwh) 1,206 1,367 1,20% 1,208
Delivercd Output (gwh) 1,149 1,302 1,151 1,148
Revenues 38.85 15,13 40.91 41.82

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs 15.96 18.60 16.95 17.43
Fuct Related ECR Costs 0.12 0.12 0.2 0.13
NOx Emissions 1.05 1.24 114 1.4%
$02 Emissions 5,26 6,57 612 6.57

Taotal Fuel 22.38 26.52 2433 25.31

on-fuel D&M Ex

Vanable O&M 1.67 1.94 1.76 1.80
Fixed Q&M 1.7 5.17 5.54 5.14
Overhaul 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00

Subtotal 6.40 7.1 7.30 6.04
FICA 0,20 0.21 0.22 0.20
Property Tax 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27
Cap Stock Tax 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26

Total Non-fucl B.14 B.86 %.05 8.68
Capital Expenditures 239 0.66 0.91 0.51
Direct Expenses 32.91 36.08 330 34.50
Dlirect Margin 594 9.08 6.61 6.91
Overhead Allocation 5.25 5.87 5.43 5.60
Expenses Incl. Cerp 041 Js.16 4191 39.73 40.50
Margin after Corp O/H 0.69 3 117 131

05 er kwh (cents

Fuel 1.93 2.04 211 221
on-fuel 0.7 Q.68 Q.79 0.76
Capital Expenditures 8.21 Q.08 0.08 0.08
Direct Expenses 1.87 .77 158 304
Divect Margin 0.52 0.7 .57 9.69
Overhead Allocation 0.46 0.45 047 0.49
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 332 3.12 3.45 3.5
Alargin after Corp O/H b.06 0.25 010 0.11

NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissloning 7.0

NPV OF NET MARGIN (4.5)

1397 Ji33 PN

i

in
1,267
1,207

45.08

18.85
0.13
1.30
751
7.78

1.95
3.76

.35
0,26
1.27
0.26
10.14

1.06

38.98
6.0%

45,33
(0.25)

230
0.84

313
0.50

0.53

75
0.02)

201

383
1123
1,069

40.92
17.19
0.13
1.20
25.52
.77
537
B.57
0.20
1.27
0.26
16.31
0.78

36.61
4.31

4241
(1.49)

2.3%
0.96

34
0.40

0.54

397
(0.14)
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DI.ESNE LIGHT

Costs of Fossil Plants

$ In Millions

ELRAMA

kwh Market Price (cents)
Unil Output (gwh)
Delivered Ouiput (gwh)

Revenucs

Fuel-Retated Expenses
Fuel Costs
Fucl Related ECR Costs
NOx Emissions
502 Emissions

Total Fuel

Non-fue] Q&M Expensey
Variable O4&:M
Tived O&NI
Overhaul
Subtotal
Fica
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Mergin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp O
Margln after Corp O/

osts per kwh {cents
Fuel
Non-fuel
Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margln

GCverhead Allocation

Expenses Incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margin after O/H
NPV of Decommissioning

NPV OF NET MARGIN

AN PR

$33.8/mwh In 2006 with escalatlons @ 2.5%
2006

35.0
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DU"SNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants
$ In Mittions

$33.8/mwh In 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

MANSFLELD t 006 1007 1906 1008 110 pLINY 01 013 2014 1018
kwh Alarket Price (cents) 138 3.47 3.55 364 373 3.3 392 4.02 412 422
Unit Qutput {gwh) V519 1,973 1,978 1,78 1,973 1,973 1,632 1,865 1973 - 1951
Delivered Ouiput {givh) 1,377 1,789 1,794 1,613 1,789 1,789 1,480 1,651 1,789 1,769
Revenues 6.8 6202 63.74 58.8 £6.19 6B.46 $8.96 6198 $BM T
Fugl:Related Exqenses
Fuel Costs 16.86 22.55 13.25 21.85 24.55 25.26 21.48 25.28 27.49 27.98
Fuel Related ECR Costs 349 4.58 4.71 4,38 4.95 5.08 4,35 5.08 5.5 5.59
MNOx Emiasions 336 5.02 .13 136 5.67 392 4,68 584 6,70 6.86
SO?2 Emissions .39 (0.31) (033 U1 0.3 0.43) {0.58) {9.53) 9.53 {0.58)
Total Fucl 132 384 3287 3028 YRT T Y 2995 3576 39.06 39S
on-fue| Q& PO
\'ariable O&R1 .73 156} n 34 3.9 1.0% 339 39 E W] 437
Fixed Q&I 3.52 3.88 337 5.83 145 n 474 1.68 17 1.33
Cnerhaul 2.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,09 2.39 0.81 0,00 0.00
Subtoral 9.18 7.3 T.10 .27 8.35 8.72 10.7¢ B.46 8.06 11.70
FlCA 0.20 0.22 0 0.27 0.28 024 0.25 0.2 0.24 0.24
Prapesty Tak 048 048 0.4 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.43 0.48 0.48 0.48
Cap Stock Tt 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Total Mon-fuel 10.35 8.7t 8.29 10.51 9.61 9.54 11.94 9.67 9.28 12.92
Capital Expenditures 120 0.40 075 .45 0.43 0.82 7 0.47 0.89 0.86
Direct Expenses 36.88 40.95 41.91 a2 14.81 46.59 45,61 45,91 49.33 £3.63
Direct Margin 9.70 21.07 11.83 14.58 21.98 21.87 12.45 22.08 14.40 21.0%
Overhead Allocation 5.89 6.66 6.64 7.10 7.29 7.39 7.51 8.00 8.1 9.42
Expenses bncl. Corp O/H @ 47.61 48.55 5134 5210 53.98 53.12 53.91 5762 63.05
Margin after Corp O/ 181 14.41 15.19 7.49 14.69 14.48 4.94 14.07 16.20 11.67
Costs per kwh (cenis) .
Fuel 1.69 178 1.83 1.87 184 2.00 2.02 212 219 2.25
Non-fuel 0.75 0.49 0.46 0.65 0.54 0.56 0.81 057 0.52 0.73
Capitat Expendiures 0.23 0.0 0.04 [y} 0.02 0.05 0.25 0.03 0.05 0.05
Direct Expenses 1.68 1.29 234 114 251 2.60 3.08 27 2% 3.03
Direet hargin 0.70 118 L2 0.90 133 122 0.84 131 136 119
Overhead Allocation 0.43 0.37 037 0.44 041 0.4 0.51 0.47 0.46 0.53
Expenses incl. Carp O/H n 2.66 L1 3.18 F A1 3.0 3.59 19 an 3.56
Margln after Carp OfL 0.28 0.81 0.85 0.46 0.82 0.81 633 0.83 8.51 .66
NPV of Margin after O}
NIV of Decemmissioning 11.6

NPV OF NET MARGIN
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D.ESNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants
$ in Millions

533.8/mwh in 2006 with escalatlons @ 2.5%

MANSFIELD 1 1006 2007 1008 12009 2010 0n 1012 2013 2014 2018 2016
kwh Markel Price (cents) 3.38 3.47 3.55 164 373 3.83 3.2 4,02 4,12 4,22 4.33
Unit Output {gwh) 49 423 350 548 196 549 §50 423 549 549 541
Delivered Quipur {gwh) 500 385 501 499 452 500 501 385 500 500 493
Revenues 16.90 13.34 17.81 18.18 16,87 1%.12 19.66 15.47 20.60 21,11 1.0
Fucl-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 6.02 4.17 6.39 6.55 5.10 6.95 L6 - 5.66 1.56 178 7.89
Fucl Related ECR Costs 124 0.99 1.31 1.34 1.25 1.41 1.45 1.16 1.53 1.57 1.59
NOX Ermissions 138 1.00 .50 1.56 143 .70 178 129 1.92 2.00 2,05
502 Emissions Q.19 (1 [T (0.12y (Q.15) LR E] 16 LURYA) RUALY) W20 0.2}
Total Fuel B.55 6.64 .09 233 B.63 2.91 10,24 7.90 10.83 1116 11.31
on-fue] O&M Expens
Variablo ©&M 0.99 0.78 1.04 1.06 0.99 112 .15 0.90 L2t 123 125
Fixed O&M 0.%6 1.05 0.92 1.58 1.21 1.28 1.29 1.00 1.02 201 1.59
Overhaut 0.00 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00 095 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subiotal 1.9% 2.65 1.96 2.65 2.20 2.40 .44 2.85 .22 124 2.83
FICA 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.10
Property Tax 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 013 0.13 0.13 013 0.13
Cap Stock Tax 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 014 014 o 014 0.14 0.14
Tatal Non-fuel 2.27 2.98 2.28 299 1.53 2713 2.78 3.13 .56 358 3.20
Capital Expenditures 0.17 0.87 0.08 0.18 0.93 0.09 0.19 1.01 0.09 0.21 0.17
Direct Expenses 10.99 10.48 1145 12.49 1210 (273 1,21 12.08 13.48 14.94 14.68
Direct Margin 5.91 2.86 6.36 5.68 4.77 6.39 6.45 3.39 1.12 6.16 6.66
Overhead Allocation 1.75 1.71 1.81 2.00 1.97 2.02 .18 20 2.24 2.62 2.16
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 12,74 £2.18 13.17 14.50 14.07 14,75 15,38 4.19 15.72 17.57 16.84
Margin after Corp O/ 4.16 1.16 4.5 3.68 2.80 437 n 128 488 3.54 4.50
Cosls per kwh {cents)
Fuel L7 1.72 181 1.87 1.9% 1.58 2.04 208 217 2 230
Non-fire] 046 0.77 0.46 0.60 0.56 0.55 0.55 0.83 0.51 0.72 0.65
Capital Expenditures 0.03 023 0.02 0.04 0.21 0.02 0.04 0.26 0.02 0.04 0.03
Direct Expenses 1.0 2.7 1.29 2.50 2.68 .55 2.64 314 2.70 2.99 2.98
Dlrect Margin 1.18 0.74 127 1.14 1.06 1.28 1.29 0.88 142 1.23 1.35
Orverhead Allocation 0.35 0.44 0.36 0.40 0.44 . 040 043 0.35 0.45 0.53 0.44
Expenses Incl. Corp OH 1.5% an 1.65 191 ER S 1,95 3.07 3.69 18 1.5 a.d1
Margin after Corp O/H 0.83 0.30 0.91 0.74 0.62 0.87 0.85 0.33 0.98 .M 0.91

NPV of Margln after O/H
NPV of Decommissionlng

53
NPV OF NET MARGIN &4

101197 133 FM Page 1 01

PlepvLals FoasL

1¥1 3o 6¢ a8eg
12-00q Nqrxd

pasTAly

/9 10 (¢ 28eg
¢=0rda 3Tqryxg



m’zsma LIGHT '
Cost(y of Fossil Plants
$1in Miltions

$33.8/mwh In 2006 with escalstlons @ 1.5%

MANSFIELD 3 2006 2007 2008 2003 1010 2011 2012 2013 14 201§ 2016 2017 018 1019
kwh hfarket Price {cenls) 3.8 3.47 355 3.64 3,73 3.83 3.92 4.02 412 422 433 444 i 55 4

Unil Output (gwh) 945 945 M9 945 945 855 948 945 738 935 948 855 945 ;333
Delivered Oulput (gewh) 875 875 693 814 875 1 877 375 683 865 877 91 875 870
Revenues 29.59 30.33 14.61 31.83 31.66 30.27 34.41 3517 2915 36.84 37.98 3510 39,79 40,56

Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 10,34 10.64 8.67 11.25 i.58 10.78 12.2% 12.62 10.13 13.21

13.78 1275 14.49 14.80
Fusel Related ECR Costy 218 4 1.85 236 2.42 2.26 2,56 2.62 214 274 2.85 2.65 3.00 3.06
NOx Emissions 2.83 295 2.25 319 333 3.04 3.54 m 2.80 4.04 4.30 3.91 4‘66 4.81
SO Emissions OB @19 @28 ©2) 028 {933 |23y 03y 04 (038 038 (046 (0.45) (049}
Total Fuel 15.17 15.64 12,50 16.58 17.09 15.79 18.20 1871 14.65 19.63 20.54 1885 21.69 218
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&N 1.73 1.78 144 1.86 1.9 1.77 2.01 2,06 1.65 234 112 2.06 .34 2
Fixed O&A! 170 187 162 281 215 227 228 L8 181 3.7 2.86 183 321 3;:
Overhaul ooe 000 132 000 000 000 000 090 LS Q0B 000 000 009 '
Subtoral 3.43 3.65 139 1.67 .05 4.04 4.29 3.83 5.04 578 5,08 4.89 555 0.0
FICA 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.1 0.14 0.1 013 012 0.10 0.12 0.18 0.19 o :.gg
Property Tax 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.13 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.3 0.23 0,23 0.23 0l23 0.2
Cap Stock Tax 028 824 0.24 0.24 024 924 824 024 0.24 024 0.4 0.24 0.24 -
Total Non-fuel 401 423 195 5.28 4.66 1.63 490 142 5.62 637 5.74 5.5 621 2§;
Capital Expenditurcs 0.1% 0.35 1.59 0.21 0.38 1.1 0.22 0.4) 1.85 0.25 045 1.99 0,27 0.49
Direct Expenses 19.37 10.22 19.04 21.06 11.14 1213 1332 13.55 212 16.15 16.72 26.3% 28,17
Direct Margln 10.12 10.11 5.57 9.77 10.52 8.14 11.08 11.62 6.03 10.29 11.26 71 e ﬁ::
Overhead Allocation 3.09 329 102 .54 3.60 151 3.84 IRy 3.67 4.61 393 182 443 430
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 2146 13.51 22,06 15.60 254 25.64 2716 21.65 15.79 30.85 30,65 10.14 32.60
Margln afer Corp OfH 713 6.82 2.55 6.23 6.92 4.63 1.24 7.52 238 5.68 1.33 4-39 7.19 3;22
Cosls per kwh {cents
Fuel 173 179 1.81 1.90 1.95 2.00 2.08 214 2.15 .17 234 238 148
Non-fuel 0.46 0.48 0N 0.60 0.53 0.59 0.56 0.54 0.82 0.74 0.6 070 P 255
Capital Expenditures 0.02 0.04 0.23 0.02 004 0.22 8.03 (.05 027 0.03 0.05 Q;l! . 0.73
Direct Expenses .21 1.31 2.75 2.52 2.53 2.80 2.66 2.69 3.24 3.03 2.05 k¥ ] gﬁ 0.06
Direct Margin 117 116 0.80 L2 1.20 1.3 1.26 133 0.88 119 1.28 10 o :;:
Overhead Allocation 0.3 0.38 0.44 0.41 0.41 0.44 0.44 0.47 0.54 0.53 0.45 048 0.51 049
Expenses Incl. Corp O/ 2.57 2.69 318 1.93 1.94 34 3.10 3.16 .78 3.57 3.49 182 3.3
Margin sfier Corp O 0.51 0.78 0.37 e.11 0.79 0.8 0.83 0.86 0.34 0.66 0.84 0.62 082 33
NPV of Margin after O/
NPV of Decommissloning 2.3

NEV OF NET MARGIN
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DI.ESNE LIGHT

Costs of Fossil Plants
3 in Millions

$3).8/mwh in 2606 wiih escalations @ 2.5%

BRUNOT 1SLAND FA) iyl

kwh Market Price {cenis} 16.91 17,34 17.717 12.21
Unit Output {gwh) 27 27 27 27
Pelivered Quiput {gwh) 25.40 25.40 25.40 25.40
Revenues 4.30 4.40 4.51 4.63

Fuel-Related Expenses

Fuel Costs 1.9 2.53 2.60 .67
Fucl Related ECR. Costs 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
NOx Emissions 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
502 Emissiong 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¢.00
Total Fuel . 247 2.53 2.60 2,67
Non-fuel Q&M Expenses
Variable O] 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Fixed D&Ml 0.7 0.1 0.75 0.77
Overhaul 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subtatal 0.74 0.76 078 0.80
FICA 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Propernty Tax 0.33 0.3 0.33 0.33
Cap Stock Tax 0.34 0.4 0.34 0.34
Total Non-fuc! 1.1 1.44 1.47 1.43
Capital Expenditures 0.20 Q.20 021 0.19
DMrect Expenses 4.09 4.18 4.27 4.34
Direct Margln 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.28
Overhead Allocation 0.65° 0.68 0.68 0.70
Expenses incl. Corp O 4.74 4.86 4.95 5.04
Margin after Corp O/H (0.44) {0.45) .49 ®4D

Costs per kwh (cents)

Fuel .71 9.97 10.24 10.52
Non-fuel 5.61 5.68 5.77 5.84
Capital Expenditures 011 279 0.8F 075
Direct Expenscs 16.09 16.44 16,82 17.10
Direct Margln 0.83 0.90 0.95 11
Overhead Allocation 2,57 2.68 2.66 2.74
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 18.65 19.121 19.48 19.9%
Margin after Corp O/H (1.74) (1.78) (1.71) (1.63)

NPV of Margin afler O/H (1.0)

NPV of Decommissloning 13.%
NPY OF NET MARGIN {14.8)

11T X A8 P

18.67
7
25.40

474

.74
0.00
0.00

M

0.03
0.79

0.82
0.03
0.33
034
1.5]

0.9

4.45
0.29

5.1
{0.43)

10.80
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17.51
116

1036
(1.69)

19.13
27
25.40

4.86
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0.00
0.00

2.82

0.03
0.79

0.83
0.02
0.33
0.34
1.51

4.53
.33
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11.09
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)UQUESNE.; HT
‘osts of Nuclear Plan

in Milllona

EAVER VALLEY 1
wh Market Price {cents)
nit Qutput {gwh)
relivered Output (gwh)

wevenues

uel-Related Expenses
uel Costs

uel Retated ECR Costs
Total Fuel

won-fucl Q&M Expeases
“ariable O&Al
ixed O&M
werhaul
Subtotal
1CA
roperty Tax
‘ap Stock Tax
Tolal Non-fuel

“apita] Expenditures

Jireet Expenses
Nrect Margin

herhead Allocation

‘xpenses incl. Corp O/H
Iargin after Corp O/11

:osts per kwh {cents)

“uel

Ton-fuel

‘apitz] Expenditures
Hrect Expenses
Yrect Margin

Iverhead Allocation

‘xpenses Incl. Corp O/11
»Iurgin after Corp O/1I

PV of Marglin after O/I1
Werfunded Decomm,
sPV OF NET MARGIN

$33.8/mwh In 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

2006

338
2,864
2,694

L1

12.50
269
15.20

0.00
29.19
1602
45.21

l.od

2.06

2.15
51.06

71.93
18.19

11.64

84.57
6.55

0.56
L.90
025
21N
0.68

3.4
0.24

040

2007
3147

3,373

3172

169.97

15.20
a7
18.37

0.00
29.92
0,00
29.92
167
2.06
218
35.80

6.86

61.03
48.94

9.93

70.96
39.01

0.58
113
012
1.92
1.54

031

224
1.23

1008

3.55
2,874
1,703

96.05

1339
.70
16,09

0.00
30.67
16.88
47.55
1.70
2.06
2.15
53.46

7.04

16.59
19.45

12,14

88.73
7.32

0.60
1.98
0.26
2.83
0.72

0.45

3.28
0.27

2009

3.64
1,864
2,694

98.13

13.75
269
16.45

0.00
3144
17.32
48.76
1.74
2.06
2.15
54.70

7.23

78.37
19.76

12.57

90.95
7.18

0.61
2,03
0.27
2.91
073

0.47

338
0.27

118.43

16.73
3.17
1991

0.00
31222
0.00
1222
177
06
ois
38.20

7.43

65.53
52.89

10.66

76.20
41.23

0,63
1.20
0.3
2.07
1.67

2.40
133

2,864
2,694

103.10

14.67
269
17.37

0.00
33.03
1823
51.28
1.8
1.06
215
57.29

7.6

8229
20.81

13.05

95.34
1.76

0.64
2.13
028
3.05
0.77

0.48

3.54
0.29

012

3.92
2,874
2,703

106.02

15.17
270
17.88

0.00
33.85
18.7¢
52.60

1.84

2.06

215
58.65

7.84

8436
11.65

13.90

98.26
175

0.66
217
0.29
32
0.80

0.51

3.64
0.29

2013
4.02

337

3,172

121.53

1338
.17
21.55

0.00
34.70
0.00
34.70
1.88
2.06
2.15
40.79

8.06

70.39
57.14

12.27

82.67
44.87

0.68
1,29
0.2
2.22
1.80

0.39

.61
141

mm

412
2,864
2,694

111.03

16.10
269
18.79

0.00
3557
1937
5533
1.92
.06
215
61.46

828

88.53
22.50

47N

103.23
779

.70
2,28
03
329
.84

0.55

1.83
0.29

2015

422
3,336
3,137

132,52

19,31
3.14
22.44

0.00
36.46
0.00
36.46
1.95
2.06
2,15
42.62

8.51

73.87
58.95

12.92

86.49
46.04

0.72
136
0.27
2.35
1.88

0.41

276
1.47
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DUQUESNLE 1,
Costs of Nuclear
il MiNlloay

IEAVER VALLEY 1
-wh Market Price (cens)
it Quiput (gwh}
relivered Output (gwhy

ievenues

“uel.Relaled Expenses

‘uel Costt
+uel Relaied ECR Cone
Toaal Fuel

Yon-fuel 3&M Expenses
-anable Q&M

wed QXM

rethaul
Sublatal

'ICA

‘roperty Tax

“ap Stock Tax
Tota] Non-fuel

‘spilal Expendirutes

dreed Expenses
Mrect Margla

weahead Altocation

Fxpenses Incl. Corp Ot
Miargin sher Carp O/

‘n3ly per kwh {eenis)

wel

~on-fuel

“spital Expenditures
Nreet Expenses
Mreet Margln

Werhead Allocation

Expensesincl, Carp O/H
Murgla afier Carp Q114

NIV of Macgin afier O/1
iinderfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

ant

$3).8%mwh In 1006 wlth escalatlons @ 2.5%

1006
138
91
9

N4

404

£¥7

0.00
B4

LR L)
.46
041
044
976

L0

1042
ne

116

13.62
m

L3
1.0%
06l
119
119

.34
.84

T

1001
347
88
229

187

LX)
866

1.y
o4
042
o4

1) 62
584

.00
AN

LR

ns
0.8

.83
1.84

190
.57

o4

a7
0.10

wer 009 0 pon

338
883
811

19.55

pN-E)
1.68
000
87
12.60
048
042
044
13.84
6.00

6
494

i

.51
1.4

036
168

1.96
.59

0.47

R L)
0.1

164
99
L]

nn

444
3.8
0.00
#.10
9.10
45
.42
10.44

6.1%

1197
1194

1349
L2 H

0.58
.11

1.36
118

0.38

LM
0.90

prh )
)
29

3098

408
i
000
9.2
1323
0.50
0.42
o4
&0
831

13u
n

110

0.4
081

o5
1.76

an
.51

.61
on

18}
13
e

nn

4.22
50%
0.00
9.14
1338
0.84
042
044
1495
649

1849
i1

30.70
1.0

0.81
1.80

110

0.51

37
0.1

1081
392
994
94

J6.61

190
.84
000
2%
.79
0.52
042
b
1117
5.67

13.87
11.98

380

1137
.05

0.63
1,20

.54
139

0.42

195
0.97

oL}
402
83)
829

LLES )

o
tEt
LY =4

0.00
10.04

14.2%
083
042
044

15.63

1285
348

4.8%

.
0.6

0.64

138
0.66

394
0.08

1004
LN H
83
829

3418

464
547
0.00
10.2%
1466
0.54
042
044
£6.05
7.0}

1853
3.6

44

1319
087

0.66
151

pRE]
0.68

0.57

401
0.1

in
991
93

3

318
9.8}
&3

409
10,58
10.55

0.3%

042

044
1135

.22

4
13.8%

447

19.94
937

0.68
128

M
1.49

0.48

LR H
1.00

M
81
819

3589

494

537

a0)
1081
a6l
1542
0.48
042
044
1686

Eor2 ]

19.87
4.0}

439

3428
1.4

o0
203

3.60
LA )

0.5

413
0.19

444
kg
29

T

309
392
0.00
11,08
15.81
0.60
0.41
044
17.26
742

.50
519

442

15.03
1.7¢

0.71
148

149
0.78

0.5y

413
.1

455
9%
931

41.38

5Be
6.8
0.00
1136
1136
0.1
042
o4
1182
1.61

mis
15.10

418

M8
FLE ]

o7
138

1.9
1.6

045

339
1.16

1.66
L3
i1y

3868

543

6.26

.00
11,64

16,63
0.62
042
044

8.1

a6
849

477

36,93
in

073
118

an
078

146
o

1020
428
883
819

3941

3.9
642
000
9
17.06
0.6}
0.4
044
18.33
.99

32.95
6.6

5.0

3818
1.47

0.77
224

358
040

0.63

4,60
.18

e o pn

4.5
9]
34

45,65

6.46

138

000
1.3
000
11.23
0.65
0.42
044
13.7}

8.19

2.1
1629

340
11.57

079
143

ERE
1.7%

sl

.66
124

.02
463
829

4161

597
6.80
0.00
1234
1794
0.66
042
0.44
1946
B.4D

.55
£.98

b

4036
127

0.82
133

412
oM

0.69

487
015

313
883
By

41.87

613
696
0.00
12.83
18,41
0.67
0.42
0.44
19.9)
8.61

35,50
77

3.69

119
147

0.84
.40

418
0.0

4.97
018

1014
5.8
991
21

5.1

.09
302
0.00
13,7
13.07
0.6%
042

0.44
Wwh

21.53
1756

in

727
1183

088
158

3%
189

0.61

400
117

013
s
BE)
819

44,83

6.36
o8
1%

0.00
13.50
.86
19.36
0.70
0.42
044
1091
2.04

1134
.49

6.26

43.60
113

0.89
252

4.50
.50

074

324
014

ins
354
1l
931

31.60

673
08y
1.56

000
1384
602
19
[3]]
042
044
143

927

s
1335

4576
S84

[1X]]
210

411
1.4}

0.8]

490
0.8
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DUQUESNE

Costs of Nuclear
S In Aflllfony

PERRY

kwh hlarket Price {cenis)
Unit Outpit (guh}
Delivered Ouiput (gwh)

Revenuey

Fucl-Related Expenses

Fuel Corts
Fuel Related ECR Coste
Yol Fuel

Non-fuel Q&M Expenses
Varisble Q& A

Fixed O&M

Ovethauf
Subtoral

FICA

Property Tax

Cap Stock Tax
Total Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocadon

Fxpenses lnel. Corp O/H
Marguns 2Ner Corp O/N

Cotly per kwh {centy)
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenaes
Direct Margin

Grverhend Allocation

Expenses Inel. Corp QN1
Margln sfier Corp QrH

NPV of Margin afier QUi

Underfunded Decomm.
NPV OF NET MARGIN

100§

1.8
1412
1,343

LERH

6.4

Ly
177

¢ 00
[1: M3
.00
k.1
e
113
238
.81

in

4280
1.6

683

49.5)
(.10

.58
137
0.4
R AL
010

370
{0.31)

1.0

2007

347
1,256
1,193

41.41

291

.10

000
18,36
19
.81
nfs
1M
136
.11

46.84
(5.43)

1.6t

34,47
(13.05)

0.59
30

FX7)
(©.45)

064

4.56
(1.09)

333.8/mwh In 2006 with escalutlons & 1.5%
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Fossil Plants:
Cheswick
Sammis
Eastlake
Elrama
Mansfield 1
Mansfield 2
Mansfield 3
Brunot Island
Phiilips

Total Fossil

Nuclear Plants:
Beaver Valley 1
Beaver Valley 2

Perry
Total Nuclear

TOTAL PLANTS

Exhibit DIC-21
Page 65 of 141

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

Net Present Value of
Generating Plant Assets

as of 12/31/05
$ in Millions

Combined Cycle
Arithmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

Plant Margm

194.6
51.0
38.5

0.0

125.1
39.0
79.7

3.5
0.0
531.3

218.5
91.9
56.1

366.6

$897.9

Decommissioning

(23.6)
(8.0)
(7.0)

(35.0)

(12.6)
(0.9)
(2.3)

(13.9)

(9.5)
(112.9)

(0.0)

8.5)
(11.0)
(19.6)

(5132.4)

Exhibit DJC-3
Page 56 of 67
Revised

Net Plant
Value

171.0
43.0
31.5

(35.0)

112.5
38.1
77.3

(10.4)
9.5)
418.5

218.5
83.4
451

347.0

$765.5




D’ESNE LIGHT
Costs of Fossil Plants

$ in Milljons

Arlthmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh In 2006 with escalatlons @ 2.5%

CHESWICK 2006
kwh hMarket Price (cents) 441
Unit Output (gwh) 4,235
Pelivered Quiput (gwh) 4,030
Revenues 177.62
vel-Related Expenses
Fuzl Costs 61.67
Fuel Related ECR Costs 1.08
NOx Emissions 8.24
S0O2 Emissions 6.16
Total Fuel 714

Mon-fuel Q&M Expenses

Variable O&M 1
Fixed O&nl 13,15
Overhaul 000
Subtatal 16.88
Carbon Injection Costs 10!
FICA 0.53
Property Tax 0.84
Cap Stock Tax 1R}
Total Non-fuel 2214
Capilal Expenditurcs 5.56
Direct Expenses 104.83
Dircct Margin 7279
Overhead Allocation 16.73
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 121.57
MMarglin after Corp O/ 56,06
118 per kwh (cents
Fuel 1.91
MNon-fuel 0.55
Capital Expenditures 014
Dircet Expenses 1.60
Direct Margin 1.81
Overhead Allocation 0.42
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 30
Margin after Corp O/H 1.39
NPV of Margln after O/H 194.6
NPV of Decommissloning 23.6
NPV OF NET MARGIN 171.0

10°IM97 J:30PM

w07 2008 1002

4.52
4,062
3,266

174.64

60.69
1.1
B.17

16.21

3.67
15.38
0.00
19.06
2.30
0.57
0.84
0.88
2414

106.07
68.57

17.26

123,33
51.30

1.97
0.62

.74
1.77

0.45

319
1.33

4,63
4,425
4,211

195,01

68.62
1.14
9.60

164
87.00

411
1533

19.43
2,81
0.58
0.84
0.38

24,54

5.89

117.43
71.57

18.61

136.04
58,97

207
0.58

.79
1.84

313
1.40

175
4231
4,027

191.14
10.81
1Li7
9.34
89.01
4.03
14.11
18.14
3.09
0.52
0.84
0.3%
3.4
6.08

118,55
71.5%

15.02

137.57
53.57

0
0.58

2.94
1.80

0.47

3.42
1.32

wie 2l Bz 08

187
3,707
3,528

17165

654

- 1.20

1.63
80.58
l.62
9.12
31.30
2.52
0.43
0.84
0.88
35.96
15.46

131.01
39.64

21.48

153.49
18.16

223
1.02

3.4
1.12

0.6)

1.35
0.51

199
4,413
4,200

209.42

974
1.23
10.83%

.42
101.32

4,43
16.38

Q.00
20.81

293
0,58
0.84
0.88
26.04

4.96

131.3
7711

20.99

153.30
£6.12

241
0.62

3.15
1.84

0.50

3.65
1.34

Page | of 1

LAY
1,249
4,044

206.68

"wn
1.26
10.87

2.68
101,03

4.38
15.26

19.63
333
0.60
0.84
0.88

25,28

3.58

129,89
76.80

21.40

151.29
55.39

2.50
0.63

an
1.90

0.53

3
1.37

524
4,062
3,866

202.54

78.70
130
1049
211
100.20

4,30
17.69

21.98
313
0.67
0.84
0.88

27.50

129.81
77

2263

152.45
50.10

1.59
0.7

3.36
1.88

0.59

AN
1.30

1014

5.37
431
4,163

123.56
28.19
1.32
12.08
113.29
4.75
£7.55
22.30
.07
0.68
0.84
0.88
27.76
1.53

141.58
80.98

23.68

166.27
57.29

2.72
0.67

3.43
1.95

0.57

3.99
1.38
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[aJESNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants

3 [n Millions

Arlthmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh in 2006 with escatatlons @
SAMMIS 2006 2007 1008 2009 2010
kwh AMarket Price (centy) 4.41 4.52 4,63 4.75 4.87
Unit Outpul {gwh) 1,558 1,290 1,563 1,437 1,537
Delivered Qutput {gwi) 1,493 1,236 1,498 1,378 1,474
Revenues 65.82 $5.85 69.37 65.40 11.69

Fucl.-Related Expense

Fuel Costy 2.1 2033 25.67 24.53 27.34
Fuel Related ECR Cosis 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
NOx Emistions 2.05 1.77 .24 2135 2.19
$02 Emissions 0.98 0.66 L14 L92 127

Total Fuel 26.83 22.80 29.08 2175 31.03

Non-fuel O&M Expenyes

Variable Q&M 229 193 .90 2.26 2.48
Fixed O&hf 4.29 3.75 4,80 1.63 4.7
Onverbaul 0.00 4.00 2.00 0.00 0.00

Subtatal 648 9.6% 119 6.89 718
FICA 0.21 0.17 0.21 0.20 0.24
Property Tax 1.49 1.49 .49 149 1.49
Cap Stock Tax 0.3 .31 0.3 0.31 0.31

Total Non-fuct 2.58 11.63 9.20 .88 9.22
Capital-Expenditures 0.22 4.16 0.49 1,59 0.52
Direct Expenses 35.63 38.60 1,77 38.11 40,76
Direct Margin a0.18 17.24 30.60 17.18 30.93
Overhead Allocation 5.69 6.28 6.14 6.13 6.63
Expenses Incl. Corp ON1 41.32 44.89 44.91 44.34 4239
Margin afler Corp O 24.50 10.96 14.46 11.05 1430

Costs per kwh (cent

Tuel 1.80 1.34 1.94 .01 2.11
Non-fuel .57 0.94 0.61 0.64 0.63
Capital Expenditures .01 0,34 003 042 0.04
Direct Expenses 2.39 3.12 159 .77 .77
Direct Marghn 1.02 1.39 2.04 1.97 110
Orverhead Allocation 0.38 0.51 0.41 0.44 0.45
Expenses In¢l. Corp O/H 77 3.63 3.00 i 312
Margin after Corp O/H 1.64 0.89 1.63 1.53 L.65
NPV of Mergin after O/

NPV of I Isstonlng 8.0

NPV OF NET MARGIN I 43.0 I

[LUBLIARBIE 1N] Magel ol
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D‘ESNE LIGHT - .

Costs of Fossil Plants
S in Millions

Arlthmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh In 2006 with escalations @ 2.5%

EASTLAKE 2006 2007 1008 2009 1 2011
kwh Market Price (conts) 4.41 4.52 4.63 4,75 4.87 1.99
Unit Ounput {gwvh) 1,206 1,367 1,208 1,205 1,267 1,123
Delivered Cuiput {givh) 1,149 1,302 1,154 1,148 1,207 1,069
Revenues 50.62 58.80 53.30 54,49 58.73 53.33
Fuel-Related Expenses
Fuel Costs 15.96 18.60 16.95 17.43 18.85 17.19
Fuel Related ECR Cosus 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 013
NOx Emissions 1.05 1L.24 1.1 119 1.20 1.20
502 Emissions 326 6,37 612 637 151 PR
Total Fuel 22,38 15.52 2433 2331 21,78 25.52
on-fue] Q&M Expense
Varable D&M 1.67 1.94 1.76 1.80 1.95 1.77
Fixed O&M 4713 . 3.7 5.54 5.14 5.76 537
Overhaul 0.00 0.00 Q.00 .00 0.64 L4
Sublatal 6,40 nn 7.30 T 6. 8.3s 8.57
FICA 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.20 0.26 0.20
Property Tax 1.27 L2? 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27
Cap Stock Tax 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26
Total Non-fuel E.14 £.36 9.05 8.6% 10,14 10.3)
Capital Expenditures .39 0.66 0.91 0.91 1.06 0.78
Direct Expensecs 32.91 36.08 34.30 34.90 318.98 36.61
Direct Margln 17.71 12.76 19.00 19.58 19.78 16.72
Onverhead Allocation 3,28 5.87 5.43 5.60 6.34 581
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 38.16 41.91 3.1 40.50 45.33 2.4
Margln alter Corp O/H 11.46 16.8% 13.57 13.98 13.41 10.9¢

Costs per kwh (cents)

Fuel 1.95 2.04 m 221 230 2.39
Non-fuel 0.71 0.68 0.79 0.76 0.84 0.96
Capital Expenditures 0.21 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.07
Direct Expenses .87 L7 1.98 .04 13 3.4
Direct Margin 1.54 1.78 L65 1M 1.64 1.56
Cnerhead Allocation 0.46 0.45 0.47 0.49 0.53 0.54
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 332 n 3.45 3.53 3.78 3N
Margin afler Corp O/H 1.08 1.30 1.18 1.22 [.11 102
NPV of Margin after 011

NPV of Decommissloning : 7.0

NPV OF NET MARGIN 53]

10113497 1:30 PM Page b ol |
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D&IESNE LIGHT

Costs of Fossil Plants
$ in Militlons

Arithmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh |

ELRANMIA 2008
kwh Market Price (cents)

Unit Output (gwh)

Delivered Cuiput {gavh)

Revenues

Fuct-Related Expensey
Fuel Costs

Fuel Related ECR Costs
MOy Ernittiont
502 Emissions

Teal Fuel

-fuel O& X[COSes

Variable O&M
Fixed O&N{
Onerhaul

Subrtotal
FICA
Property Tax
Cap Stock Tax

Total Nen-fuel

Capital Expenditures

Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocation

Expenses incl. Corp Ot
Margin afier Corp O/H

Costs per kwh (cents)
Fuel

Non-fuel

Capital Expenditures
Direct Expenses
Direct Margin

Overhead Allocalion

Expenses Incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margln after QfH

NPV of Decommissioning 35.0
NPV OF NET MARGIN {35.0)

LLANL r B RN T

{age 1 oll)

Flueps el FOSIL
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D.ESNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants

$ in Mitlions

Arithmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh in 2006 with escalatlons @ 2.5%

MANSFIELD 1 #9006 1007 2008 1003 2018 pIH| 013 w03 Pl E] 2045
kwh Market Price {cents) 4,41 4.52 4.63 4.7% 4.87 4.99 511 5.24 5.37 5.50
Unit Quiput (gwh) 1,519 1,973 1,978 1,714 1,973 1,973 1,632 1,865 1,973 1,951
Delivered Qutput (gwh) 1,377 1,789 1,794 1,615 1,789 1,789 1,480 1,591 1,789 1,768
Revenues 60.70 B0.51 8106 16.65 87.03 89.20 75.65 #8.58 96.06 97.36
Fuc)-Related Expepse
Fuel Costa 16.86 22.55 23.25% 21.55 24.55 25.26 21.48 25.28 21.49 PR
Fue] Related ECR Costs 39 4.58 4N 1.38 4.95 5.08 4.36 508 5.51 5.59
NOx Emissicns 3.36 5.02 5.23 4.76 5.67 5.92 4,68 5.94 6.70 6.86
$02 Emissions (0.39) (0.31}) {0.30) [(EYN] 0.39) (2.43) (Q.5%) {05 (0,53} (0.58)
Total Fuel 23.32 31.84 3.8 30.28 77 35.84 29.95 3516 39.16 3985
\on-Tuel O& xpenses
V'ariable O&M .73 363 1713 EEE) 3.90 4.0 3.39 .97 43 4.37
Fixed O&M 3.52 3.88 337 $.83 145 47 4T 3.68 374 7.33
Overhaut .93 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 .59 0.8] 0.00 0.00
Subtotal 918 7.51 1.10 9.7 8.3% 8.72 10,74 B.46 B.06 11.70
FICA 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.27 0.28 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.24 0.
Property Tax 0.48 0.4%8 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48
Cap Stock Tax 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.5 050 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Tolat Non-fuei 10.35 8.7 8.29 1.5 9.61 9.94 11.94 9.67 9.28 12.92
Capital Expenditures .20 0.40 0.7% 345 0.43 0.82 an 0.47 0.89 0.86
Direct Expenses 36.68 40,95 41,91 44.24 44.81 46,59 45,61 4591 49.33 £3.63
Direct Margln 13,81 19.87 4115 34l 2.2 41,61 30.04 22.68 16.74 8.1
Onerhead Allocation 5.89 6.66 6.64 7.10 1.29 139 7.51 8.00 3.19 5.42
Expenses incl. Corp O/H 42.77 41.61 48.55 5134 52.10 53.98 53.11 53.91 57.51 63.05
Margin alter Corp O/H 17.93 33,20 34,51 25.31 34.93 3sn 21.53 31.68 38.54 1431
Costs per kwh (cents
Fuel 1.69 1.78 1.83 1.87 1,94 2.00 2,02 2.12 219 2.2
Non-fuel 0.75 0.49 0.46 0.65 0.54 0.56 0.81 0.57 .52 0.73
Capital Expenditures 0,23 0.02 04 .21 002 003 0.23 0.03 0.05 0.08
Direct Expenses 1.63 119 1.3 b N7 .51 1.60 3.08 bR | .76 3.0
Direct Margin 1.73 113 .19 .01 136 1.38 2.03 2.52 161 .47
Onerhead Allocation 0.43 .37 0.3 0.44 0.41 0.41 0.51 047 0.46 0.53
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 1l 2.66 1.1 3.18 2.91 3.02 .59 19 31 1.86
Margin afler Corp O/H 1.30 1.86 1.92 1.57 1.98 1.97 1.52 .08 .15 1.94
NPV of Margin after O/H
NPY of Decommissloning 11.6
NPV OF NET MARGIN
1011787 RIOPM Page 1 ol )
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m.ESNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants

3 In Millions
Arlthmetle Escaintion to $44.1/mwh In 2006 with escalations @ 5%

MANSFIELD 2 2006 2007 2008 009 2010 Piil| HIH F1E) 1014 2018 2016
kwh N farkel Price {cents) 141 4.52 4.53 4,75 4.87 4.99 5.1 5.4 537 5.50 5.64
Unil Qutput (gwh} 549 4 550 518 196 519 530 FPs) 549 549 541
Delivered Quipul (gwh) 500 385 50 499 452 500 501 385 500 500 493
Revenues 22.03 17.38 13.20 13.69 11.98 24.92 25.51 20.16 26.84 17.%0 17.81
Fucl-Reluted Expenses
Fuel Costs 6.02 1M 6.3% 6.55 6.10 6.95 1.16 566 7.56 1.78 7.8%
Fuel Related ECR Costs 1.24 0.99 1.31 1.M 1.28 1.41 145 1.16 1.53 1.57 1I59
NO Emissions 1.38 1.00 150 156 1.43 1.70 178 1.29 192 2.00 2.05
502 Emissions 010 Q.14) Q113 .12 ©.15 0.13) (2.16} 0.32) .18 f.Q-ZQ) (Q.Zl)

Total Fuel 8.55 6.64 2.09 9.33 8.63 9.91 10.24 7.90 10.83 VL6 1.31
Non-Tuct O&M Expenses
Variable O&MI 0.99 0.78 1,04 1.06 0.99 112 115 0.90 L.21 1.23 1.2
Fixed Q&N 0.96 1.05 0.52 1.58 1.21 1.28 1.29 1.00 1.02 2.01 1‘59
Overhaul 0.00 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.95 .00 0.00 .00

Subtotal 1.95 2.65 .96 .65 2.20 240 244 2.85 2.22 3.4 2.83
FICA 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.10
Propesty Tax 0.13 0.13 0.13 ‘013 0.13 0.3 0.13 0.12 6.13 0.13 0.13
Cap Stock Tax 0.14 0.14 014 B.14 014 0.14 0.14 0.14 (AL 0.14 0'14

Total Non-fuel 2.27 2.98 2.28 2.99 2.53 27 2.78 318 2.56 3.58 3.20
Capital Expenditures 017 0.87 0,02 0.18 0.93 0.09 .19 1.01 0.09 0.21 0.17
Direct Expenses 10,99 10.48 11.4% 12.49 12.10 12.73 1321 12.08 13.48 14.94 14.68
Direct Murgln 11.04 6.90 1L75 .19 9.88 12.19 12.40 8.07 13.36 12,56 IJ. {1
Cneerhead Altocation 1.75 1.71 1.81 2.00 1,97 202 218 21 224 2.62 .16
Expenses Incl, Corp O/H 15174 12.18 13.27 14.50 14,07 14.78 15.38 14.1% 15,72 17.57 16.84
Margin after Corp O/H 9.28 5.20 9.94 5.19 7.91 10,17 10.23 £.97 1112 .93 I0'97
Cusls per kwh (cents
Fuel LN LT12 1.8) 1.87 1.9} 1.98 104 2.05 217 2.23 2.30
Non-fuel 0.46 0.77 0.46 0.60 0.56 0.5% 0.55 0.83 0.51 omn 0.65
Capital Expendicures 0 023 @ M Wl 0@ 0% 026 0 oot oo
Direct Expenses 110 2.72 1.1% 1.50 1.68 1.55 1.64 LN LI 2.99 2.98
Direct Margin 211 L79 238 .24 .19 .44 1.48 Lo 1.57 .51 2.66
Overhead Allocation 0.35 0.44 0.36 0.40 044 0.40 0.43 0.55 0.43 0.53 0.44
Expenses Incl. Corp O/H 2.5% a7 2.65 2.91 an 2.95 347 3.69 315 3.52 3.42
Margin after Corp O/H 186 138 1.98 .84 LTS 2,03 2.04 1.55 112 1.99 223
NPV of Margin after OMH
NPY of Decommissloning 0.9
NPV OF NET MARGIN
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D.ESNE LIGHT .

Costs of Fossil Plants
$ In MHons

Arithmetic Escalation to $44.1/mwh In 2006 wilh escafations @ 1.5%

MANSFIELD 3 2006 2007 2008 2009 il [ pLINN 2012 i1k}

014 2018 1016 2017 2018 1918

kawh Market Price (cents) 441 4.52 4.63 4.75 4.87 499 5.8 5.4 by 5.50 5.64 578 5.93 6.08
Unit Output (gwh) 24 945 749 915 945 855 948 945 78 935 948 8s$ 045 940
Delivered Output (gwh) 375 875 593 BT4 875 91 877 875 683 B6S 877 ™ 875 870
Revenues 38.55 39.52 32.07 41.48 42.56 39.44 44.83 45.83 36.68 47.61 49.49 45.74 51,85 52.86
Fucl-Relaled Expenscy
Fucl Costs 10.34 10.64 8.67 11.25 11.58 10.78 12.28 1262 10.13 1321 13.78 1215 14.49 14.80
Fuel Related ECR Costs 2.18 20 1.85 236 242 2.26 2.56 2.62 AL 2. M4 2.85 2.65 3.00 3.06
NOx Emissions 2.83 2.9% 2.2% 119 23 3.04 3.64 1.78 2.80 404 430 194 1.6 .81
502 Emissions @O @ Q6 ) 029 029 Q29 3D 04 030 0B 046 049 049

Total Fuel 15.17 15.64 12.50 16.58 17.09 15.79 18,20 181 14.6% 19.63 10.54 18.85 21.69 22.18
Non-fuel O&M Expenses
Variable O&M 1.73 1.78 144 1.86 1.91 117 2.01 2.06 1.65 214 2 2.06 234 2.38
Fixed O&h! 1.70 1.87 1.62 2.81 713 227 2.28 178 181 .57 2.86 2.83 321 3.28
Overhaul 00 M L2 000 00 0K 0@ QW L® 08 000 000 090 o0

Subtotal 343 3.65 4.39 .67 4,05 4,04 4.29 3.83 5.04 i 5.08 4.89 5.55 5.66
FICA 0.11 on 0.09 0.13 A L] 0.1 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.12 0.18 0.19 0-19 0-20
Property Tax 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.2} 0.23 o 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.3 0.23 0-23 0I23
Cap Stock Tax 0.4 o 0.24 0.24 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 ) 0.24 0.24

Total Non-fuel 4.01 423 4,95 5.28 4.66 4.63 4.90 4.42 5.62 6.37 5.74 5.55 6'2| 6.33
Capital Expenditures 019 0.35 £.59 0.21 0.38 1.1 0.22 0.41 1.85 0.25 0.45 1.9% 0.27 0.49
Direct Exponses 19.37 20.12 19.04 12.06 214 .13 1.32 1355 1.1 26.25 1672 26.39 8.17 19.00
Direct Margin 15.18 19.30 13.03 19.42 10.41 17.31 21.54 12.28 14.56 21.36 12.76 19.34 23-68 1.‘!.85
Onerhead Allocation 1.09 129 10 3.54 .60 3.5 i 4.1 3.67 4.61 3.93 3.82 4.43 430
Expenses Incl, Corp O/H 11.46 23.51 21.06 25.60 25.74 28.64 1116 17.68 5.9 30.88 30.65 30.21 3160 33.30
Margin afer Corp OfH 16.09 16.01 10.01 15.88 16.81 13.80 17.67 16.18 10.88 16.75 13.84 15,53 19'15 |9.55

031 h_(cents

Fuel 1.73 1.7% 1.81 1.90 1.95 .00 2.08 AL 215 2.27 134 2,38 248 2.5%
Non-fuzel 0.46 0.48 0.71 0.60 0.53 0.59 0.56 0.51 0.82 0.74 0.65 0.70 011 o
Capital Expenditures 0z o .z 0@ 09 B2 003 005 0} L0 005 0 gg 0
Direct Expenses .21 PR | 1.758 1.52 1.53 2.80 1.66 .69 kW2 3.0 3.05 34 3.11 %_Q
Direct Margin 119 .11 1.88 .12 1.33 2.19 2,45 1.55% .13 2.47 1.60 2'.‘5 2..“ 2;3
Overhead Allocation 0.35 0.38 0.44 0.41 0.41 0.44 044 0.47 0.54 0.53 0.45 0.48 0.51 0.49
Expenses incl, Corp O/H 2.57 .69 318 2.9 1.94 314 R 316 18 3.57 3.49 3.82 3.73
Margin after Corp O/H 1.84 1.83 1.45 1.82 192 1.74 .01 2.08 1.59 1.94 1.15 1.96 1'm ;::
NPV of Margln after O/H
NPV of Brecominlssioning 13

NPV OF NET MARGIN
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DQESNE LIGHT
Costs of Fossil Plants
S In Milllons
Arlthmetlc Escalation to $44, Limwh Ity 2006 with escalatlons @ 2.5%
BRUNOT ISLAND 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 048
kwh Market Mrice {(eents) 22.04 22,59 23.15 23.73 2433 249 25.56
Unit Qutput (gwh) 27 27 b2) 27 27 27 27
Delivered Quiput (gwh) 25.40 25.40 25.40 25.40 25.40 25.40 25.40
Revenues 5.60 574 5.58 6.03 6.18 633 6.49
Cucl-Related Expenses
Fuel Cosis 247 2.53 ) 2.60 2.67 2.4 .82 8%
Fuel Relared ECR Cosls 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NOx Emissions 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00
§02 Emissions 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00
Total Fuel 247 2.53 2.60 2.67 M 2.82 2.89
Yon-fuel Q&M Fxpenses
\arable Q&N 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.0}
Fixed O& 1 o7 0.73 0.75 0.77 0.79 0,79 0.00
Overhaul 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subtatal 0.74 0.7¢ 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.83 0.03
FlCA Q.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 4.02 0.00
Property Tax 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
Cap Stock Tax o.M 0.4 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34
Total Non-fucl 1.43 1.44 1.47 1.48 1.51 1.51 0.7¢
Capital Expendilures 0.20 0.20 0.21 019 0.19 0.20 .11
Direct Expenses 4.09 4118 427 434 4.4 153 n
Direct Margin 1.51 1.56 1.61 .68 1.73 1.80 2.19
Overhead Allocation 0.65 D.62 0.68 0.1 0.72 0.72 0.61
Expenses inel. Corp OAL 4.74 486 4.9% 5.04 17 528 4.32
hargin afer Corp {411 0.86 0.88 0.93 0.9% 1.01 1.08 218
Costs per lowh (genty
Fuel 9.7 9.97 10.24 10.52 10.80 1108 0.00
Mon-fuel 5.61 5.68 51 5,84 5,95 3.96 0.00
Capital Expenditures 077 072 0.81 078 037 0.79 0.00
Direct Expenses 16.069 16.44 16.892 17,10 17.51 17.894 0.¢0
Mrect Margin £.95 6.15 6.34 6.63 6.81 1.10 0.00
Onerhead Alocation 2.57 2.68 266 L4 2.85 2.83 0.00
Expenses Incl. Corp Q111 18.65 19.12 19.48 19.85 20.36 20.66 0.00
Margin after Corp O/H % 1 S 3.47 3.67 3.89 3.96 4.27 0.00
NV of Margin afer O/H
NPV of Decommissloning 13.9
NPV OF NET MARGIN
W 1T Page 1 ol )
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JUQUESNE LIGHT
Zosts of Nuclear Plan

+in Milions

IEAVER VALLEY 1
wh Market Price (cents)
'nit Qutput (gwh)
selivered Output (gwh)

Leve..ues

‘uel-Related Expenses

‘uel Costs

‘vel Related ECR Costs
Total Fuel

son-fuel Q&M Fxpenses
Jariable Q&M
‘ixed Q&N
werhau)
Subtotal
1Ca
'ropeny Tax
‘ap Stock Tax
Total Non-fiel

“apital Expenditures

dYirect Expenses
direet Murgln

Wwerhead Allocation

“xpenses lncl. Corp O/l
iargin after Corp O/II

:08ts per kwh (cents)

‘uel

lon-fuel

“apital Expenditures
Hrect Expenses
Yirect Margin

werhead Allocalion

“tpenses Incl. Corp O/l
largin after Corp O/

TPV of Margin after O/
werfunded Decomm.
sI'V OF NET MARGIN

Arithmetic Escolation to $44.1inwh in 2006 with escalations (@ 2.5%

2006
4.4]

1,864

2,694

118.74

12.50
269
153.20

0.00
29.19
16.02
45.21

1.64

2.06

2.i5
51.06

6.68

72.93
45,80

11.64

84.57
34.16

0.56
1.90
0.25
2
1.70

314
1.27

e
o

2007

4,52
337
3.7

14330

15.20
317
18.37

0.00
29.92
0.00
29.92
1.67
2.06
215
35.80

6.86

61.03
82.27

9.92

70.96
72.34

0.58
1.13
0.22
1.92
2.59

0.31

2.24
2,28

2008

4.63
2,874
2,703

125.15

13.29
2720
16.09

0.00
30.67
16.88
47.55
1.70
2.06
215
53.46

7.04

76.59

" 48.56

12.14

88.73
3642

0.60
1.98
0.26
2.83
1.80

045

3.28
1.35

2009

4.75
2,864
2,694

127.87

13.75
169
16.45

0.00
3144
1132
8.7
174
2.08
215
54.70

723

18.37
49.49

12.57

20.55
36.92

0.61
2.03
027
291
1.84

0.47

3.38
1.37

2010

4.87
3371
3,172

154.32

16.73
317
19.91

0.00
32.22
0.00
32.22
1.77
2.06
218
38.20

7.43

65.53
88.78

10.66

76.20
78.12

0.63
1.20
0.23
2.07
2.80

2,40
2.46

2011
4.99

2,864

2,694

134.34

14.67
2.69
17.37

0.00
33.03
1823
51.28
1.8}
2.06
213
57.29

7.63

81.29
52.05

13.05

95.34
39.00

0.64
2.13
0.28
3.05
1.93

0.48

3.54
1.45

2012

5.1
2,874
2,703

138.14

15.17
.70
17.88

0.00
33.85
1874
52,60

1.84

2.06

2.15
58,65

7.84

84.36
53.78

13.90

98.26
39.88

0.66
217
029
312
1.99

0.51

3.64
148

2013

5.24
3373
3,172

166.18

18.38

21.55

0.00
34.70
0.00
34.70
1.88
2.06
2.15
40.79

8.06

70.39
95,79

1227

82.67
83.52

0.68
129
0.25
222
3.02

0.39

2.61
2.63

2014

537
2,864
2,694

144,67

16.10
2.69
18.79

0.00
35.57
19.77
55.33

1.92

2.06

2.15
61.46

88.53
56.14

147

103.23
4144

0.70
2.28
0.3]
3.29
2.08

0,55

3.83
1.54

2015

5.50
3,336
3137

172.68

19.31

22,44

0.00
36.46
0.00
36.46
1.95
2.06
215
42.62

8.51

13.57
99.11

12.92

86.49
86.1%

0.72
136
0.27
235
316

0.41

.76
2.7§
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DUGUESNE LIG

Costs of Nuclear Plant

1 In Milllons

HEAVER VALLEY 2
~wh Market Price (cents)
-*nit Owput {gwh)
Delivered Oinput (gwh)

Revenuer

Fuel.Related Expenses
Fuel Conty

fuel Related ECR Costs
Tolal Fuel

Non-fuel Q&M Expenin
Vasiehle OL M
lixed O&p
“Iethaul
Subtoia)
11CA
Froperty Tax
-’ap Stock Tex
Total Non-fuel

Capita) Expenditurea

Irect Expenses
Birect Margln

“verhesd Allocation

Fxpenies Incl. Corp Q/H
Muargin #fter Corp O/l

Lorts per kwh (gentsh
T'uel

Non-fuel

“apila] Expeaditures
[Mrect Expenses
Dieect Murgin

‘reechead Allocalion

Fxpenies Incl. Corp O/H
Margin after Corp O/H

NPV of Margln aher 011
tInderfunded Decomm,
NPV OF NET MARGIN

Arlthmetle Excalation ta $H4.1/mwh In 2006 wiih ercalations @ 1.3%

1008

441
99t
9t

41.03

104

197

&0
843

343
.46
042
L]
9.76

3.0

w4
10.61

116

1348
1735

0.53
105
L1}
.49
12

234
1.46

1.5

1007

4,52
3]
829

3145

LRy
44
L2
166
1.9
047
042
L]
1).62

384

14.00
12.45

R}

10
.34

0.4
1.64

.90
1561

047

7
118

1008

+83
L1
812

8.50

3ad
1.68
T
a8
12,60
048
L EH
0.44
1394
400

aa
12.8%

390

nu
9.99

0.36
1.96
1.47
0.47

pEL}
110

M 00
4.73% 187
991 29
911 B9

418 40.33
444 4109
X T3]
538 49
GOF g0
9.10 9.32
200 19
.10 1328
049 .30
042 041
044 044

1044 14.60
8.1% §.31

11.97 1584

nn 1449
182 4.10

15,49 30.04

18.720 10.28
0.38 0.59
(A} 1.1
0.6 22
1.36 pAFS
139 1.75
0.38 L ET]
1M .63
.0 (B2

499
83}
89

A4

n

305

Ly
9.5

13,59
0.5
042
044

L1498

649

1649
14.84

420

Ja.ro
10.64

o6
1L.80

aio
1.7%

LM
.18

LA R
94
34

L2

150
b X2}
0
9.19
9.79
0.52
o4
0.44
iz
6.6

13.67
24,08

390

ins?
015

0.63
120

184
158

C.42

195
116

LIF]
324
883
819

4043

4.50

532

900
1064

14.29
0.5
043
044

13.68

683

1788
15.58

483

.t
10.1

0.64
1.9
08
336
188

0.5%

304
119

37
88}
819

4113

184
7
0.00
10.29
14.66
0.54
0.9

.44
16.03

10.58
1397

4.

pLEL)
1n.n

0.66
1.94

4
1.9)

0.37

4.01
138

550
"
m

LN L]

bR

09)
631

0.00
10.35
1038

0.3%

042

044
11,98

wn

15.44
1376

147

19.96
n.ae

0.68
1.8

LN
177

048

PR 5
139

1014
5.64
833
B9

4617

000
.81
i8]
1541
0.58
042
0.4
1686

1

.87
18.90

439

IS
12.51

L]
10

J.60
104

0.5

4.1
.5

7
.78
33)
]

4794

.09
3.9
0.00
1.08
15.81
0.60
042
044
17.26

142

0.60
1134

442

35.03
1.9

0.1
108

J.69
.09

413
1.36

pLik]
9
%1
3

LoA1 ]

189
642
0.00
11.36
11.36
0.61
042
044
1362
761

.18
1.9

418

3134
1d.68

[14))
1.8

1.9
J.oo

0.9¢

Iy
1.54

[LIE

608

883

829

3037

LR K]

628

0.00
[JEX]

16.63
.62
042
044

1811

. 180

e
1810

417

36.93
134

0.73
218

3.0
L0

4.48
1.61

ine

623

33

2

31,62

359
642
.00
19
12.08
0.6}
042
ba4
1853
188

.98
1867

30

nis
12.47

on
204

.98
118

0.63

4.60
1.4

011

638
991
M

¥4

o e
sk 5
-] o™

0.00
13.23

1223
0.65
042
044

1373
8.1%

p 0y
Jo.n

41

Ho
1535

079
(1]

LRE
113

.51

366
P )

011

634

BE)

819

424

591
580
0.00
12,34
il
17.94
042
0.44
1346

t.40

RN
19.59

M

40.36
1318

0.82
238

413
116

L X5

4.87
1,67

101}

67
881
829

5559

6.3
6.96
.00
1285
1241
0.67
04
.44
19.93
841

35.50
10.10

3.6

AL1®
14.40

.84
140

418
.

0.69

497
1.74

6.87
9
91

£4,00

.09
802
0.00
13,107
1317
0.58
042
044
147
882

3158
31,48

s

Iy
8.7

086
1.58

139
d49

0.6)

4.00
187

1913

1.0
38}
a9

A4

1%.36

09
9.04

3T
21.07

6.6

4160
1481

0.89
152

430
b0

416
1.7¢9

1016

22
1
931

6734

673
7.8
0.00
1384
19.86
on
012
044
P F]
9.17

Juas
898

M

+1.76
.48

0.8l
230

43¢
i

4.9
p a1

pPasTAlY

{9 30 99 28eg
€-0ra 3TqTYXd

1l Jo oL 9%eg
12-06¢T Mqrxy



WQUESNE LIGHT

“osts of Nuclear Mlant

.+ in AMlion

‘ERRY

«wh Markel Price {cents)
'rat Qutput (gwh)
rebvered Gutput (gwh)

texenues

“ugl-Related Expenes

“wel Costs
uel Reiated ECR Comn
Total Furl

Ygn-fuel O&M Expeoses
Zariable DM
wmed DKM
wethaul
Sublotal
KA
‘repemy Tax
“ap Stoe) Fax
Total Non-fuel

“apital Expendicorer

Dlrect Expenses
Olrect Margln

vethead Allocation

Frpensesinck. Corp O/
Minrgln afier Corp OVH

Costs per kwh {cents)
Fuel
Non-fuel

<“apilal Expenditures
Itrect Expentes
tHlrect Margin

f ivethead Aflocaton

Yxpenses lacl. Corp O#l§
Margln afer Corp O

NPV of Margln afier O
Vndecfupded Decormm.
N1V OF NET MARGIN

Arlthmeile Excalatlon (o S44.1/mn b In 1006 with sscalations @1.5%

1004

LA
LAl
13

59,09

L¥H
Ly
i

000
181

1811
nfa
1134
136
M

mn

42.30
16,39

49.6)
9.56

0.53
ER7)
o

119
1.3t

10
on

110

87

14
1,23
1,198

.97

i

Ly
10

oo
1#.36

.11
n'n
1M
136
B

4634
113

762

3441
{0.50)

0.59
30y

i
0.50

064

156
©.04)

1003

483
1,18
1,348

6133

340

44.33
1800

7.03

037
10.99

0.61
4

p AL
1.4

052

18
0.91

wop e e

473
1,236
1,198

36.71

19

Ly
749

000
19.530
267

nfy
11.34
nn»

an

8,57
BI4

58.37
o3

0.63
an

407
0.68

065

an
0.0}

487
[ L]
124

6531

1.0

Béd

o000
19.99

1.3
.38
3149

4.9
1%.40

147

5340
11.9)

064
1.5

34
1.44

.56

LR ]
0.8%

499
1,1%
1,193

937

670

L0
7.89

0.00
20.4%
i
2388
e
H3
136
b33

393

50.41
w17

5840
117

056
L

413
on

067

4.9
010

pLive

sl
1416
1,346

6h.81

1%
2.13
o200
.00
noew
na
ny
1.36
M0
180

41.8)
HAL

183

5.4x
1304

068
1.9

L1
437

¢.58

41
0.9%

i)

LM
1,236
L1935

61.60
7.1}

Li¢
[ H

boo
21.5)
163
2645

LLRE]
236
.86
116

LS L
10.16

.12

Bl.48
Li+

00
34

438
0.85

.76

314
.10

i

i
1412
1,43

1210

B3
.59
0.00
22,06
2208
nfa
14
138
W7

402

45.38
by

B0

37.53
FER-4]

on
2.66

363
1.6%

a.61

419
1.03

MiF g fug

330
1,186
1,195

6577

1.58

28

0.00
.62
EX:: ]
.30
na
"
236
1.0

140

3431
1139

6.9
(K2

on
34z

4.55
.95

0.80

538
.15

.64
1418
1.}46

T3.98

[LAH

Si.i8
468

LLE ]
1718

013
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