January 6, 2015

E-MAIL AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL

Ilon. Katrina Dunderdale

Administrative Law Judge Administrative Law Judge
Pa. Public Utility Commission

Pa. Public Utility Commission
301 Filth Avenue - #220

P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105 Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Hon. Dennis J. Buckley

Re:  Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v,
Metropolitan Edison Company, R-2014-2428745,
Pennsylvania Power Company, R-2014-2428744,
Pennsylvania Electric Company, R-2014-2428743,
West Penn Power Company, R-2014-2428742

Dear Judges Buckley and Dunderdale:

Enclosed for filing arc two copies of the Surrebuttal Testimony and Exhibits of Robert D. Knech,

addressing the filings by Pennsylvania Power Company and West Penn Power Company; and the
Surrebutial Testimony of Brian Kalcic, addressing the filings by Metropolitan Edison Company and
Pennsylvania Power Company on behalf of the Office of Small Business Advocate, at the dockets listed

above.
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Surrebuttal Testimony of Brian Kalcic

Please state your name and business address.
Brian Kalcic, 225 S. Meramec Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63105.

Have you previously submitted testimony in these proceedings?

Yes, | have.

What is the subject of your surrebuttal testimony?

My surrebuttal testimony responds to the rebuttal testimony of the following
witnesses: a) Kevin M. Siedt on behalf of the Companies; and b) Clarence L.
Johnson on behalf of the OCA.

Do you have any preliminary comments?

Yes. Met-Ed updated its filed cost-of-service study (“COSS”) to correct two
formula errors.’ However, those corrections produce little (or no) impact on class
cost-of-service outcomes. As a result, I have not updated the OSBA’s
recommended Met-Ed class revenue allocation shown in Schedule BK-5 (attached

to OSBA Statement No. 1B).

Did Penelec make any corrections or changes to its filed COSS?
No, it did not.

Met-Ed/Penelec Witness Siedt

Does Mr. Siedt comment on the OSBA’s revenue allocation proposals?

Yes. Mr. Siedt states (correctly) that the OSBA’s revenue allocation proposals are
designed to move all classes to full cost of service (bascd on the Companics’ filed
COSSs), subject to the conditions that no class receive an increase (i) greater than
1.50 times the system average increase or (i1} less than 0.25 times the system
average increase. While acknowledging that the OSBA’s proposals “are not

" See Met-Ed Exhibit HES-1R, attached to Met-Ed Statement No. 5-R.
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necessarily outside the range of recasonableness,” Mr. Sicdt nevertheless concludes
that the Companies’ filed revenue allocation approach (with one modification) is
preferable, based on the premise that a more gradual movement toward cost of

service should be adopted in these proceedings.

How do the Companies propose to modify their revenue allocation proposals?
Mr. Siedt states that the Companies will develop “final” class increases based on a
50%/50% weighting of current revenues and class cost of service, but will no longer

seck to constrain class increases to no more than 20% of total class revenues.

Has Mr. Siedt illustrated the results of the Companies’ modified revenue
allocation approach, at the Companies’ filed revenue requirement levels?

Ne, he has not.

Would the Companics’ modified approach result in more classes moving
toward cost of service than under the Companies’ filed revenue allocation
proposals?

I can’t say. It is not possible 1o evaluate the degree of movement toward cost of

service without seeing the Companies’ modified class increases.
g p

Would the Companies’ modified revenue allocation approach limit class
increases to no more than 150% of the system average, as proposed by the

OSBA, OCA, MEIUG and PICA?
It doesn’t appear so. For example, if Met-Ed’s GSS customers were to be assigned

an additional increasc of $2.8 million (per page 18 of Met-f2d Statement No. 4-R),
that class would receive an increase of 91.2%, or 1.59 times Met-Ed’s filed system
average increase of 57.3%. Similarly, if Penelec’s GSS customers were to be
assigned an additional incrcase of $4.8 million (per page 16 of Penelec Statement
No. 4-R), that class would receive an increase of 104.4%, or 2.69 times Penelec’s

filed system average increase of 38.8%.

Should the Commission adopt the Companies’ modified approach to deriving

final class increases in these proceedings?
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No. The Companics have not provided any evidence that their modified approach
would be successful with respect to (i) moving rate classes toward cost of service,

or (ii) limiting class rate impacts to a reasonable level.

OCA Witness Johnson

On pages 8-11 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Johnson indicates his
disagreement with the OSBA’s revenue allocation proposals, since such
proposals are based on the results of the Companies’ allegedly deficient
COSSs. What is your response?

The Companies indicate that their COSSs were prepared “in a manner consisient
with principles and methods that were approved in the 2012 PPL base rate casc and
used in the past without objection.”™ In contrast, Mr. Johnson’s revenue allocation
proposals arc based upon the results of the OCA’s preferred COSS methodology,
with the Commission previously rejected (at least with respect to the classification
ol Accounts 364-368) in PPL Docket No. R-2012-2290597.> Unless and until the
Commission formally adopts the OCA’s preferred COSS methodology, Mr.

Johnson’s criticism is without merit.

On pages 12-13 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Johnson suggests that the
OSBA’s recommended residential classes increases are unreasonable, even if
one were to accept the Companies’ COSS methodology and filed COSS resuits.
How do you respond?

In essence, Mr. Johnson is arguing that the Companies’ filed revenue allocation
approach is acceptable, while the OSBA’s recommended approach places too much
emphasis on transitioning classes toward cost of service.

As I discussed in my direct testimony, the Companies’ revenue allocation
proposals would move a significant number of rate classes away from cost of
scrvice. Consistent with the Lloyd decision, the OSBA’s revenue allocation
proposals first scek to move aff classes (not just Rate RS) toward cost of service,

subject to a uniformly applied gradualism constraint. Of particular note is the [act

? See Met-Ed Statement No. 4-R at page 17.
* Sce OSBA Statement No. 2B at page 2.
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that the OSBA’s gradualism constraint (which limits class increases to no more than
150% of the system average) is the same as that advocated by Mr. Johnson.

In his rebuttal, Mr. Johnson appears to suggest that a 150% of system
average gradualism constraint may or may not be appropriate, depending upon the
COSS methodology and results to which it would be applied. | disagree. The
OSBA’s revenue allocation approach appropriately balances class cost of service
and gradualism considerations. The Commission should adopt it.

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?
Yes.
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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT D. KNECHT

Introduction

Please state your name and briefly describe your qualifications.
My name is Robert D. Knecht. [ submitted direct testimony, rebuttal testimony
and associated cxhibits earlier in this proceeding, and my qualifications were

presented thercin.

What is the purpose of this surrebuttal testimony?

The Pennsylvania Office of Small Business Advocate (“OSBA™) requested that |
review and evaluate the cost allocation, revenue allocation and rate design rebuttal
testimony submitted by the following witnesses regarding the base rates filings of
West Penn Power Company (“West Penn”) and the Pennsylvania Power

Company (“Penn Power”) (collectively, “the Companics™):
Richard A Baudino, AK Steel Corporation (“AKS”)
Hillary E. Stewart, the Companies

Kevin M. Siedt, the Companies

The testimony of Mr. Baudino applies only to West Penn, while the testimony of
the other witnesses applies to both West Penn and Penn Power. Mr. Bnian Kalcic
is addressing issues related to Metropolitan Edison Company (“Met-Ed”) and the

Pennsylvania Electric Company (“Penelec™) for OSBA.

In addition, this testimony updates my revenue allocation recommendations to

reflect modified cost allocation analyses.

Cost Allocation
Let’s start with the West Pean cost allocation study. At pages 14 and 15 of
your direct testimony, you identified certain programming and data entry

errors in the Companies’ filing. Have these errors been corrected?
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A. The errors that 1 identified which the Companies had previously admitted have

been corrected. In addition, the Companies corrected the load factor error for the
general service classes identified at page 12 of my direct testimony, as well as
certain errors identified by other intervenors. However, the inconsistency
between current and proposed revenues for the lighting classes identified at page
22 of my direct testimony has not been addressed.! Also, the programming error
identified a1 footnote 14 on page 14 of my direct testimony has not been

corrceied, but the impact is de minimis.

Unfortunately, the Companies® West Penn rebuttal cost allocation study contains
at least one new programming crror, with respect to the allocation of income taxes
at proposed rates. As shown in Ms. Stewart’s Exhibit HES 1-R, page 2, the
income tax allocation for the GSL, POL, PSU, PP44, PP46, AGS and STLT
classes produce income tax costs that are inconsistent with the reported class pre-
tax income. For example, the exhibit implies that the STLT class has income 1ax
costs of $1.7 million on pre-tax income of $163,000. This inconsistency results
from a programming error in thc “Revenue Worksheet” tab in the electronic
model. To clarify the record in this proceeding, I corrected this error, and | have
attached a revised version of the West Penn summary cost allocation model

results at proposed rates as Exhibit 1Ec-S1.

Q. Has Ms. Stewart made any other substantive changes to the West Penn cost
allocation study?

A. Yes. Ms. Stewart made certain moditications to the revenue requirement pursuant
to Mr. D’Angelo’s testimony. In addition, she now proposes to segregate sub-

transmission plant costs from other distribution plant, and allocate those costs

separately.

' Ms. Stewarl’s rebuttal cost allocation study indicates that the Rate POL revenues will increase from
£3.945 million to $6.076 million (up 54 percent), while the Rate STLT revenues will decrease from $6.031
million 1o $4.179 million (down 3| percent). Neither of these revenue changes is consistent with the results
of the Companics’ cost allocation analysis, which would generally suggest thal little or no increase be
applied to Rate POL (class return of 18.5%) and a significant increase should apply to Rate STLT (class
return of 3.7%).
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Is the segregation of sub-transmission costs a reasonable approach?

In theory, it could be. As detailed in my direct testimony, the Companies’ filed
methodology involved identifying and costing out the primary system plant that
serves primary voltage customers. Given that the Company uses this
methodology for primary system plant, it would be logical for the Companies to
take the same approach with sub-transmission plant. For cost allocation purposes,
sub-transmission plant is simply a higher voltage component of the primary
voltage system. Also, as I indicated at page 8 in my direct testimony, the costs so
identified can and should then be directly assigned to the customer classes served.
Since Ms. Stewart has determined the cost to serve each primary voltage
customer, there is no rcason why those costs cannot be directly assigned to the

appropriatc customer classes.

Unfortunately, the Companies do not follow this approach. First, Ms. Stewart
does not use the same approach for sub-transmission plant as she uses for primary
voltage distribution plant. Rather than directly determine the cost to serve sub-
transmission customers (as she does for other primary system customers), Ms.
Stewart simply estimates the total sub-transmission system costs (based,
curiously, on 2011 data), and then allocates those costs to all customers using the
minimum system method.  Second, Ms. Stewart declines to directly assign the

primary voltage system costs based on the customer-by-customer analysis.
As a result, Ms. Stewart’s approach has the following problems:

e Sub-functipnalization of sub-transmission costs is inconsistent with sub-

functionalization of primary voltage distribution system costs;

e Sub-transmission costs are allocated to all classes, including primary
voltage customers who are not served by sub-transmission assets but are

served by the sub-functionalized primary system costs;

¢ Use of the minimum system classification parameters for sub-transmission

costs will likely overstate the customer component of those costs. In



gencral, the customer component of costs declines as system voltage
increases, with low-voltage assets closest to the customers having a
relatively high customer component, and (transmission system costs
typically having a zero customer component.>  Using the same
classification parameters for sub-transmission costs as for secondary

distribution costs is inaccurate.

e Primary voltage system costs continue to be allocated, which is less

accurate than the use of a direct assignment method.

Does Ms. Stewart explain why she used a different method for sub-

transmission than for primary voltage distribution costs?

No.

Does Ms. Stewart respond to your direct testimony and explain why she does
not or cannot directly assign primary system costs based on the customer-by-
customer primary system analysis?

No.

At page 11 of your direct testimony, you noted that the Companies have not
followed the dictates of the NARUC Manual with respect to cost
classification, and you provided two specific examples regarding
classification of conductors. Does Ms. Stewart disagree with this conelusion
in her rcbhuttal testimony?

In her response to Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA™) witness
Mr. Clarence Johnson, Ms. Stewart asscrts that she has followed the dictates of
the NARUC Manual. However, Ms. Stewart offers no explanation for the two
specific variations from the NARUC Manual identified in my direct testimony,

nor does she offer any explanation for why the customer cost percentages for the

% Note that Ms, Stewart’s cost allocation study for Penn Power classifies transmission costs as 100 percent
demand-related.
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Companies are considerably higher than those in the Commission-approved PPL

Electric cost allocation study.

At page 12 of your direct testimony, you indicated that the meters cost
weighting factor for the West Penn GS Small customers was overstated. Do
the Companies’ agree?

Yes. Ms. Stewart acknowledges that the weighting factor for GS Small meters
and meter-reading costs should be lower, and she prepares a sensitivity analysis to
asscss the impact of such a change. However, she asserts that the Companics do
not have sufficient information to develop a reasonable weighting factor and

therefore docs not modify her revised cost allocation study to correct this error.

At page 13 of your direct testimony, you conclude that services costs are
over-allocated to small customers because West Penn uses an unweighted
customer allocation factor. Do the Companies’ agree?

Yes. Ms. Stewart acknowledges that larger customers likely require more costly
services, and that the NARUC Manual stipulates that this should be reflected in
the cost allocation. However, she concludes that the Companies do not have
sufficient information to develop class-specific factors, and she therefore retains

the error in the rebuttal cost allocation study.

At page 13 of your direct testimony, you indicate that the West Penn cost
allocation study fails to reflect the fact that residential customers have longer
payment lags than non-residential customers, implying that residential
customers disproportionately contribute to the need for working capital.
Does Ms. Stewart agree?

No. Ms. Stewart simply asserts that “, . . working capital expenditures are made
io support the opecration and maintenance of the distribution system and,
therefore, should be allocated to all classes based on their use of the distribution

system, not their payment lag.”

Is this a reasonable assessment of cost causation?



No, it is not. Businesses requirc working capital to finance the lag between the
time when the business must make cash payments for the costs that they incur and
the time when they receive cash payments for their services. That is why utility
regulators, including the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, determine
working capital requireménls using lead-lag studies. Since the Companics use a
lcad-lag study to determine the overall working capital requirement, it should be
clear that differences in payment lags among the various customer classes affect
each class’ contribution to the overall working capital requirement. Moreover,
working capital requirements are related to the payment lag for revenues and
cxpenscs, and are unrelated to capital expenditures. There is therefore no causal

relationship between a utility’s working capital requirements and utility plant.

At page 13 of your direct testimony, you indicate that uncollectibles costs
should reflect historical uncollectibles rates for each class. Does Ms. Stewart
agree?

She does not appear to. In her response to Mr. C. Johnson, Ms. Stewart indicates
that she agrees that such costs should be allocated based on revenues. However,
as | indicated in my rcbuttal testimony, this approach fails to recognize that the
uncollectibles rate is generally higher for residential customers than for non-
residential customers. Moreover, as | also indicated in direct testimony, the
Commission has generally agreed that class-specific uncollectibles rates should be
recognized in utility cost allocation and rate design. Ms. Stewart addresses

neither of these points.

At page 13 and footnote 13 of your direct testimony, you express a concern
that the Companies claim to have no information regarding actual historical
uncollectibles costs and forfeited discount revenues by rate class, despite the
fact that the Companies presumably know which customers are not paying
their bills and which customers are being charged late payment fees. Does
Ms. Stewart explain why such information which must be available to the
Companies on a customer-by-customer basis is not available for cost

allocation?



No, she does not.

Have you attempted to correct the West Penn cost allocation analysis for all

of these problems?

To the extent possible, 1 have. Exhibit 1Ec-S2 contains a version of the West
Penn cost allocation study. To develop this exhibit, | first modified the West
Penn cost allocation study presented in Exhibit [Ec-4 of my direct testimony to be
consistent with the updated version of Ms. Stewart’s rebuttal cost allocation study

(as corrected for the tax allocation error). While my replication was not perfect,

the differences were very small,

To adjust for the crrors in the West Penn rebuttal cost allocation study, [ made the

following changes to the replication:

To address the general issue of an excessive customer component for
mains ¢ost and the specific issue of the allocation of sub-transmission
costs, I classified sub-transmission costs as 100 percent demand-related
and allocated them based on NCP demand, exciuding primary customer
demands. This approach is conceptually very similar to the approach that
Penn Power uscs for transmission costs. However, 1 was unable to
dircctly assign ecither sub-transmission or primary system costs to the

appropriate classes, as the information to do so is not available.

I adjusted the meters and meter reading weighting factors for the Rate 20
GS Small class to be consistent with those used at the other First Energy

companies.

I developed a weighted customer allocation factor for services based on
the demand/customer classification split for services in the PPL Electric
cost allocation study, to reflect the higher scrvices costs for larger

customers.
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» | developed an alternative allocation factor for working capital that reflects
class revenues and the relative payment lag for residential and non-

residential customers.

¢ [ was unable to correct the errors in the allocation of uncollectibles costs
and forfeited discount revenues because the Companies did not provide
the nccessary information, and | therefore retained the Companies’

methods.

How do the results of your cost allocation study compare to those in the West
Penn rebuttal cost allocation study?

In general, the results from Exhibit [Ec-S1 arc directionally consistent with those
in the West Penn rebuttal. A comparison of class rates of return at present rates is

shown in Table 1E¢-S1 below.,

Table IEc-51

Comparison of West Penn Power Cost Allocation Results

Class Rate of Return at Present Rates
Waest Penn Rebuttat Exhibit IEc-52

Residential 3.3% 3.6%
G55 Rate 20 -3.9% -3.1%
GSM Rate 30 15.8% 13.5%
GSL Rate 35 11.5% 9.3%
Rate 40 2.2% -0.8%
Rate 46 4.0% 0.2%
Penn State 12.3% 13.1%
Lighting 7.1% 7.2%
Total 4.5% 8.5%

Note: Certain smaller rate classes are excluded from this table

(G510, PP44, AGS}, and the POL and Street Lighting classes are

combined.

Let’s now turn to the Penn Power cost allocation study. Did Ms. Stewart

modify the filed cost allocation study?

Yes, Ms. Stewart corrected a relatively minor programming error.
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At page 9 of your dircct testimony, you expressed concern about unusually
high primary system conductors costs that resulted from the Companies’
sub-functionalization analysis. Did Ms. Stewart address your concern?

No. This parameter contributes significantly to the extremely low rate of return

for the GP class, and remains unexplained.

Of your concerns regarding the West Penn cost allocation study, which apply
also to Penn Power?

‘The following concerns apply 1o both cost allocation siudices:

e The customer classification factors for joint use distribution plant are very

high relative to the Commission-approved PPL Electric study.

e Uncollectibles cost allocation fails to reflect class revenues and actual

class uncollectibles rates.

e [orfeited discount revenues fail to reflect actual class revenues and are

arbitrarily allocated.

e Working capital cost allocation fails to reflect the longer payment lag for

residential customers.
e Services costs fail to reflect a higher cost per customer for larger services.

Have you developed a cost allocation study which corrects for these errors?

In part. Exhibit 1Ec-S3 provides an alternative version of the Companies’ rebuttal
cost allocation study. This exhibit was developed by first replicating the
Companies’ rebuttal cost allocation study.’> Because 1 had no basis for making
corrections, | retained the Companies’ sub-functionalization of conductors costs,

the Companies’ classification factors for joint-use distribution plant, and the

* While my replication was not exact, the differences were minimal. One arca of difference is that the
Companies allocate accumulated depreciation reserve for poles differently than they allocate gross plant
cosls, whereas 1 apply the same classification and allocation factors to both.
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Companies’ allocation methods for uncollectibles and forfeited discount revenues.

I did incorporate the following adjustments:

¢ The working capital allocation method is adjusted to be based on O&M
and A&G cxpenses rather than plant, and to cxplicitly reflect the
diffecrence in payment lag between residential and non-residential

customers.

e Services costs are allocated using a weighted customer allocator based on

the PPL Electric classification split.

What are the impacts of these changes”
These changes have only a minimal impact on the allocated cost results. Table
1Ec-S2 below compares the class rates of return from the Penn Power rebuttal cost

allocation study and Exhibit IEc-S3:

Table IEc-52
Comparison of Penn Power Cost Allocation Results
Class Rate of Return at Present Rates

Penn Power Rebuttal Exhibit 1Ec-53
RS/GSR 3.4% 3.4%
GSS 0.9% 0.8%
GSM/OH 10.9% 11.2%
GSL 10.9% 11.2%
GP -5.0% -5.2%
PNP 7.0% 7.1%
POL -0.8% -1.1%
STLT 6.9% 7.4%
GT 25.0% 23.4%
Total 4.0% 4.0%

In your direct testimony, you presented comparisons of the Companies’ sub-
functionalization and classification methods with those in the PPL Electric
2012 cost allocation study approved by the Commission. Please update those

tables based on your surrebuttal analyses.
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Table [Ec¢-3 in my direct testimony compared the Companies’ sub-
functionalization analysis with the PPL Electric results. An updated version of
that table is shown as Table 1Ec-S3 below. My surrebuttal analysis does not
affect the Penn Power results, but moves the results for West Penn much closer to

the results for the other Companics.

Table 1Ec-53
Primary/Secondary Sub-Functionalization Summary
Met-Ed Penelec Penn Power | West Penn 2012 PPL
E:ST::IL:’: Primary 519 476 110 509 1179
EE;:H‘T: f"ma"’ 1496 1631 686 2,683 968
;2?;2,:::? of 23.0% 24.5% 7.7% 28.0% 16.0%
Primary System Share of Distribution Plant
364 Poles 6.5% 6.0% 3.2% 4.7% 5.4%
365 OH Conductors 11.0% 9.9% 12.8% 11.5% 5.3%
366 UG Conduit 8.9% 11.0% 2.2% 5.0% 2.5%
367 UG Conductors 22.7% 4.5% 4.7% 3.2% 2.5%
Total 11.7% 8.3% 7.9% 7.1% 3.9%
Note: The reported values for West Penn primary include those for the sub-transmission and
primary distribution systems.

Table 1Ec-4 in my direct testimony compared classification factors. Table 1Ec-S4
below updates that comparison for the changes to the West Penn cost allocation
analysis in Exhibit [Ec-S2, showing that the overall classification results in my
cost allocation analysis are somewhat closer to the PPL Electric results albeit still
materially higher. 1 did not modify the Penn Power classification results due to
lack of information, although 1 retain my concerns about the Companies’

methods.
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Table IEc-54
Distribution Plant Classification Factors: Customer Component

Met-Ed Penelec Penn Power | West Penn 2012 PPL
Poles 78.0% 79.0% 84.5% 74.9% 51%/75%
OH Conductors 84.1% 85.6% 91.1% 79.3% 57%/64%
UG Conductors 88.4% 79.7% 82.3% 83.3% 82%/55%
Line Transformers 56.7% 68.2% 66.6% 77.1% 54%

Note: The results for PPL Electric represent the customer components of the primary/secondary
systems.
Sources: Exhibit HES-2, Supporting Study No. 7, RDK records from Docket No. R-2012-2290597.

Revenue Allocation

In your direct testimony, you expressed several concerns about the
Companies’ revenuc allocation method, one of which was that the 50/50
weighting of current rates and cost of service would limit progress toward
cost-based rates to no more than hailfway, and would never achieve cost-
based rates. Do the Companics agree with that assessment?

Mr. Siedt does not directly rebut those points in my testimony. He simply
reiterates the Companics’ position that their approach to rate gradualism is

appropriate for this proceeding.

You also expressed a concern that the Companics’ method of applying a 20
percent maximum increase constraint on a total bill basis was inconsistent
with the nature of a distribution rate proceeding, and it was the type of
arbitrary constraint that the Commonwealth Court rejected in the Lioyd
matter. Have the Companies’ responded?

Mr. Siedt indicates that the 20 percent restriction will be dropped in the
Companies’ “final revenue allocation after all adjustments have been

determined,” and the gradualism constraint will be limited to the 50/50 revenue

allocation weighting scheme.

Has Mr. Siedt presented the results of such a revenue allocation, updated for
changes to the cost allocation studies?

No he has not.



At what point in this proceeding do the Companies’ intend to present their
“final revenuc allocation after all adjustments have been determined?”

I do not know. | am advised by counsel that the OSBA reserves its rights to
contest any supplemental filing of evidence to which it has no reasonable

opportunity to respond.

Will the Companies’ revenue allocation proposal reasonably reflect the
principles of rate gradualism?

It is very likely that the Companies’ proposal will violate the rules of thumb
offercd by various experts in this proceeding. A number of experts proposed to
limit average ratc increases for any particular rate class to no more than 1.5 times
the system average (including experts for OSBA, WPPIL, AK Stecl, and OCA).
However, the Companies’ approach without its total bill constraint may very well
result in percentage rate increases for some classes that exceed those levels. For
example, | estimatc that the rate increase for the Penn Power GP class would
exceed 160 percent under the Companies’ proposed method without a total bill
constraint, more than four times the system average increase. Similarly, albeit to
a lesser cxtent, the rate increases for the GS Small/Rate 20 classes for both West
Penn and Penn Power would likely exceed 1.5 times the system avecrage result

under the Companies’ proposal.

Sincc the Companies have not provided any demonstration of the impact of their
newly proposed methodology (or even the implications of the revised cost
allocation analyses), it is not clear how the Commission can reasonably approve a

method whose rate increase implications are “sight unseen.”

Have you updated your revenue allocation analysis for the revised cost
allocation studies?

Yes. The last page of Exhibit [Ec-S2 shows the details of my revenue allocation
analysis for West Penn, based on my updated cost allocation study in that exhibit.
Similarly, the last page of Exhibit 1Ec-S3 shows the details of my revenue

allocation analysis for Penn Power, which changes only slightly from my direct



testimony. A summary of my proposed revenue allocation for each company is

shown in Tables 1Ec-S5 and 1Ec-56 below.

proposed revenue allocation to the increase necessary to bring each class’

revenues into line with fully allocated costs.

Each table also compares the

Table IEc-55

Updated for Surrebuttal ($000)

RDK Revenue Allocation Proposal for West Penn Power

Increase to
Base Rates UsC Total Cost of
Service
Residential 67,633 29,106 96,739 98,980
G55 Rate 20 5,893 5,893 15,977
GSM Rate 30 0 0 (15,073}
GSL Rate 35 0 o] {1,480}
Rate 40 3,507 3,507 6,968
Rate 46 1,232 1,232 2,249
Penn State g 0 {268]
Lighting 348 348 457
Total Increase 78,623 29,106 107,729 107,729

Note: Certain smaller rate classes are excluded from this table {GS10, PP44, AGS), and the
POL and Street Lighting classes are combined.

Table |Ec-S6
RDK Revenue Allocation Proposal for Penn Power
Updated for Surrebuttal {$000)
Recommended Increase Increase to Cost of Service
RS/GSR 26,422 24,511
GSS 1,953 2,814
GSM/OH 0 (1,940}
GSL 1] {470)
GP 900 4,755
PNP 9 7
POL 154 382
STLT 118 82
GT 0 (530}
Total 29,556 29,556




In his rebuttal testimony involving West Penn, Mr. Baudino concludes that
your revenue allocation proposal for the Rate 46 class was not consistent with
your cost allocation results. Is his assessment correct?

No, it is not. As Mr. Baudino notes, the class rate of return for Rate 46 at current
ratcs in my direct testimony cost allocation analysis was 3.2 percent. However, in
order 1o bring that class into line with allocated costs at the Companies’ proposed
rate of return of 8.14 percent, it would be necessary to assign a rate increasc of
$1.362 million, an increase of 56.8 percent. As I indicated in my direct
testimony, [ limited the increases to no more than 1.5 times system average,
which moderately reduced the Rate 46 class increase to $1.232 million.  As

shown in Exhibit [Ec-82, a similar constraint is applied in my updated analysis.

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?

Yecs, it does.

15



EXHIBIT IEc-S1

CORRECTION TO COMPANIES’ EXHIBIT HES 1-R



Carrected Version of West Penn Exhibit HES-1
Section 2, Page 2

WEST PENNSYLVANIA POWER COMPANY
COST OF SERVICE STUDY - TOTAL SUMMARY

FULLY FUTURE TEST YEAR
COMPANY PREFERRED ALLOCATION METHOD: Corrected for Tax Allocation Programming Errors
PROPOSED RATES, $1,000s
TOTAL
RETAIL R3S G510 GSS G5M PP40 GSL POL PSU PP44 PP46 AGS STLT

RATE BASE
Plant in Service 2,189,896 1,537,314 2,067 154485 239,581 64,999 92462 13,174 5,653 37 22,798 177 57,149
Depreciation Reserve 801,162 543,228 770 52,791 93,327 31,434 36,773 3,940 2,474 4 11,364 58 24,998
Net Plant 1,388,734 994,086 1,296 101,694 146,254 33565 55,689 9,23¢ 3119 32 11,435 118 32,151
Rate Base Additions , 199,934 140,752 189 14,030 22,111 6,009 8,519 1,192 525 2 2,123 16 4,466
Rate Base Deductions 301,371 207,356 297 25,481 33,507 9,960 11,943 1,704 729 5 2,951 22 7.416
Rate Base Other Total {101,437) {66,604) (107) (11,451) {11,396) (3,951} {3,425} {512} {205) (2) (828} {6) [2,950)
Rate Base Total 1,287,297 927,482 1,189 90,243 134,858 29,614 52,264 8,722 2,974 30 10,608 112 29,201
INCOME STATEMENT

Revenue
Tariff Revenue Total 393,274 264,834 631 16,019 62,749 12,976 19,841 £,076 1,485 127 4,320 38 4,179
Other Revenue Total 14,431 10,745 13 1,256 1,196 345 403 68 26 1 117 1 259
Retall Total 407,705 275,579 644 17,275 63,946 13,321 20,243 6,145 1,511 127 4,437 39 4,439

Expenses
Total Operation & Maintenance Expense 119,098 87,226 106 10,265 10,645 2,834 4,225 612 242 4 914 13 2,012
Depreciation Expense 74,089 52,305 78 6,000 7,820 2,013 3,060 350 142 13 542 5 1,721
Other Expenses Amortization Expense Total 11,896 8,081 16 1,204 1,326 432 587 31 14 7 60 0 136
Taxes Other than Income Taxes Excl GRT 6,234 4,350 & 493 652 202 255 29 16 0 70 1 161
Gross Receipts Tax 23,203 15,625 37 945 3,702 766 1,171 359 28 7 255 2 247
Total Operating Expense 234,519 167,588 243 18,907 24,144 6,246 9,298 1,419 503 32 1,841 21 4,276
Income Before Taxes 173,186 107,991 401 {1,632) 39,802 7074 10,945 4,725 1,008 95 2,596 18 163

Income taxes
Current State Income Tax 16,506 10,159 39 {208B) 3,901 710 1,064 463 100 9 260 2 g
Current Federal Income Tax 52,053 32,036 124 (656} 12,301 2,239 3,356 1,480 314 30 819 5 4
Prevision fer Deferred Income Taxes 3,724 2,614 4 263 407 111 157 22 10 0 39 0 97
Investent Tax Credit Adjustments (659} {462) {1} {46) [73) {20} {28) [4) {2} [{4)] [ (0} (17}
Total Income Tax 71,624 44,347 167 {647) 16,536 3,040 4,550 1,941 422 39 1,111 7 111
Net Income After Tax 101,561 63,644 234 1985) 23,265 4,034 '6,395 2,784 586 56 1,485 11 52
Rate of Retumn 7.89% 8,86% 18.72% -1.09% 17.25% 13.62% i2.24% 31.92% 1971% 183.77% 14.00% 9.52% 0.18%

Total - Summary



EXHIBIT IEc-82

RDK SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY

COST ALLOCATION STUDY

AND REVENUE ALLOCATION ANALYSIS

WEST PENN POWER COMPANY



Warkpapers of Robert D. Knecht Docket Nos. R-2012-2428745, 2423743, 7428745, 2428742

West Penn Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending Aprit 30, 2016, 5000
Scenario: Exhibit |Ee-52

Summary
Account Description Allocator Taotal RS G510 GS5Rate 200 GSMRate 30 GSL Rate 35 PPaQ PPaa PPAG Penn State AGS POL Strest Ltg,
Current Tanff Revenues 314,652 204,009 494 11,275 59,237 15,108 6,829 28 2,395 1,084 15 3,945 6,031
Less GRT -18,564 +12,037 -29 877 -3,495 -1,127 -a03 -2 -142 -6d -1 -233 -35e
Cther Revenues 14,431 10,604 13 1,152 1,293 443 424 1 148 26 H 23 260
Total Revenues 310518 202,576 478 11,950 $7.036 18,423 &850 27 2,405 1,045 13 3 5,935
Q&M Expense 119,097 84,648 i1l 9,245 12,047 4,816 4,003 4 1,366 236 13 576 2,032
Depreciation/Amortization 85,985 59,084 98 6,444 9,959 3,998 3,102 21 851 152 5 401 1,870
Dther Taxes 6,234 4,231 ] 443 719 283 257 o a1 16 1 27 152
Income Taxes 40,926 22,165 110 -1,706 14,304 3,888 -139 4] 64 Faii) -2 1,140 831
Tota! Expenses 252,242 170,128 325 14,426 37,029 12,985 1.213 26 231 673 17 2,143 4,885
Net income 58,276 32,448 153 -2,477 20,007 5439 -373 1 34 n -2 1,635 1,040
Rate Base 1,287,297 893,864 1,221 80,098 148,400 58,606 43857 3 16,124 1,843 10 8.304 28,797
Return on Rate Base 4.53% 3.6% 12.6% -3.1% 13.5% 9.3% -0.8% 2.7% 0.2% i3.1% -2.0% 19.7% 3.6%
4.53% 3.25% 13.39% -3.81% 15.79% 11.48% 2.23% 4.20% 4.06% 12.28% -1.87% 18.35% 3.65%
Rate Increase 78,623 67,633 4] 5,893 ] 0 3,507 3 1,232 c 7 ] 343
Less: GRT/Income Tax -35,338 -30,338 o -2,649 9 4] -1,576 -1 <554 a -3 1} -156
Income at Proposed Rates 101,562 69,683 153 763 20,007 5,439 1,558 2 T12 37t 2 1,635 1,231
Rate of Returm 7.3896% 7.75% 12.57% 0.96% 13.48% 9.28% 355% T.39% 24T% 13.08% 1.74% 19.70% 4.28%
Ad]. to Levelized RoR Present Rates 0 14,975 -178 11,085 24,137 5,060 4,287 1 1,264 -442 13 -2,288 4719
Ad]. to Levelized AoR Proposed Rates 0 2,24% -104 10,084 -15,073 -1,480 3,461 0 1,017 -268 12 1,781 1,890
Progress Toward Cost-Based Rates 5% 4% % 8% % 19% 2% 20% 3 6% 22% -254%
Percent Increase 25.0% 33.2% C.0% 51.4% 0.0% 0.0% $1.4% 10.7% 51.4% G.0% 514% 0.0% 5.8%

Exhubet IEC-52 RDK WPP COSS.xhix; Summary Page 1of 18 Prnted on @ 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Robert D. Xnech: Docket Nos. R-2012-3428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

West Penn Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Tast Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit [Ec-52

Graoss Plant
Account Description Allocater Total RS £510 GSSRate 20 GSMRate 30  GSLRate 35 PPAD PPa4 PPAG Penn State AGS POL Street Ltg.
301 Drganization 1r6 B 2 108 [ 11 19 7 6 0 2 0 0 1 4
302 Franchises and Consents 1} .
302 Intangible Plant rii " 61480 _ . 44,396 55 4,843 5987 2,402 1868 2 530 108 7 331 851
Sub-Total intangible Plant 61,637 44,504 56 4,854 6,005 2,409 1,874 2 632 109 7 33 855
380 Land 11’ = 11,694 17 1,123 2116 822 691 o 253 44 1 93 167
361 Structures PIN ) =] 8,245 28 373 4,672 2,273 3288 o 1,262 222 o 44 76
362 Station T ODIN . 798,241 | nsas 410 5.401 57,685 32,933 49,089 0 18,287 3222 6 643 1,106
Poles SubT Customer ’ AR 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 o o 0 0
Pales SubT Demand -DIST 64,096 26,908 92 1216 15,106 5,603 10,656 0 4,119 [+] 1 145 249
3I64PC Poles Primary Customer T- Q _+ 8,131 0 a 1,053 3.052 3,816 158 o s] 26 26 1] i
364PD  Pules Primary Demand Dl_Nl; 1,368 Q0 0 o 62 805 178 1] 0 i 0 [s] 0
3645C  Poles Secondary Customer ) G 376,079 322,756 273 34,226 15,510 172 i 0 s} o 2 2,208 292
36450 Poles Secondary Demand D1NS 63,266 35,176 121 1.589 19,686 6,017 159 o 0 [s] H 183 326
36ASL  Poles Streetlight Birect 14776 14,776
OH Cond. SubT Customer Can ﬂ‘ o ] 0 1] [ o] <] 4] ¢ o L] 0 4]
QOH Cand. SubT Demand .D1ST 62,279 26,145 90 1,181 14,677 5,444 10,354 0 4,002 0 i 141 242
365PC  GH Cond. Primary Customer Q 31309 [1] [+] 4,053 11754 14,692 608 ¢ L] 101 103 ] [+]
365PD  OH Cond. Primary Bemand DINP 2,320 4] Q 1 106 1,366 302 [+] 1} 546 a 0 [1]
3655C  OH Cond. Secondary Customer aoo. 302,073 259,275 219 27,491 12,458 138 [+ [+] 4] [+ 1 2,258 235
36550  OH Cond. Secondary Demand i DINS 22,388 12,448 a3 562 6,966 2,129 56 o 0 o] 1 67 115
UG Condust SubT Custamer - CAA N 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 0 ] 0 3] ] ]
UG Conduit SubT Demand D1sT 430 181 1 8 i kL) 71 0 28 1] a 1 2
366PC G Conduit Primary Customer 2 1} i [u] 9 s} 0 o a 0 [ 0 o 0
36EPD UG Conduit Primary Demand D1NP 1,425 [+ o a 65 839 183 [} 9 335 0 o 9
3665C UG Conduit Secondary Customer [ a [+] o i ] a Q a 0 ] o] Q Q
36650 UG Conduit Secondary Demand DINS 28,439 15.823 54 715 8,855 2,707 7z 0 [} a 1 85 147
UG Conductor SubT Customer ’ TAA 0 L] 0 V] ] [ o 3] i} [} o ] ]
UG Conductor SubT Demand Dist 1,443 1,445 S 6% 811 303 572 0 2 0 o g 13
367PC UG Cond. Primary Customer o C2 2,837 1] 1] 367 1,065 1,331 55 0 ] 9 g [+] Q
367PD UG Cond. Primary Demandg DINP 477 [ [*] o 22 281 62 o o 112 0 ] 1]
3675C UG Lond, Secondary Customer | €3 103,344 88,702 75 9,405 4,262 47 0 0 0 ¢ 0 2 80

Exhitet IEC-57 RDK WPP COS5.x4x; Gross Plant Page 20718 Pnnted on: 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Robert D, Knechit

Waest Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000

Scenario: Exhibit IEc-52

Account
3675D

168D
369
370
371
n
EYE]

Description
UG Cond. Secondary Demand
Uirie Transiormiers Custdmer
Lire Transformers Demand
Services
Meters
Customer Premises
Leased Property Customer
Streetlight

Sub-Total Distribution Plant
General Plant - Labor
General Plant - Plant

Sub-Total General Plant

Total Distribution Plant

£xhibit IEc-52 ROK WPP COSS5.lsx; Grass Plant

Allocatar Total
[_m;s 17,385
I 275,563
DINS
csp : 95,939
s 30,591
Direct 583
Diréct 297
b Dlrect: . 33500
1,960,219
P2 o .
M2 168,040 ,
168,040
2,189,896

RS
9,666
236,523
45,507
21,962

20,838

1,322,794

]

113,397

113,397

1,480,634

G510
a3

156

71
54

1,943

167
167

2,165

G55 Rate 20

437
25678
2,056
8,642

3,050

128,133

0

10,984

10,984

143,971

5,410
11,365
25,4568

4,348

3,534

239,157

20,502

20,502

265,664

Page 3 of 18

GSM Rate 30 GSLRate 35

1.654
12
1,785
180

£717

93,218

1]

7.991

7,991

103,618

Gross Plant
PPaG
a5
L)
206
4

1,292

78,206

5,704

6,704

86,784

PPa4

33

33

PRas

8

28,201

2,418

2,418

31,250

Dotket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428741, 2228744, 2428742

Penn §tate

0

¢
i
[+]
5

4,945

424

424

5,478

AGS

"

158

14

14

1rs

52
2,858
245
710

583

297

11,187

960

12,489

Street Ltg,

33,600

52,233

0.

4,478

4,478

57,566

Printed on: 1/5/2615



Workpaperi of Robert D. Knacht

‘West Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Farecast Test Year Ending Apvil 30, 2016, 5000

Scenario: Exhibit IEc-82

Aggount
301
302
203

360
361
362

384PC
164PD
3645C
36450
364asL

385PC
3e5PD
3655C
26550

36EPC
366PD
3665C
3665D

367PC
3€7PD
3675C

Description
Grganizatien
Franchises and Consents
Intangible Plant

Sub-Total Intangible Plant

tand

Structures

Station

Poles SubT Custamer

Poles $ubT Demand

Paoles Primary Customer

Pales Primary Demand

Poles Secondary Customer
Peles Secandary Dernand
Poles Streetlight

CH Cond. SubT Customer

O Cond. SubT Demand

OH Cond. Primary Customer
OH Cond. Primary Demand

OH Cond. Secandary Customer
OH Cond. Secondary Demand
UG Conduit SubT Customer

UG Conduit Subl Demand

UG Conduit Primary Custormner
UG Conduit Primary Demand
UG Conduit Secondary Customer
UG Conduit Secondary Demand
UG Conductor SubT Customer
UG Canducter SubT Demand
UG Cond, Primary Customer
UG Cond. Primary Demand

UG Cond. Seconcary Customer

Exhibit IEc-52 ADK WPP COSS xisa; Acc Dep'n

Allocator
ire
1}
X1

i
DiN

D1N

V18T

DiNP

DINS

Direct

D1sT
c2
DINP

DINS

DisT
Lo
DINP
€
D1NS
CaA
D1sT
c2
DiNP

Total
I
. ) !

23348

23,348

3,737
9,370

188,648

o
15,685
1,990
35
92,039
15,483
3,618
0
19,955
10,052
745
96,982
7,128
o
21
0
237
o

8,726

1,333
1,099
185

40,011

16,860

16,260

2,560

3,753

62,744

6,585

78,993

8,609

g,394

B3,287

3,998

30

34,342

GS10

21
p2t

13

216

23

67
30

3

w O o © O O

o o N o

G55 Rate 20
o0

1,839

1,839

246
170

2,837

298
258

8,376

339

379

1301

8,826
18%

o o o

119

25
142

3641

Accumuiated Deprediation

GSM Rate 30 GSL Rate 35

] ]
2,774 012
N 912

463 180
2,126 1,035
35,551 17,299
o o
3,697 1,371
747 934
15 197
3,796 42
4,818 1,473

i ]
4,712 1,748
3,778 4,717

3 a3g
4,000 a4
2,237 584

o o

17 6

0 0

11 139

o 0
1,471 a5p

o [

312 117
412 515

8 109

1,650 18
Page 4 of 18

PPag
0

710

710

151

1,542

25,783

2,508

39

39

3324

195

97

18

12

1

12

222

21

24

pPas

o © 0 o 0O o g O O o o 0 o O o a6 o o o

a

o o o a9 v o

PPaG

239

55
575

9,605

1,008

o o o

1,285

e o2 wvw 9 o o O

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2478742, 2428744, 2428742

Penn State

0

41

41

10
101

1,692

a

~ O a

AGS

o S o O & O O 0w

(=]

o 0 o o o 0 o0 @ o o o B

IS

126

126

0

20

138

35

687
245

45

724

o © o O

14

299

Street Ltg.
[¢]

323
EFE)

72.

31616

78

75
ER

o

(=T - T = |

3

#nnted on: 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Robert D. xnecht

‘West Penn Power Company

Cest of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending Aprit 30, 2016, 5000

Scenario: Exhibit 1Ec-52

Account

3675D

3688

368D
368
70
371
n
n

Description

UG Cond. Secondary Demand

Line fransformers Customer
Line Transformers Demand
Services

Maters

Custarner Premises

Leased Property Customer
Streetlight

RWIP

Sub-Total Distribution Plant
General Plant - Laber
General Plant - Flant

Sub-Total General Pant

Total Distributian Plant

Exhubul 1EC-52 RDX WPP COS55.aksx: Acc Dep'n

Allacator

DINS

P2
Je2

201,162

3,742
5,365
19,503
38,357
1,655

7,548

453,515

55,864
55,864

526,240

G510
13
&8
&7
33

82
82

799

G55 Rate 20
169
IG, 748
281
4028
245

-731
42,545

5411

5,411

49,796

GSM Rate 30

2,034
4871
10,915
2,035
281

-1,365
88,683

10,100

10,100

101,056

Page 5 of 18

Accumulated Depreciation

GSL Rate 35

840
54

3336

136

-532
35,235

3937

3,937

40,084

PP40
17
@

82
2
103

-a46

33,926

3,303
3303

37,933

PPa4

w a o o o

PPAE

a o 6 o

-181
12,460

1,191

1,191

13,890

Docket Mos. R-2014-24 28745, 24287413, 2423744, 428742

Penn State

o 8 o 6 o

0%

2421

AGS

59

-632
239

3,137

473

473

1,735

Street L1g.
35

17,6311

22,610

2,206

2,206

25,139

Ponted on ;- 1/5/201%



Warkpapers of Robert D. Knech:

West Penn Power Company

Cost of Serdce Study; Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000

Scenario; Exhibit [Ec-52

Account Description
Net Plant
Gross Distribution Plant
Accumulated Depreciation
Net Distribution Plant
Additions
RE Adj. M&S
W
RB Adj. Storm Damage
RB Ad]. Legacy Meters
Total Additions
Deductions
Customer Deposits
Custamer Advances
Deferred Tax Lib Dep'n
Operating Reserves

Total Deductions

RATE BASE

Exhitut IEc-52 ADK WPP COSS xlyx; Rate Base

Allocator Total
2.189.896
-801,162
1,388,714
e
QA
Pz
Pt
c7 19@_21'
c8 1,420
”2 277,807
. i 231
301,371
1,287,297

3,480.654
-526,240
954,454

12,421

83,003

10,436
33,651
144,511

9,645
1.418
187.470
1,568
200,101

893,864

GS10

2,165
-799

1,366

18

82

i5

49

164

30

275

1,221

1GSS5 Rate 20

143,971
-49,796
94,175

1,203
4,639
1011
3232
10,085

5,850

18,159

152

24,162

80,098

G5M Rate 30

265,664
-101,056
164,608

2,248
10,408
1,887
6,090
20,631

1,661
0
33,894
283
36,839

143,400

Pagebof 13

G5L Rate 35

103,618
-40,084
63,535

875
4264
735
2365
8,430

47
o
13,211
110
13,369

58,606

Raie Base

PP4D

86,784

-37,938
48,846

1,988
72,792

1,565

11.084

93

12,742

43,897

PP44

38

33

w o o w0

w o v o o

PPaG

31.250

-13,88¢C

17,361

265
15728
22
728
2,793

3997
i3
4,030

16,124

Penn State

5478
-2,421
3,057

46

280

3

123
4593

701

707

2,843

AGS

178
-59
12¢

22

23

110

12,489
-3.735
8,753

105
707

267

1,163

17

1,587

13

1,617

8,304

Docket Nos R-2014-2428745, 2828743, 2028744, 2a28752

Street Ltg.

57,566
-25,139

32,427

490
2,455
412
482
3,839

W

7403
62

7,469

28,797

Printed on * 1452015



Waorkpapers of lopert [, Knecht

West Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Stutdy: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000

Seenario: Exhibit ife.52

Account Description Allocater Total
580 Op. S&E Xz 102
581 Op.Dispatching . .DiN 1,235
582 Op.Sation 3 ~ pie7
583 Op.Overhead Lines 7 1364
584 Op. Underground Lines -974'
586 Op. Meters . 641
88 Op. Miscellaneaus 8,150
SE9  Mn.Rents )
90 Mn. SBE 413
591 Mn. Structures F ~ 0
592 Mn. Station DIN _ 4123
593 Mn. OH Conductors m3 |- 33
584 Mn. UG Conductors Pa 667
595 Mn. Transformers - a
596 Mn, Streetlights Biredt - 9
857 Mn, Meters >' =-G_ 1,544
598 Mn. Misc. ooz 1065

Adj. Payroll X4 '359-
Adj. Reacq, Debt R - 97
Other ) a
Sub-Tatal Distribution 56,066
202 Meter Reading L 6 11,080
903 CARecords & Colleetions [ . 8,116
904 CAURColl, R T sz
%05 CA Accounts fa: 1) 134
Ad], Payroll . 206
Adj. Depasits [ar g . 1,189
Adj. Uncoll. c9a o
Adj. Acgts, ! [=] 14,
Sub-Total Customer Aceounts 25,454

Exhibet IEc-S2 ROK WHP COSS slsy; OBM

5,500

274

1.651
13,604
522

1,052
21
2i6
65

35,811

9,074

7814

1,193
115
170
579

12
20,956

G510

- = Ar A

—

h o 2 o

w

= -

53

GSSRate2) GSMRate30 GSL Rate 35

6
22
22

108
78
65

533

0
0
[}
75

2,638

1.249
818
339

12
23
351

2,803

14
280
72
149

83

74
994

0

4%

0
936

3,642

561

173

130

12

6,930

724

382

158

13

is0

1,841
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[
136
132

77
28
36
388

o
25

0
455

1,884
19

a7
51
24

335

~

Q O w a 9 9w

3

O&M Expense

PPAg
3
203
197
7
3
27
325
o
17
[+
679
897
4

0

B o= ¥ o e

£

W S 0O o 0O M D 0 O O 0 O 0 0 = o0 a6 o o @

o 0o O a o o @ o o

PPAG

76
73

253
n7

15

Eco-‘w

e o O O o 9 & o @

Penn State

9
13
13
2

1

0
21

a5
51

152

2 O o0 o o O O o o

Docket Nos. R-2014-7428749, 2428743, 2428745, ra2874)
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67
7

ar

15
47

219

28

12

1,167

o o O O o &N v O

[
-

Printed on : 14572015



Workpapers of Robert D, Knecht Docket Nos. R-2014-2423745_ 1428743, 2428744, 2428741

‘West Penn Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000
Scerario: Exhibit IEc-§2

D&M Expense
Account Description Allocatar Total RS G510 GSSRate20 GSMRate30  GSLRate3s PPAD PPas #pag Penn State AGS oL Street Lig.
507  C1Supenision =T Y 7 $61 0 & 3 0 o o 0 o o a 1
908  ClAssistance Dist's . “Direct. 7.526 7,526
909 ClAdvertising _'__:3 53 a5 0 5 2 0 0 0 o 0 [ o o
510 CiMisc. Ced T om ] wm 0 1 g 0 o o 0 ) g 1 o
Adj. Payroll T X6 12,053 11,773 1 124 57 1 [ "] 0 o [} 20 17
Sub-Tota] Customer Information £.061 4,762 1 134 62 1 o o L] o ] 84 17
920  AZGSalaries 206 -140 0 -15 23 -9 -9 0 3 1 0 1 5
923 ARG OMice Supplies e : 190?: 1,297 2 143 211 84 31 D 22 5 0 3 49
922 ARG Admin Ti7: - 808 1,911 3 -210 311 123 -119 0 41 -7 o 9 72
923 ARG Outside Services " g . 13521’ 9,882 15 1,087 1,610 638 31 1 214 37 1 4 i
924 AZGInsurance e 296 203 0 20 EL 14 10 o 4 1 0 2 7
925 ARG Injury/Damages - X 1,203 819 1 36 133 53 51 0 18 3 0 a 31
926 ALG Pensions/Benefits X7 5596 3,808 6 219 520 246 237 0 82 14 0 18 183
928  flegulatory Commission E i 7 2467 1,679 3 185 274 108 104 o 36 [ 0 2 63
930 General Advertising x7 1 1 Q Q Q Q Li] [»] 3] 0 a 1] o
930 ARG Misc. R 881 600 1 66 08 .35 -37 0 13 -2 [ 3 -3
931 ARG Misc. Rent X . 251 1,710 3 188 79 110 106 a 37 & o g 64
935 ARG Main. Gen, Plant Fi'm. m 520 1 50 93 37 31 o 1 2 0 4 b3}
Adj. Cash Pension X7 ?,149 4,865 7 535 793 314 303 0 106 18 1 24 183
adj. Other Emp. Benefits X7 912 821 1 8 101 a0 39 0 13 2 o 3 23
Adj. AEG Non-Juris X7 “—1.527 -1.03% -2 134 -169 67 €5 0 23 -4 0 5 -39
Adj. ARG Rate Case 7 192 131 0 14 21 8 3 o 3 0 o 1 5
Adj. ARG Legacy Maters 7 ; e 0 .
Adj. Accel, Swilching U xe Ca2 4 o 30 a5 18 7 0 5 1 0 1 10
Sub-Total ASG 32,506 22,119 33 2,428 3,615 1,433 1,311 2 a79 83 3 110 833
Total O&M Expense 119,097 84,643 13 9,245 12,047 4,816 4,003 4 1,366 136 - 13 576 2,032
Exhitet 1IEc-S2 ADK WPP COSS xlsx; D&M Page B0l 18
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Wockpapers of Robert D, Knecht Docket Kos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 7428744, 2218742

West Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit [Ec-52

Accumulated Depreciation

Agcount Description Allocator Total RS G510 GSS5Rate 20  GSM Rate 30 GSLRate 35 PP40 2T PP46 Penn State AGS POL Street Ltg-
301 Organitation PE a - iE a [s] o ] 0 0 [+] [ [ 1] 0 0
302 Franchises and Consents ) el
03 Inangible X1 7740 . sses 7 610 754 302 235 o 79 12 1 42 107

Sub-Total Intangible 1.740 5.589 7 610 754 302 235 \] 79 i 1 a2 107
360 Land P ‘183, | 126 0 12 23 9 7 0 3 0 [ 1 2
361 Structures DIN ) 239) 96 0 4 sa 2 3 0 15 3 0 1 1
362 Station DIN . 3839 1,458 5 56 225 202 599 o 223 39 0 8 13
Poles SubT Customer Can o o 4 0 1] o o [ ] 0 0 b [}
Pales SubT Demand D15T 981 412 1 15 231 26 182 1] 63 ¢ Q 2 4
36APC  Pales Prirmary Customar Q 124 ] 4] 16 47 58 2 1] "] Q Q [+] o
364P0D  Poles Primary Dermand DINP 21 g o o 1 12 3 1] [+] 5 0 0 o
3645C  Poles Secondary Customert ] 5,754 43939 4 524 237 3 0 Q Q 4] 0 43 4
36450  Poles Secondary Demand DiNS 968 538 F] 24 3c1 92 2 L] ] 3] [ 3 5
3645L  Poles Streetlight Direct 226 226
OH Cond. SubT Customer Caa 1] [+ 0 0 0 0 ] [+ ] o 0 1} o
COH Cond, SubT Demand D1sT as7 360 1 16 02 75 142 0 55 0 2 E]
365PC  OH Cend. Primary Customer Q 431 o 4] 56 162 202 8 1] 1] i 1 [a] r]
365P0  OH Cond. Primary Dermand DINP 32 ] o a 1 19 4 Q 0 8 0 a [+]
3655C  OH Cond. Secondary Custamer 3 4,157 3,568 3 378 n 2 a 0 1] Q 0 3 3
38550  OH Cond. Secondary Demand DiNS 308 171 1 -1 96 29 1 0 0 Q [+ 1 2
UG Conduit SubT Customer Caa "] 0 o [} [+] c Q ¢ c I [+] 0 o
Us Conduit SubT Demand D1s¥ 0 4 ) ) 2 i 2 [+] i o o 1] [+

366PC UG Conduit Primary Customer Q2 1] Q o ] ) Q 1] 9 9 ) ¢ Q a

366PD UG Conduit Primary Demand D1NP 2 ] o [} 1 19 4 0 0 7 ¢ o L]

3665C UG Conduit Secondary Customer o] 1] 0 ] Q [+] 0 2] 0 (] 0 Q [1] fi]

36650 WG Conduit Secondary Dermand D1NS 635 353 1 16 197 60 2 13 ] 1] 1} 2 3

UG Conductor SublT Custorner CaA [+] 0 0 o o [+] a [ 0 [ g [ 0
UG Conductor SubT Demand D1sT 13 36 0 2 0 g 14 "] 5 0 ] 0 0

367PC UG Cond. Primary Customer c2 71 1] [+ -] 27 33 1 1] o] 1] -B 1] 1]

367PD UG Cand. Pnmary Demand DINP 12 o c bl 1 7 2 ] Q 3 0 ] o

3675C UG Cond. Secondary Custormer c3 2,583 2,217 2 235 107 1 o 0 1] [} [} 19 2

Exhltut IEc-52 ROK WPP COS55.xlsx; Depreciation Page Sof 18

Ponted on; 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Roberi D. Krecht

West Penn Pawer Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000
Scenario; Exhibit 1Ee-52

Account

6750
368C
368D

368
370
n
37z
373

Description
UG Cond. Secandary Demand
Line Transformars Customer
Line Transfoemers Demand
Services
Meters
Customer Premises
Leased Proparty Customear
Streetlight
Sub-Total Distribution

Genera! Plant - Laber
General Plant « Plant

Sub-Total General

AmgirtizatenfQepletion
Adf. RemovalfSalvage
Adj. Average Net Salvage
Legacy Meters

Amort Smart Meter

1S Adj. Amort Exps

Suby-Total Other Dep'nfAmart

Allocator Tatal
DINS a35
c3 6,145
D1Ng 1825
Q@D | o7 <2006
=T X
Sirect | 19
Direct ¢ - %
Direct § 756
34,509
w2} 0
w2} g5
8975
7,125
.25
12,_57;
= s
: 6741
¥ s
34,671
85,985

Total DistributionfAmortization Expense

Exhilut IEc-52 ROK WPF COSS.xha; Depredauon

5,274
1,015
1,730

1,390

23,927

6,057

6,057

4818
-4,808
8,758
6,673
4,592
3,479

13511

59,084

35

13
17
12

a7

GSS Rate 20
11
559
46
142
206

2,858

G5M Rate 30
135
253
S6&
gz
235

31,9492

1,085
1,095

864
-869
1,583
1,132
7719
62%
4,118

9,953

Page 10018

Accumulated Depreciation

GSL Rate 35 PPA0
41 b3
3 Q
174 5
4 "]
115 -1
1,480 1,089
0 0
a7 asg
427 358
337 282
-339 -284
617 518
550 414
378 285
245 206
1,783 1410
3,938 3,102

PPa4

LU - T - B = B = )

21

PP46

N o 6 o O

67

125

125

102

-103
187

74

275

851

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 7428743, 2418744, 1428742

Penn State

o o O O O

67

152

AGS

19

0

51

51

a1

41

T4

29
104

Street Lig.
2
5
9

756
1,042

1870
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VWorkpapers of Robert D. Knecht Dockel Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, Ya28744, 2428747

West Penn Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenarie: Exhiblt 1Ee-52

Revenue and Taxes

Account Description Altacator Total RS GS10 GSS Rate 20 GSM Rate 30 GSL Rate 35 PP40 PPa4 PP46 Penn State AGS POL Street Etg.
Pa. Gross Recelpts Tax 5.9% | 18,564 12,037 29 677 3,495 1,127 403 2 142 64 1 233 356
Praperty Tax rg 2553 1726 3 168 310 121 101 o 36 6 0 15 87
Payroll Tax . X7 ©aam ," 3,054 5 3136 a98 197 190 0 66 11 0 15 1s
Capital Stock Tax P8 74 50 o s 9 a 3 0 1 @ 0 0 H
Misc. Tax Ip8 o o o o 0 0 c 0 0 0 0 D 0
Adj. Payroll Tax X7 . 366 -249 0 27 -1 -16 -15 [\ -5 1 0 -1 -9
Adj. Other Tax ) ' X7 514 -350 1 -38 -57 -23 -22 ] -8 -1 0 -2 -13
$ub-Total Other Taxes 24,798 16,267 35 1,120 4,214 1,410 660 2 232 80 1 260 517
Current Base Rate Revenue 314652 | 208009 49aL 11475 59,237 . is,108. i ,6B29 ° - 28 239 1,084 5. - 6081 |
Forfeited Discounts & 3,000 2573 z 273 124 2 1 0 o 0 0 2
Misc. Service Revenue G 1.898 1,629 1 173 78 1 1] 0 [v] 1] 4] 14 1
Pole Rent 0 .

Lease Rent X7 10,019 6,818 10 750 1,111 440 424 1 148 26 1 13 257
Adj. Late Payment 1 86 -a17 D -4 -20 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Current Revenues 329,083 214,612 508 12,627 60,531 15,551 7,253 28 2,545 1,109 15 4,011 6,291
0&M 119,097 84,648 111 9,245 12,047 4,816 4,003 4 1,366 236 13 576 2,032
Dep'n/Amortization 85,985 59,084 98 6,444 9,959 3,908 3,102 21 851 152 5 401 1,870
Other Taxes 24,798 16,267 35 1120 4214 1410 660 2 232 20 1 260 517
Deductions 229,880 169,000 245 16,809 26,120 10,224 7,765 27 2,843 467 19 1,236 4,420
Interest [_ RB 34,538 J 24,116 33 2,149 3,982 1,572 1,178 1 433 76 3 23 m
Netincome 64,664 30,497 230 6,332 30,329 7,754 -1,690 0 -335 566 7 2,552 1,099
Book Average Net Salvage w2, 13978 . 8,758 13 848 1,583 617 518 0 187 33 3 T o2a 346
Adj, Book to Tax Dep'n r2 . 11;,3'9"2'_ 7,688 11 745 1,390 542 455 a 164 b2 1 65 104
Tax Cost Removal/Salvage ir2 ' -,4,958_ -3,332 -5 -323 602 «235 -197 ¢ .71 “1X 0 -28 -132
Adjust Cas Pension P2 7,149 1 agnm 7 ag7 872 340 285 0 103 18 1 41 180
Sub-Total Adjustments 26,581 17,937 26 1,738 3,243 1,264 1,060 o 382 &7 2 152 708

Exhibit [Ec-52 RDK WPP COSS.xlsx; Taxes Pagelloef18 Printed on : 1/5/201%



Workpapers of Robert D. Knecht

West Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000

Scenario: Exhibit [Ec-52

Account Description Allocator Total
Adjusted Net Taxable Income 91,245
State Income Tax 9.99% 9,115
Federal Income Tax 35.00% 28,745
Deferred Income Tax P2 3,724
Tax Cost Removal/Salvage I[7) -6‘_39
Proposed Tariff Revenues 353,275
Increase 78,623
Percent 19.99%
Incremental Income Tax/GRT 35,338
Net Income 134,531

Exhibit JEC-S7 RDK WPP COSS.xlsx; Taxes

4,339
15,258
2,513

171,642
67,633
24.90%

30,398
85,669

G510

257

26
81

494

6.00%

257

G55 Rate 20 G5M Rate 30 GSLRate 35

-4,594

-459
-1,447
243
-43

17,368
5,893
13.93%

2,648
-1,350

33,572

3,354

10,576

454

-80

55.237

0.00%

313,572

Page 12 of 18

Revenue and Taxes

9,018

301

2,841

177

19,108

0.0%

9,018

PPAD

-629

-63
-198
149

10,336
3,507
33.93%

1,576
1,302

PPa4

Q2 o o o

31
3
9.25%

PPa6

a7

15

54

-9

3.630

1,232

33.93%

554

Docket Nos. R-2014-24287485, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

Penn State

633

63
199

1,084

C.00%

AGS

22

33.93%

POL

2,704

b

852

21

3,945

0.00%

Street Ltg.

1,807

181

568
99

6378
348
5.45%

156
1998

Printed on : 1/5/2015



Wortkpapers of Robert &. Knecht Docke: Nos. R-2014.2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 1423742

West Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit IEc-52

Sub-Functionalization and Classifitation of Joint-Use Distribution Plant

Engineering Inputs Sub-Trans % Primary % Secondary % SIL% Sub-Trans C%  Primary Cust % Seendry Cust %

Poles T12.15% 1.80% -} 83.25% 2.80% 0od% eseo%

OH Conduttors L 1482% £.00% 77.18% 0.00% 0.00% 93.10%

G Conduit 7 La a,70% i 93.38% a.00% o00% 000%”

UG Conductors T 230% © 2e0% 94.70% Q00K -G00% © BS.60%

Tranformers 3 0.00% - 0.00% ' 100.00% 0.00%

100.0%
Sub-Transmission Primary Secondary Street Lighting
Account Description Altocator Total Customer Demand Customer O d (o] Demand

Gross Plant
364 Poles 527,716 j 0 64,096 8,131 1,368 376,079 63,266 14,776
365 O Conductors . 420369 o 62,279 31,309 2,320 302,073 22,388 [}
366 UG Conduit . 30314 0 430 ° 1425 o 28,459 0
367 UG Conductors .' 27,487 . o 3,443 2,837 477 103,344 17,385 0
368 Trantormers 337,403 I 0 0 o 275,565 81,848 o

Accumulated Depreciation
384 Poles 24% 128,149 - 0 15,686 1,990 335 92,039 15,483 3,616
365  OH Conductors 3% 134962 o 18,985 10,652 745 96,982 7,188 °
366 UG Conduit 7% . 5034 | o n o 237 0 4,726 o
367 UG Conductors 9% 49358 - 0 1333 1,099 185 40,011 6,731 o
368 Tranformers 43% 153,174 y 0 0 ] o 118,097 35,077 0

Depredation Expense
364  Poles 1.5% 0 581 124 21 . 5,754 . 968 226
365  OH Conductars 1.4% o 857 431 a2 4,157 308 0
386 UG Conduit 2.2% [ 0 o 2 0 835 0
367 UG Conducters 2,5% 0 86 71 12 2,583 435 0
368  Tranfarmers ' 2.2% a o o o 6,145 1825 0

Exhibrt (Ec-52 RDK WPR COSS.xlsa; Engrg Input Page 130! 18
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Waoekpaser of Aot O Sredtd.

West Penn Power Company

Cont of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending Aprfl 30, 2016, 2000
Scenaria: Exhiba 52

Dechet Nos. 8-1018 2EZ874%, 2426743, 2470744 T478142

Allgcation Factors
Account Pescnprion Alagytor Total L] G510 G5S Rate 20 GSM Rate 30 GSL Rate 3% PP40 PR PRES Pean State AGS PFOL Street L1g.
Exogencus Alocatian Factors.
Corstomer AJloCatars
Unweighed Customers 716,950 617,508 2 25,807 529 m 2 1 4 5312 555
Percent s} 100.00% BS.77% 007% S 10% L% 007 00T 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% RO0% 0% 0.08%
Primasy Customers 308 | TeanT Yt 16 5 43, E - 3 - ™ 1 N ]
percent =] 100 0% oO0% 0.00% 12.04% 37.54% a6.93% 1.96% 000% 0.I% 0.00% 000%
Seconaary Customers N4y | e17508 ‘521 N 1 a7 N sam s ]
Fercer: a 100.00% 25.33% 0.07% 9.10% 412% 0.05% (o] Q.00 0.00% 0.75% 0.08%
Sub/Transmussson Costamens 00 l =L - 0 55 <t T Lt ] B |
Percent 4 100 0O% 0.00% 00r% 0.00% 1000% 27.50% £1.50% c.0r% 1.00% 0.00% 0.00% Q0% 0.00%
‘Sennriiuy/ST Qustomess : . 719,639 sirses’ 0 si 4747 5,691 samr . T
poent © -0 o 100.00% snx . oom o . SRk
Maters Plarz a5 | s7588 - aom Lo
Percent ] 160.00% 68.12% (a3 0.00% 0.00%
Meter Reating auesod | gmsiim 5020 C -
Percen: 3 100.00% 81 89% 011N 0.00% 0.00%
Customer Deposts s | aInam T892 15,503° At
Percen (2] 100.00% a.66% 0.15% 0.08% oo
Customer Advances 618,050 | sism s L N ."_%
Pergen; ca 100.00% 99.97% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00%
Ceatomer Recorc/Collectians 8336057  |. neasm 500, 6550 -, 9AM
[ 2] 100,00% 5.72% 0.07% 0.II% 0.10%
Uneaecubles urman | sdmm Ly L35 10040 T ]
Percent A 100.00% 5 7% 007 TN 0.10%
Cuntomer Misc 905 nessy [ oeswg e ) cue- ]
Peccert =Y 16000% 85.12% 0.07% 07I% 0.10%
Cutzomet Info 31¢ sigssy ] wsa0e R 2964 T st
Pergent oC 100.00% 97.68% 0.41% D.65% 0.14%
fervices . 1 0R538 " 0007 0 ogor4 7 pooos,
Percent _ _ oo 100.00% B . ouk som . - a5 1% .00k, ., 000 o QoK “onm " e ]
Detnand Alocators
NOP Dmand cEBatd | 19564 I GR2 7 102 w7~ Twaw ]
1.681 Perrem RIN 100 0% 2 05% D1e% 0oo% 0.12% [E¥: 3
1,365,736 Prirury NCP Demnand newr | ¢ ] s o """ % 3
b ) Perceny DLNP 100 0% Q00% 0.00% o.0i% o0.00% 0.00%
$econcary NCP Demand 3Sm73 | 1966An C 6172 ] 18537 - im0
Percent DINS 100 00% 55.60% 0.19% 2.00% o3o% 0s1%
SubfTransrmssion NCP Demand 1,141,470 L o a Q o
Percent DINT 100 0% 0.00% 000 Q0% 0.00% ooo%
Seconcdary/ST MCP Demand 4,560,209 1356422 - 512 C . 0537, - JLEC .
T - D1sT 100.00% 41.88% n:ux m‘ tuss .
0 [ - = —

€cunn IEc-S2 ROK W COTS iha, Alocatens

Page 14 0f 18
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Wori p0ey &f Aobert D, Knecht

West Penn Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2015, 5000
Scengrio: Exhibh tEe-52

Docuet Not N-2014 J418745, 2478743, 2428744, 2428747

Aocaton Factors
Destription ABoestor Total I3 GSto GSSRae20  GSMRate30  GSLRate3S PPaD PRea opas Penn Strte AGS POL Street 113,
EOOVJO1 Lovie) =oivfo! EO0VI0Y OO0 rOIV/0! Dot =DIV/O! VOl *DIVfol L TOVO! EDevADl
] L - ) _ i} = 4
Lot sDIVADI DAL L1247] apivol OV apiviol VoL L
Intermally Gensrated Afoczions
Distribution PLant 361-369 187,126 1,290,262 1873 123920 232,506 90673 76,123 o 2,920 4897 156 10,225 13,466
» 100.00% GE.T0% 0.10% € 60% 12.43% 4.8I% £.06% 00N 143 0.26% 0.01% 054N 0.59%
Dittributian Plant 1,960,219 1.321,78¢ 1943 128,133 239,157 9,18 73,206 3 201 4965 158 11387 52,233
IL)] 100 00% 67.48% 0.10% b54% 12.20% 4.76% 1.99% 0.00% 148% 0.15% 0.01% 05 2.66%
PolesfOH Conductors a0k | wnees T 2t ‘31,188 45,961 Bro Y uaar 0 4R TN Y2853, T ]
iP3 100.00% T0.85% 0.08% 9% 053% S65% 265% 0.00% 095% 0.15% 00 0.59% 0.14%
UG Conduciony/Condurt 127,457 { -9su 113 10,775 1570 T T . m P2y N 0. £32 - ]
1o 100.00% 7.29% 0.09% OGN 908% 283% 0.58% 0.00% 017% o10% 0.01% 065% 0.10%
Dxstnbuton Net Plast 1,265,189 859273 1247 85,588 150474 57983 42280 3 15,742 12774 102 8.060 29.624
»s 100.00% sL.71% 0.10% 6.76% 11 89% £.58% 150% coo% L% 0.22% col% 06e% 2.34%
Dismnbouoon/Generat Net Plast 1350 845 S26.811 131 9).261 150,876 51018 47,681 12 15963 2,983 115 25c7 31895
6 100.00% 8 63 0.10% 6.75% 11.91% 459% 351% ooo% 126% 021% 0.01% 063% 2.36%
Gross General Plars 168,088 113397 167 10,558 0502 7591 65,704 E] 2418 424 5 963 4478
w1 100.00% 7.08% 0.10% £5% 12.20% 4.36% 3.09% 0.00% L% 0.25% oo 037% 266%
Gross Detn/Genenat Flant 1189596 1,820,698 2.165 143571 65,664 103618 B6, 784 a3 11,250 5478 7e 12,489 51565
) 100.00% 62.61% o10% 65M% 12.15% &.73% 3.96% o00% 143% 0.75% com 05 263%
Raze Base LI82.297 593,864 1221 009 188,400 58,606 23857 u 16,124 1,843 110 5304 w97
RO 100.00% £9.83% 0.09% 1% 11.53% 455% 3am 0.00% 1.25% 0.22% ooi% £.65% 2.28%
&M Exgluding ARG 8.591 62,529 ) 6421 B4 3383 263 3 887 152 18 466 1199
X 100.00% N% 009% T.63% 9.74% EE-30 Ioax 0.00% 102% 0.18% Q.01% 0.54% 1.38%
Operating Exps 12,561 8540 15 822 LBSE 97 50 1 65 %0
x 100 0C% LRt 011% 5.11% 13.70% 5.38% [EF (1101 % 0.49% 1.69%
Worting Captdd ™~ VT dam T T wg Fy as5” Y yom e - e me T T ) ETT
[~ aa 100,00% Toaek’ 007 396% e 3 e _ o.6om, 210K
Maintenance Expense 21534 1,551 »n 299 2307 2,295 ) 9 as $11
] 100.00% B6.33% .09 T.10% 1151% £.01% 0.24% 0.62% a52% T
La%or Distribution 12397 0803 15 1,084 2483 0 2 n [
x4 100,00% 60.06% 0.10% 602% 13.82% 6.42% 001% 1% D.39% 001% o 108%
Labor Accounts B734 10 9 957 41 13 2 0 1] o o 3 1
X 100 00% B2 45% 010% 1095% 619% 0.15% 0.03% 000% 0.00% coo% D.00% 011% DoI%
Labor Indormation 611 537 ] £ 1 o a [} Q [} 2 £ 1
x5 1W0.00% 97.68% 0.01% 103% [T 0% 0.00% o00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.66% ol
Labor Exdl, ARG 2 18,607 8 2047 3032 1,202 L157 2 4 n 2 B 01
xr 100 00% s805% o.10% 749% 11.09% 2 423% Boi% 1.48% 0.16% omx 03I% 2.56%
AL D&M excl, &}, 15,378 17,268 o) 1891 2825 L8 1070 1 n 55 1 3] 651
X8 100 00% R D4% 0.10% 7.45% 11.13% 4481% 4 11% 0.01% 12/% D.I6% 001% D-3a% 256%
FPage 150118

Exebd Ec-57 ROK WPP (O3S o, Alocaton
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‘Warkpapers of Robert D, Knecht

West Pean Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenarlo: Exhibit IE¢-52

Account Description Allocater Total
580 Op. S&E X2 o i
S81  Op. Dispatching DIN 881 K
582 Op. Statien DI Se7m
583 Op. Overhead Lines JP3 - -18F ' -
584 Op. Undarground Linas Ipa ' "o -
586  Op. Meters [ R “305’ R
588 Op. Miscellanepus i ’

589 Mn. Rents P2
590 Mn. S5&E X3
591 Mn. Structures P2
592 Mn. Station biN
593 Mn. OH Conductors P3
594 Mn. UG Conductors pa [
595 M. Transformers [a3
595 Mn. Streatiights Direct
597 Mn, Meters o]
598 Mn. Misc. P2
Ad). Payroll
Ad). Reacq. Debt P2
Other P2
Sub-Total Distribution
902 CASupervision 6 7,450
903 €A Collections fa:] o _3.,1;81
904 CA Uncoll. C9A
235 CA Aceounts 38 43
Adj, Payroll . [+]
Adj. Deposits . - - y
Adj. Uncall,
Adyj. Aects. _ 6o
Sub-Total Customer Accounts 8,734

Exhibit JEc-52 ROK WP COSS.xlsy; Laboe

46

353
320
133

208

2,837

10,809

6,109

1,012

Ea

2,201

G510

&~ O a o h o= O O e

[= T = I )

G55 Rate 20
4
i6
14
15
[}
EH
255
0
18
[
49
§72
1}
¢

09

957

Docket Nos R-2014-242874%5, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

Labor Expense
G5M Aate 30  GSR Rate 3S PPan PPas PPa6 Penn State AGS POL Street Ltg.

10 4 4 Q 1 1] b} o 1
200 97 145 9 54 pa} 0 2 3
181 B8 132 1} 49 9 [} 2 3
20 11 5 Q 2 Q Q H [+
[} o [+ o o Q 0 1] o
35 17 13 Q ] il 0 o 0

477 186 is8 il 56 10 0 22 104
Q ’] 1] o 1] [+ 1] [+ [+
30 is 1c 0 4 1 4] 1 &
0 [+] [¢] [+] 0 1] 0 1] Q
820 302 450 o 168 30 o [ ic
790 408 194 0 59 11 2 42 10
a [+] 13 0 [+] [+] 9 /] a
0 0 o] 4] 0 o 0 0 a

561
124 50 45 1 1 [} 0 a 0
€ c a Q G i} [+] 0 a
Q ] ] 0 1} 1] o ]
0 0 D 0 0 Q 4 Q Q

2.488 1,189 1,155 2 404 70 2 T 639
487 12 2 o 0 Q 0 ] 1}
49 1 Q a 0 +] o 9 1
0 0 ] Q 13 Q o aQ a
4 a ] a a a Q 1 ¢
541 13 2 [} ] [+] a 9 1

Page i60f 18 Prnted on: 1/5/201%



Workpapers of Robert D Knecht

West Penn Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending Aprit 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhlbit |Ec-52

Account Description Allocator Total
907 €1 Supervision £ac . 438
08 €l Assistance Dist'n Direct ) g
509 Cl Advertising a3 0
%10 Cl Mise. 1o ' 113

Adj, Payroll R 0
Sub-Total Customer [nformation 611
920 ARG Salaries X7 T
921 A&G Office Supplies X7 N
922 AZG Admin X7 3 ,7 ‘0
923 ABG Outside Services x7 -6,952
924 ARG Insurance IPE ‘ 0
925 ARG tnjury/Darnages x? .13
926 ARG Pensions/Benefits x7 -a14
923 Regulatory Commission Expense X7 Q
930 Ganeral Advertising X7 D]
930 ARG Misc, x? Q
931 A8G Misc. Rent X7 0
935 ALG Maint. Gen. Plant 17 0
Adj. Cash Pensien x7 0
Adj. Cther Emp. Benefits X7 ]
Ad]. A&G Non-Juris X7 0
Adj. ARG Rate Case X7 [}
Adj. ALG Legacy Meters 0 . 0.
Ad]. Accel. Switehing X8 ' ]
Sub-Total ABG 6,692
Total O&M Labor Expense 34,034

Exhibit 1Ec-52 RDK WPP COSS.xltz; Labar

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2478744, 2528747

Labor Expense

RS GS10 GSSRate 20 GSMRate30  GSLRate 35 PPAD PPag PPA6

Penn State AGS POL Street Lig.
486 0 5 2 0 [} 0 0 [} 0 3 H
0
a 0 [+ 0 0 1} [} ] s} ] ] 0
110 [+} b3 1 [} 0 [ [+} [5} 0 1 o
597 0 [ 3 0 [} 0 0 o 1} 4 1
10 1] 1 2 1 1 0 0 [+} 0 0 ]
0 0 0 0 0 0 /] ¢ [} [} 4 ¥
[} [+ ] o o 0 [:} [+ [ o [ [}
4,731 7 521 771 306 294 0 103 i8 1 23 178
0 0 [\ 0 0 [ 0 V] [ o ] 0
95 0 1 15 6 [ 0 2 1} [+} 0 3
282 0 -51 46 -13 -18 [ % -1 0 Bt -11
[ [} o [+ [} 1} ] 0 ] 0 4} 0
[ 0 o [ 0 0 Q 0 Q 0 0 0
[ ] o 0 a [ 0 1} o -} 0 [}
a 1} o 0 0 [} 0 9 Q 0 4} 0
0 o 0 e 4 [} 4] 0 a 0 0 0
1 0 0 [+ [} 1} o [} [} 0 0 0
0 [} 0 Q 2 0 0 1} [+} ] 0 a
Q 0 i 0 0 [} 0 [+} [1} [ [+} 0
0 0 [ 0 1] o o 0 a [} o a
#NFA aNJA HNSA #NfA BNJA NJA #NJA ANfA BN/A NfA HNJA ENJA
0 [ 0 0 4} 0 1} 0 [ 0 0 [
HNJA ANSA HNSA HN/A HN/A HNJA oN/A #N/A ENSA HNJA HN/A BN/A
HN/A #NfA #N/A HN/A RN/A ¥N/A aNJA HNJA ENJA HN/A BN/A ENfA

Page 170f 18 Printed on ; 1/5/2015
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Workpapers of Rabert D, Knecht

Exhibit \Ec-52

RDK Proposed Revenue Allocation for West Penn Power: Surrebuttal Update (5000}

Current Rate

Revenues
(1}
RS 204,009
G510 494
GSS Rate 20 11,475
GSM Rate 30 59,237
GSL Rate 35 19,108
PP40 6,829
PP44 28
PP46 2,399
Penn State 1,084
AGS 15
POL/Street Lighting 9,976
Total 314,652

Systemn Avg. Percent increase ===»

Sources:

{1} Exhibit IEc-51

Fully Alloc. Cost -

Prop. Rates
(Step 1)
{2)
302,988
390
27,452
44,164
17,627
13,797
31
4,648
Bl16
34
10,433
422,381
34.2%

[2) Exhibit IEc-51, adjusted for Residential USC costs ===>

[3) MIN [{1+1.5" Avgincr)*(1)-(2),0)

(4} MAX 1{(1) - (2),0)

(S} Equal {1) where (3} and {4} are zero.
(6} Allocate totals of {3) and {4) on (S}
{7} Sum (2), (3), (4}, (6)

Current
Revenues
RS 204,009
GS10 494
GSS Rate 20 11,475
GSM Rate 30 59,237
GSL Rate 35 19,108
PPAC 6,829
PP44 28
PPag 2,399
Penn State 1,084
AGS 15
POL/Street Lighting 9,976
Total 314,652

Max Increase
Restriction
[Step 2)
{3}

0
1}
-10,084

-14,575

29,106

Rate Decrease
Adjustment
[Step 3)
4
0
104
g
15,073
1,480
o
0
0
268
1]

o]
16,925

Docker Nes, R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

Cost Allocator Mlacate
for Adjustments Adjustments
(Steps 4,5)

(s} (6}
204,009 -2,241

4] 0

G Y]

0 0

0 0

[ 0

28 0

0 o

0 4]

0 0

9,976 -110

214,012 -2,350

Summary of Revenue Allocation Impact on Cross Subsidies

Fully Allocated
Cost*

218,983
316
22,560
35,100
14,048
11,116
29
3,663
642
28
8,167
314,652

* Excludes effect of USC adjustment. See Exhibit IEc-4.

Exhibit IEe-52 RDK WPP COSS.xtsx; WPP Rev Alloe

Cross-Subsidies

-14,975
178
-11,085
24,137
5.060
-4,287
-1
-1,264
442
-13
1,809
0

#DK Proposed
Revenues

300,748
494
17,368
59,237
19,108
10,336
11
3,630
1,084
22
10,323
422,381

Page 1Bof 18

Revenues at

Levelized RoR Cross Subsidies

302,988 -2,241
3%0 104
27,452 -10,084
44,164 15,073
17,627 1,480
13,797 3,461
31 0
4,648 -1,017
816 268
34 -12
10,433 -110
422,381 0

RDK Proposed
Revenue Alloc.
{Step 6)
n
300,748
494
17,368
59,237
19,108
10,336
31
3,630
1,084
22
10,323
422,381

Reduction in
Cross-Subsidy

12,734
75
1,001
9,064
3,579
826

Percent Increase

(8}
47.4%
0.0%
51.4%
C.0%
0.0%
51.4%
10.2%
51.4%
0.0%
51.4%
3.5%
34.2%

RODK Dollar
Increase

96,739
0
5.893
0
¢
3,507

1,232
0
7
348
107,729

Printed on : 1/5/2015
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Workpapers o! Rabert D. Knecht

Pennsylvania Power Company

Covt of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scemaria:r Exvwbic (Ec-57

Account

Exritxs 1€c-53 ROX PP COSS aisa; Summary

Description
Cutrent Tardf Revenues
Les3 GRF
Qtber Revenues

Total Revenues

D&M Lxpense
DepredationfAmortization
Qther Taxes

Income Taxes

Total Expenses

Net Income

Rate Base

Returm on Rate Base

Rate [ncrease

tess: GRIfintome Tax
Incoeme at Froposed Rates
Rate af Return

Ad}. to Levelized AoR Present Rates
Adj. 1o Levelized RoR Propased Rates
Progress Toward Cost-Based Rates

Percent Increase

Allocator

Total
19.029
-4 B64

1523

77308

32,732
19,550
1718
9,035

63,030

14278

358,928

a.0%
£53%
29,556

13,284
30,550
£5116%

37.4%
108.605

79,049
i08.60%

56,756
-3,349
2,346

55,753

15,999
14,034
1321
5.574
46,913

2326

261,236

3.a%
1.25%
26,366
-11,851
3342
8.90%

1918
-1,855
164%
46.5%
81,268

59674
BL268

14

10

14

166

26%
1239%

Gss Gsm
3.483 11,445
-20% 475
1% 200
3473 10870
1338 1912
1,276 1854
108 n
8% 1%
2304 6,648
169 2,287
20,186 37308
0.8% 11.5%
-3.81% 15.79%
1,953 123
-B78 100
1,244 4,510
6.16% 11.82%
1,152 15,001
61 -2,243
25% 56%
56.1% 2.0%
6,297 9,426
2,635 6354
6.297 9.426
Page 1o 18

Summary
GSL
2.528
153

2,659

303
393
2
616
154

1078

9587

11.2%
11 4%

1075
11.21%

-1,260
-ATQ
63%
0.0%

2,117

1.328
2117

6P
1,605

76
1,536

2,242
952
b38)

2

-987

19.180

-5.2%
2.73%

491
<1.56%

31n
3455
-21%
56.1%
6,360

4,782
6,360

OH
40
-25

121

2,081

6.4%

a.20%

223

100

0.39%

330
499

263

11%
4.06%

13.2%
76

54
76

-L1%
12.28%

Dochet Nes. R-2014-2528745, 2428743, 2418748, 2428742

1,073
£
3

1,041

411

11
226
734

4,130

Tax

-1LETX

118

n
B.99%

11.0%
1,156

216
1,156

2
324

313
757

as9

1939

23.4%
3.65%

594
756

Printed on: 1/5/2018



Workpapers of Robert D. Knecht Docket Nos. R-2014-242B8745, 2428743, 2428748, 2428742

P ylvania Power C y

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000
Scenarig: Exhibit 1Ec-53

Gross Plant
Account Description Allocator Total RS GSR GSS GSM GSL GP OH PNP POL STLT GT
302 Crganization IPE ) A__lé ) 7 o 1 2 1 1 0 [a] Q o] V]
302 Franchises and Consents JP-G 69 50 0 4 7 2 4 0 o o 1 o
303 Intangible Plant © X1 13.934_:___5 11,129 5 752 793 128 953 39 7 49 34 36
Sub-Total Intangible Plant 14,026 11,196 5 758 802 132 964 EL] 7 50 36 37
380 Land 1P1 6,401 1 4,750 3 375 648 163 333 35 4 25 64 o
361 Structures DIN, 1,595 ) 831 1 45 420 145 123 23 2 2 4 0
362 Station " DIN 46,263 24,102 29 1,315 12,175 4,200 3,555 668 a7 54 119 4]
364PC  Poles Primary Customer . ~Q_ 2,568 [4] 4] 0 4] 0 2,566 D a 4] [+] [+]
364PD  Poles Primary Demand "DINP" 471 ] o] 0 4] ) 471 4] o Q o] Q
3645C  Poles Secondary Customer =] 73,784 64,511 31 5474 3,094 53 o] 162 42 313 EL] o
36450  Pales Secondary Demand DINS 13,534 7,638 g 417 3,858 1331 1] 12 15 17 38 o]
264SL  Poles Streatlight Direct 4,556 4,556
365PC  OH Cond. Primary Customer 2 15,7719 o G o 5] ] 15,779 0 [ 0 a 0
365PD M Cond, Primary Demand O1NpP: 1.542 o] k1) 0 0 0 1,542 [} 0 0 1] 0
3655C  OH Cond, Secondary Custorner C3 107,456 93,987 46 1975 4,508 77 0 236 61 551 57 44
36550 OH Cond. Secondary Demand . 15:1NS~ - 10,502 5,927 7 323 2,994 1,033 Q 164 1z 13 9 o
366PC UG Conduit Primary Customer a 0 0 o} a [¥] i ] 0 0 [+] [} 0
366PD UG Conduit Primary Demand DINP 154 0 0 0 o o 154 1] 0 0 +] 0
3665C UG Conduit Secondary Custcmer -C3 o] G 0 ] 1] 0 Q o 9 o] o Q
36650 UG Conduit Secondary Demand -DINS 6,859 3,871 5 211 1,955 674 ¢ 107 8 9 19 0
367PC UG Cond. Primary Customer ' C?. 2,141 ] & a 0 ] 2,141 o 1o o a ]
367PD UG Cond. Primary Demand DINP 461 Q [} 4] 0 0 461 4] [s] 1] 4] o
3675C UG Cond. 5econdary Custorner [=] 43,421 37,965 18 3,221 1,821 31 Q $5 5 222 23 o]
36750 UG Cend. Secondary Demand DINS 9,339 5,270 6 288 2,662 918 4] 146 1o 12 26 3
. 368C Line Transtormers Customer ) 91,986 80,426 39 6,824 3,857 56 s} 202 52 a7l 49 0
3680  tine Transformers Demand DiNS- - 456,131 26,633 31 1,421 13,151 4,536 Q 2 51 58 128 0
369 Services (ZSE' 36,086 31,383 15 2,654 1,645 9 a 86 21 183 20 o
370 Meters o 23,746 15,721 15 2,468 2,197 100 932 126 47 4] il 2,140
in Customer Premises Direct 3,745 3,745
372 Leased Property Customer Direct o
Exhibit 1IEc-53 KDK PP COSS xlsx: Gross Plant Page 2 of 1B Printed on : 1/5/2015



Warkpapers of Robert D. Knecht Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428743

Pennsylvania Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit IEC-53

Gross Plant

Account Description Allocator Total RS GSR GS§ G5M GSL GP OH PNP POL STLT ar
373 Sreetign F" Difect 730 | 7,320

Sub-Tota! Distribution Plant 555,878 402,414 256 33,011 54,986 13,406 28,057 2,983 395 5733 12,430 2,140
Sub-Tetal Transmision Plant DIN 12,170 14 664 6,148 2,121 1,795 337 24 27 &0 ¢
Gengral Plant - Labor 2] ) 0 [+] Q o [+] 9 0 o] 0 Q 0 ¢
General Plant - Plant 1P2 19,065 13,802 5 1,132 1,886 460 962 192 i4 197 438 Fk)
Sub-Total General Plant 19,065 13,802 9 1,132 1,886 460 %62 102 14 197 a8 73
Total Plant 612,330 439,582 285 35,565 63,822 16,118 31,778 3462 439 6,014 13,014 2,250

Exhibit 1Ec~53 RDK PP COS5.xisx; Grass Plant Page3 of 18 Printed on - 1/5/2015



‘Woerkpagpers of Robert ©. Knecht

F
Pennsy

ia Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000

Scenzrio: Exhibit [Ec-53

Account

301
302
303

360
361
362
384PC
364PD
3645C
36450
36451
365PC
365PD
3655C
36550
366PC
366FD
3665C
36650
367PC
36770
3675C
36750
368C
368D
369
are
a7t
3

Description
Organization
Franchises and Consents
Ilntangible Plant
Sub-Total Intangible Plant
0
Land
Structures
Station
Poles Primary Custemer
Poles Primary Demand
Poles Secondary Customer
Poles Secendary Demand
Poles Sireetlight
OH Cond. Primary Customer
OH Cond, Primary Demand

OH Cond, Secondary Customer

0OH Cond. Secondary Demand

UG Conduit Prirnary Custormner

UG Conduit frimary Demand

UG Conduit Secondary Customer
UG Conduit Secondary Demand

UG Cond. Primary Customer
UG Cond. Primary Demand

UG Cond. Secondary Customer

UG Cond. Secondary Demand
Line Transformers Customer
Line Transfarmers Demand
Services

Meters

Customer Premises

Leased Property Customer

Exhibit IEc-53 RDK PP CO3S.xlsx; Acc Depn

Allocator

1P6
196

X1

DiNS
Direct
c2
DiNP

26,453
4,852
1,633
3,718

364

25,395

2,481

51

2,256

7,426
7,427
25,867

12,204
1,400

‘o
o o

~w o O M O O G o~

"~

GSS

502
502
2,112

21
389

1,962
129

1,884
%

1,239
111
1601
333
1,458

Pagedof 18

G5M

529
529
2,493

199
3,603

1,108
1,383

1,065
707

1,024
905
3,085
904

-80

Accumulated Deprediation
GSL GP
[} 4]

a 0
86 640
13 640
496 1,089
4 4]
65 58

1,243 1,052

a 920

a 169
19 4]
a7 q
o 3,728
0 364
18 1]
2a4 ]

¢ Q

0 51

Q k]
22 [}

] 824

0 177
12 o
353 o
15 0

1,064 0
43 9
-4 -34

OH

26
26

134

1

198

58

76

56
L]

PNP

A& W O O M O O O w g

T
Mo N

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428743

POL

130

O O w O O O 9w

5
311
14

160

2,523

1,661

1,633

w o o o o o 6O 9~

_ W e e
o v D » o

(=T - B = |

o o o o o

O o 0 O & B o0 o o o o o

Printed on : 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Rubert B. Knecht

Pennsylvania Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 20, 2016, $000

Scenarip: Exhibit JEc-S3
Account Description
373 Streatlight

RWIP

Sub-Tetal Distribution Plant
Sub-Total Transmision Plant
General Plant - Ltabor
General Plant - Plant

Sub-Total General Plant

Tatal Plant

Exhibit {Ec-53 ADK PP COSS.xlsx; Atc Dep'n

Allocator

Total

4,943
3,490

D1K-

P2
1P2

166,367

0
“8,612
9,612

192,225

2,526
119,067

3,619

6,958

6,958

137,072

G5R

73

BS

GSS GSM
207 345
9,411 15,592
198 1,828
0 3
571 §51
571 951
10,682 18,900

Page Sof 18

Accumulated Depreciation

G5L

3,360

631

232

232

4,809

GP

176
7.4384

534

485

9,143

OH

19
843

100

52

52

1,021

PNP

104

123

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 3428743, 7428744, JA28742

POL

36
3,174

9

3,318

4,348

78

6,822

18

216

216

7,079

13
65

37
37

-3

Printed on; 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Rotert D. Knecht

P Y fa Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, S000

Scenario: Exhibit 1E¢-53

Account Description

Net Plant

Gross Distribution Plant

Accumulated Depreciation

NKet Distribution Plant
Additions

RB Adj, M&S

owe

RB Adj, Storm Damage

R8 Adj. Legacy Meters

Total Additions
Deductions

Customer Deposits

Customer Advances

Deferred Tax Lib Dep'n

Operating Reserves

Total Deductions

RATE BASE

Exhibit IEc-53 RDK PP COSS.xlsa; Rate Base

Allocztar Total
612,330
-192,225
420,105

~IP2 ,193
Xia T
- P

P2 © o
Lt - 10,797
41,626

Y - 3892

e Ton
P2 97,338
P2 <D 1o,
102,803
358,928

439,582
-137072
302,511

2,311
23,974
]
8,013
33,398

2,132
33
70,465
1,042
73,673

262,236

GSR

285
-85
200

n o wm e

166

GSs G5M
35,565 63,822
-10.682 -18,900
24,283 44,922
140 316
1.083 1,583
[+ 0
633 1,094
1,905 2,993
737 839
1] 0
5,780 9,628
86 142
6,603 10,608
20,186 37,305
Page 6 of 13

Rate Base

16,119
4,809

11,310

7
354

276
706

47

2,348

35

2,429

9,587

GP

31,778

9,143

22,635

161
834

562
1,557

47

4,913

73

5,033

15,160

OH
1,462
-1,021

2441

17
86

39
162

22

522

552

2,051

PNP

-123
316

69

76

263

Dotket Nos, R-J014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

POL
6,014
-3,315

2,699

33
131

a1
206

1,005

1,020

1,885

13,014
-7.079
5,935

72
236

107
415

2,187
32
2,219

4,130

2,250

2,254

12

234

246

160

375

541

1,959

Printed on ¢ 1/5/2015



Workpapers of Robert D. Knecht

Pennsylvania Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, S000

Scenario: Exhibit 1Ec-53

Account

580
581
582
583
584
586
588
589
530
591
532
583
554
595
396
597
538

Description
Op. S&E
Op. Dispatching
Qp. Station
Op. Overhead Lines
Op. Underground Lines
Op. Meters
Op. Miscellaneous
Mn. Rents
Mn. S&E
Mn. Structures
Mn. Station
Mn. CH Conductors
Mn. UG Conductors
Mn. Transformers
Mn, Streetlights
Mn. Meters
Mn, Misc,
Adj. Payrall
Adj. Reacq, Debt
Other
Sub-Total Tmsms/Distn

Meter Reading

CA Records & Collections

CA Uncall,

CA Accounts

Adj. Payroll

Adj. Ceposits

Adj. Uncoll.

Adj. Accts.

Sub-Total Customer Accounts

Exhibit IEC-53 RDK PP COSS.alsx; OEM

Allocator Tatat
2 )
DN ¢
DIN 0
'115-3_ a:
Ip4 555,
cs 86
”2 858, .
®2 T
“x3 95
gl 8,
DIN 514 -
»3 11,004
Ipa a5, 0 T
cs o -
Direct 1
s i
P2 35
x4 39
P2 A1
DIN 937 -
14,845
= 1547
. - 1,626
CoA _579
€98 39
xs E
7 240
coa . o
| g 2 -
4,065

251
250
21
298
-1,007
10,770

1,304
1,420
506
7

128

3,422

&
Ll
=

0O O & o D e @a o o0 0 0 o o o

S o o O

-

N O O o o o O

GS5

35

57
19

15
675

Page 7ef 1B

Gsm

45

95
32

135
610

1,084

Q&M Expense
GSL

0

23

47
a0

o

10
175
13

-

;o a8 O w o o O

GP

26

&8
16
11

39
1,409

15
17

21
-148
1,621

Y- T - - -

ﬂOONmDNQDODg

w
w

s

-

o o O

PNP

S e o o o o

-

= [= T = N - O o a6 = O o O

w o o o o o o

Docket Nos R-2014-2428745, 2228743, 2828744, 2428742
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Workpapers of fobert D, <necht

Pennsyivania Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000

Scenario: Exhibit 1Ec-53

Atzount

903
910

913

920
921

923
924
525
326
928
930
930
931
935

Description
Cl Supervision
Cl Assistance Dist'n
Cl Agvertising
€l Misc.
Adj. Payroll

Sub-Total Customer Information

Sales

ARG Salaries

ARG Office Supplies
AZG Admin

ARG Qutside Services
ALG Insurance

ARG InjuryfDamages
ARG Pensicns/Benefits
Regulatory Commission Expense
General Advertising
ARG Misc.

ABG Misc, Rent

ARG Maint. Gen. Plant
Adj, Cash Pensicn

Adj. Other Emp. Benefits
Adj, ABG Non-luris

Adj. ARG Rate Case

Ad), ARG Legacy Meters
Adj. Accel. Switching
Sub-Total ARG

Total O&M Expense

Exhibat 1€C-53 RDK PP COS5.xlx; ORM

Allpcator Total
& 0
‘3,176
-1'.4'41
X6 0
4,742
[‘ QL= .7
Toxr oL
vl 900
3,726

3373173

3,176
113
1415

4,704

79
384
-707
2926
19
146
74
458

150
272
240
2,846
672

-532

70
1,098

25,993

G5R

L -

a o o N 8 &8 o 0 o @ Cc 0O N o O 0

14

G5s

10
15

560

1,838

Page Bof 18

GSM

1,912

O&M Expense
GSL,
o

a o o o

O N ke

~

303

GP

QO o o o

2,242

oH

= o o O

91

PNP

o o o o

- o

O 9 W N D B 0 o o O O O N

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2628743, 2428744, 2428742
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Workpapers of Robert D, Knecht

B

.
¥ Y

nia Power C y

Cost of Service Study: Ferecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000

Scenario: Exhibit IEc-53

Account

301
302
303

360
361
362
364PC
364FD
3p4s5C
36450
36451
365PC
365PD
3IB55C
36550
366PC
366PD
3665C
3665D
367PC
3I67PD
367sC
ae7sD
368C
3680
369
370
a7l
arn

Description
Crganization
Franchises and Consents
Intangible

Sub-Total Intangible

Land

Structures

Statien

Poles Primary Customer

Peles Primary Demand

Peles Secondary Customer
Poles Secandary Demand
Poles Streetlight

OH Cond. Primary Customer
OH Cond. Primary Demand

OH Cond. Secandary Custerner
CH Cond. Secandary Dermand
UG Conduit Primary Customer
UG Conduit Primary Demand
UG Conduit Secondary Custemer
UG Conduit Secondary Demand
UG Cond. Primary Customer
UG Cond. Primary Demand

UG Cond. Secondary Customer
UG Cond. Secondary Demand
Line Transtormers Customer
Line Transformers Demand
Serdices

Meters

Customer Premises

Leased Property Customer

Exhibit IEe-53 ROK PP COSS xlsx; Depreciation

Allocator

1F&
1P6
X1l

JP1

DIN

DIN

DINP

DINS

Direct

D1NP

DINS

DiNP

DINS

DINP

D1NS

DiNS

Direct

Direct

1,843

119
51
11

1,042
224
1,239
923

729
1,584
91.

1,266
1,266

i7
a73

1,206
143

1,616
102

911
127
1,6C8
521
634

1,049

G5R

ot

e B o o o o o o o - o = O O

[

Gss

86
86

137

e O o o

o

77

136
28

165

Page 90f 18

G5M

90

78
51

77
263
33

147

Accumulated Deprectation

GasL
o

15
15

-
W e o o -

o o

22

91

GP
0

109
108
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B

14

a

o o o o o o o M
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Workpapers of Robert T, Knecht

Pennsylvania Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit IEc-53

Account Description Allocator Totak
373 Streetlight Direct E 215¢-
Sub-Tetal Distribution 11,874

Sub-Total Transmision Plant D1N

General Plant - Labor P - o
General Plent - Plant IP2 -
Sub-Total General

Amortizaten/Depletion
Adj. Removalfsalvage
Adj. Average Net Salvage
legacy Meters

Amort Smart Meter

Accretion Expense

15 Adj. Amort Exps

Sub-Tatal Other Dep’nfAmort 4,569

Total Distribution/Amartization E 19,550

Exhibit iE¢-53 RDK PP COSS.xltx] Deprecation

GSR

[

N Do O e

GSS

751

20

49
-41
157

224

1,276

Page 10 of 18

GS5M

1,168

151
151

1,854

Accumulated Depreciation

GSL

265

GP

554

77
77

952

OH

101

PNP

10

17

Docket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 332874%

POL

129

16

16

-7

27

28

179

215
311

62

411

143

324
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Workpapers of Robert D. Knecht Docket MNos. R-2014-2628745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742 .

Pennsylvania Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000

Scenario: Exhibit 1Ec-53

Revenue and Taxes

Pa. Gross Receipts Tax 3,349 3 205 675 153 a5 25 &4 i6 83 76
Property Tax 248 0 20 E 9 18 2 4] 3 7 1
Payroll Tax 1,044 1 B2 81 n 91 4 1 4 3 7
Capital Stock Tax 27 0 2 4 b3 2 0 o 1] 1 4]
Misc, Tax i} 0 [} [+ a o 0 1} 0 o] 0
Adj. Payroll Tax 2 o] 4] o 0 ] 0 0 1] 4] o
Adj. Other Tax ) 0 [+] 0 0 Q Q 0 il 4] 0 0
Sub-Total Other Taxes 6,378 4,669 4 310 796 174 206 31 5 24 75 85
Current Base Rate Revenue 79,049 56,756 50 .. 343 ° 41845 © 25880 ° ‘1605 . . 420 6 R ,,_E"ié_sj
Forfeited Discounts v 1910 1128 1 96 54 1 1 3 1 7 1 0
Misc. Service Revenue 3.~ ) 194 170 a 14 8 o o 0 0 1 ] 0
Pole Rent 1 z 0

Lease Rent X a2 % 0 8 7 1 B 0 0 0 0 1
Misc, Revenue - 1P2 1,316 953 1 78 130 32 66 7 1 14 30 S
Current Revenues 81,921.7 54,102 51 3,679 11,645 2,622 1,681 431 71 295 1,104 1,292
03M 32,7318 25,999 14 1,838 1,912 303 2,242 91 i8 116 86 112
Dep’nfAmortization 19,549.6 14,034 9 1,276 1,854 393 952 101 17 79 411 324
Other Taxes £6,3783 4,669 4 10 756 i74 06 3 5 24 7s 85
Deductions 58,659.6 44,702 27 3,424 4,562 871 3,399 222 40 320 572 520
Interest [ RB ° 10,961 8,008 5 616 1,138 298 585 63 g s8 126 60
Net Income 12,351 6,391 19 -362 5,943 1,458 -2,304 146 23 -82 406 1z
Book Average Net Salvage T Jﬁ_g .- 2,642 1,912 1 157 261 64 133 14 2 27 59 10
Adj. Book to Tax Dep'n 1P27 ; -63‘5 -436 o -41 -68 -17 -35 -4 4] -7 -15 -3
Tax Cost Removal/Salvage : jPZ i 527 -381 o -31 -52 -13 -27 -3 Q -5 12 2

Exhibit IEc-53 ROK PP COS5S.xtsy; Taxes Page 11 0f 18 Printed on : 1/5/2015



Waorkpapers of Robert D. Knecht

Pennsylvania Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Farecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000

Scenario: Exhibit [Ec-53

Adjust Cash Pension

Sub-Total Adjustments

Adjusted Net Taxable Income

State Income Tax
Federal [ncame Tax
Deferred Income Tax

Tax Cost RemovalfSalvage

Proposed Tariff Revenues
Increase

Percent

Incremental Income Tax/GRT

Net Income

Exhibit 1Ec-53 RDK PP COSS. xlsx; Taxes

3624

9.99%
35.00%

5,054

17,405

1,739
5,483

P2
P2

- L84y

108,605
29,556
27.21%

13,284
33,677

Revenue and Taxes

Dacket Nos. R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

2,846 2 224 223 n 248 10 2 12 g 20
3,881 2 309 362 66 320 17 3 27 a0 26
10,272 1 -53 €,305 1,524 -1,984 163 26 55 447 738
1,025 2 s 630 152 -198 16 3 -5 45 74
3,236 7 17 1,986 480 625 51 8 -17 141 232
1,333 1 109 182 aa 93 10 1 19 a1 7
21 0 2 3 -1 -1 0 0 0 1 0
— P T = — - N = N T il N
83,122 J105 5436 11,668 2588 2508 19% 78 ‘421 " 1,192 . “¥ #1286 ¢ ]
3 - ] 12,203 197 _ 18 2 ] = “1.280 -
26,366 55 1,953 223 o 900 -223 9 154 118 [
31.72% 52.80% 35.93% 1.91% 0.00% 35.93% -113.43% 11.65% 35.93% 3.93% 0.00%
11,851 25 878 100 0 205 -100 4 59 53 0
24,788 52 1,023 6,428 1,524 -1,488 40 3 10 512 738

Page 12 of 18
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Workpapers of Robert D. Knecht

Pennsylvania Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, 5000

Scenario: Exhibit lEc-53

Account

Exhiba IEc-$3 ROK PP COSS.xlsx; Engrg Input

64
365
66
367
368

364
365
366
367
368

£
385
366
367
388

Engineering Inpuis
Poles

OH Conductors
UG Conduit

UG Conductors

Tranformers

Description
Gross Plant
Poles
OH Conductors
UG Conduit
UG Conducters
Tranformers
Accumulated Depredation
Poles
OH Conductors
UG Conduit
UG Conductors
Tranformers
Depreciation Expense
Poles
OH Conductors
UG Conduit
UG Cenducters

Tranformers

Sub-Functionalization and Classification of Joint-Use Distribution Plant

Primary % Secondary % S/L% Primary Cust % Secndry Cust %
PP i e
3.20% 92.00% 480% 7, . BASOX 84,50%
12.80% 87.20% ooo%. T saao 91.10%
2.20% 97.80% L oome 0.00% . _ 0.00%
4.70% 95.30% 0.00% - " 2.30% 82.30%
0.00% 100.00% ooo% -
Primary Secondary
Allocavor Total Customer Demand Ci D d
24,911 2,566 an 73,784 13,534
135319 18,779 1,542 107,496 10,502
7,013 0 184 9 6,858
- 55,362 - 2,181 461 43,421 9,339
138,117 o 0 91,986 45,131
36% 34,028 920 169 26,453 4,852
24% 31,968 3,728 364 25,395 2,481
33% _ 2307 o 51 0 2,256
38% 21,236 824 177 16,703 3,562
23% ’ 32,395 0 0 28,575 10,820
1.5% 1,775 28 9 1,380 253
L7% 2327 7 7 1,848 181
17% v 122 0 3 0 1%
2.4% "iazé 51 1 1,042 224
2.0% " 2762 o a 1839 523

Page 13 of 18

e

Docket Nos. R-2014-242874%5, 2428743, 2628744, 2428742

Street Lighting

4,556

S O o o

1633

o o o

o o o o
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Workpapens of Robert O, Knecht.

Pennsytvania Power Company

Cos1 of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending Aprit 30, 2016, $000

Scenario: Exhibit (E¢-52

Dockel Nos R.J014.2428745, 1428743, 2428744, 2428742

Allocation Factors
Account Description Allocator Total s GSR Gss G3M a8t Gr o NP poL STUT 54
Exogenous Allocation Factors
Customer Allocators
Unweigned Customers 162,365 181,654 59 12019 6,79¢ 16 116 355 92 &30 %
Percent [w} 100.00% E7.35% 0% TAI% 4.19% 0.07% 0.0T% 0.05% 0.02%
Primary Custormers 119 oo . - B . N 1{6- e - |
Percent c 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Secondiary Custamers wams [ 1enes 59 12,019 6,794 116 o 26 o ]
Percert =} 100.00% 87.43% 00:% ram a19% 0.0T% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%
Meters Ptant 213,964 [Taese- 140 22220 19,793 _mog .. Baba fe . .19286 )
Percent (43 100.00% 6620% a907% 10.39% 9.25% 0.42% 3.93% 0.00% 5.01%
Meter Reading vas296s | dmsnars, a3 112,278 84,545 14147 7 T igpls v ‘o - 63 |
Perceat 6 100.00% 3612% nor BEE% 6.54% 0.41% 0.16% 0.00% 0.07% ©00% 0.00% 005%
Customer Depasits 2432405 | Amaazer T - ozigs £33,402 F21 65 40,481 065 . L i8Bl9s T 4506 oa o’ 137994~ 3
Percent <] 100.00% 5341% 0.06% 16 45% 2101% 118% 1.18% a.55% 0.14% 0.00% D.00% 4.02%
Customer Advances 1 E- e . ] - . T - oo ﬁ; - ; ’ - - i ne ':.%r
Pescent 8 100.00% 0.00% D.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ©.00% 0.00%
Customer Records/Collections 1,851,812 742 136,97 * ' 77,816 135 7 128 4,085 1,085 9534 K . a59 -}
FPercent <] 100.00% 0.04% 7.40% 4.20% 0.07% 0.07% 022% C06% D.51% 0.05% 0.02%
Uncollectples 1,692,920 724 125,242 T73,138 1,240 1,15¢; R 876 501 o Aw AT
Percent =7} 100.00% 0.04% 7.40% £.20% 0.07% 0.07% 0.06% osi% 0.05% 002%
Customer Misc 905 42534 . m’ 3,47 IR F : 2+ w7 T
Percent €98 100.00% 0.04% 7.40% 4.20% 0.07% 051% 0.05% 0.03%
‘Cusamer Inta 910 1488204 [ 1455838 7i2 15,742 8,941 156 - S1095 . L135 - ss ]
Fercent csc 106.00% S2.08% £.05% 1.06% 0.60% 0.01% aoT% 0.08% 0.00%
S L = T ome - omey - oo owss - oaw ool oos  od”
[P'e«.em " . s - 100.00% BEI7% " 0.04% 7.35% | AS6% 022% 051% . coex -, GO0%
Demand Allocators
NCP Demana oasse | SIL3ET TTL w07 27,506 s8I - 210" T 75am 14173 L 7T 258 LI |
percent DN 100.00% 52.10% 0.05% 2.82% 26.32% 2.08% 7.68% 1.44% c10% 0.12% 0.26% 0.00%
Primary NCP Demand mao [+ 75420 - - . |
Percen DINe 100.00% 0.00% D.00% 0.00% 0.00% D00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Secandary NCP Demand 906,138 [ sussr 607 27,906 258,322 89.109 N 534 1,144 2516 0 i
Percert DINS 100.00% 56.43% 007% 3.08% 2851% 9.63% 0.00% 156% 0.11% 0.13% 0.28% o.00%
0 L RN : . _ - - ]
oVl FDIV/OL #orv/ol ol bIv/O1 2OTV/01 20701 2DH/01 =00/0) =DIv/o! =D/l 200v/01
o i T . - Tt - ST T "]
rofol s00vfon aDiv/al E0Nvfo sDN/OL nonvol RO/ RDN/O! #1v/0L ool sDv/D v/l
ExtubitIEc-53 RDK PP COSS sk Allocaiors Page 154 18
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‘Workpapers of Robert D. knecht Docket Koy R-J014-2418745, 2428743, 1428744, J42E742

Pennsytvania Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2015, $000
Scenario: Exhibit [£¢-53

4]

Allocation Faczan
Accourt Description Allocatoe Totat RS Gse Gss Gsm G ar on PN POL smr ar

Intermally Genersted Allocators
Drstribution Plart 361-369 514,666 381,943 38 w167 52,141 13243 .19 2,81 334 1570 5,107 o

I”1 100.00% 7 20% 0.05% 5.85% 10.13% 2,55% 521% 0.55% 0.07% 0.38% 0.59% 000%
Dist + Trans Phant 535,878 02,612 256 .01 54,956 13,406 28,057 2,983 195 5,739 12,430 2,140

2 100.00% 7237% 0.05% 5.94% 9.89% 141% 5.05% 0.54% L.O7% 103% 225% 0.39%
Poles/QH Conductors usae [ Lese3 L L 5 s T 50 L110 Juan” S, b0 7 -564 " 88! o "

%3 100.00% 73.84% a.0e% 5.13% 5.54% 042% 12.80% 0.30% 0.05% 0.42% 0.06% 0.00%
UG ConductarsiConduit 55,362 | sz - % 1509 4483 LR - e ‘35 E 49 0 |

1P 100.00% 78.09% 0.04% 5.34% 3.10% 1.711% a.70% 0.ai% 0.06% 042% 0.09% 0.00%
Distribution Net Mant 389,511 283,347 183 23,599 39,394 9,546 20,573 2,150 291 2,565 5,668 2,208

15 100.00% TL74% 0.05% 6.06% 10.11% 2.45% 5.26% 0.55% 0.07% 0.66% 1.46% 057%
Distrbution/General Net Pant 398982 29,150 188 24,161 20,329 9,774 21,080 2,151 297 2,663 5,880 224

e 100.00% % 0.05% 6.06% 10.01% 2.45% s.28% 0.55% cam% 0.67% L47% 0.56%
Gross General Plan: 19,065 13,602 9 1132 1,885 460 62 102 12 197 228 7

»? 100.00% 72.39% 005% 5.98% 2.59% 141% 5.05% 0.5¢% co7% 1.03% 2.25% 0.39%
Gress Dist'n/General Plant 612,330 439,582 285 35,565 63,822 16,119 31718 3.462 39 6,014 13014 2250

178 100.00% 7I9% a05% 5.81% 0.42% 263% 5.19% 057% 0.07% 098% 2.13% 0.37%
Rate Base 358,928 262,236 166 20,126 31,305 9,587 19,160 2,05 263 1,885 1,130 1959

RB 100.00% 73.06% 0.05% 5.61% 10.39% 167% 5.34% 05T% 0.07% 0:33% 1.15% 0.55%
08M Excluding ABG 23,665 18,802 s 1278 1,326 20 1628 65 12 8t 59 [

x1 100.00% 79.87% 001% 5 40% 5.69% 0.93% 6.88% 0.28% 0.05% 0.35% 0.25% 0.26%
Operating Exps 1599 1a8e 1 10 148 3 7 8 1 12 2 1

° 100.00% 74.00% 0.05% 6.32% 9.23% 2.06% 0.50% 0.08% 07m™% 1.38% 6.72%
Workin Capral s 7 i Y Ta 56 N 18° g . TE TS v 7 12 BET

R L “100.00% i oo 9% sT% 128% .- 303% - Om%. - 005% 0AT* o45% 0a5%

Malntenance Expense 12228 8.832 5 742 #13 147 1,880 P 7 se 17 35

= 100.60% 72.63% 0.03% 6.12% 6.65% 1.20% 12.10% 0.36% 0.06% ca% 0.14% 0.29%
Labor Distribuzion 4396 3.168 2 280 320 54 475 It 3 0 1$ 38

x 100.00% T207% 0.0:% 6.36% 7.28% 132% 10.80% 0.39% 0.O7% 04e% 0.M% 0.87%
Labot Accounts 1729 1475 1 143 100 2 2 1 I 3 1] 1

x5 100.00% 85.32% 0.06% B.26% 5.76% 0.10% 0.13% on7% c.06% a1 com 0.0:%
Labat Information 852 836 0 B 5 o [ 0 o 1 1 a

X6 100.00% 98.08% £.0s% 106% 0.60% 001% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01% 0.07% 0.08% 000%
Labor Excl. ALG 6.977 5.479 3 32 azs 60 an 19 4 n 16 9

x7 100.00% 7RSI oes% 5.19% 6.09% 0.86% 6.84% a.% a6k c33% an% 0.55%
ARG D&M excl. ad). 5175 4,042 2 113 3123 50 347 15 a b 19 29

x8 160605 78.11% bo5% 617% §35% b3k 6.11% D.29% 0.06% 0.38% 0.36% 0.55%

Exhibst IE£-53 RDK PP COSS rlsx; Allocatocs Page 15 of 12
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Workpapers of Robert D. Knecht

™ "
rennsy

ia Power Company

Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit IEc-53

Account
580
581
582
583
584
586
528
539
580
591
592
593
594
595
596
S97
S98

S02
203
04
905

Description
Op. S&E
Op. Dispatching
Op. Station
Op. Overhead Lines
Op. Underground Lines
Op. Maters
Op. Miscellaneaus
Mn, Rents
Mn. S&E
Mn. Structures
Mn. Station
Mn. OH Conductors
Mn. UG Canductors
Mx. Transformers
Mn. Streetlights
Mn, Meters
Mn. Misc.
Adj. Payroll
Adj. Reacq. Debt
Other
Sub-Total Distribution

CA Supervision
CA Collections
CA Ungall,

CA Accounts
Adj, Payroll
Adj. Deposits
Adj. Uncall,
Adj. Accts,

Sub-Total Customer Accounts

Exhibit IEC-53 RDK PP COSS xisx; Labor

Allocator
%2
DiN
DiN
1P3
P4

P2
P2
K3
192
DiN
1p3
P4

Direct

P2

1P2

DiN

6

C3A
C3B

92
2,365

3,168

974
479

23

1475

DOOOOOOOOOO%

™

o

o o o

GSS

MmO O O O o

280

100

Al

143
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GSM

w o O a9 O o

a7
118

320

76
3

100

Labor Expense
G5L

o o o & o O

18

6

58

[=THN ~ B -~ B

475

o o o M

OH

[=]

o o O w O O o O

[=TNN = I

s
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[T = T R ~ ]
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Workpapers of Rabert D. Knecht Docket Nos, R-2014.242874%, 2428741, 2428744, 2428742

Pennsylvania Power Company
Cost of Service Study: Forecast Test Year Ending April 30, 2016, $000
Scenario: Exhibit IEc-53

Labor Expense

Account Deseription Allpcator Total RS GSR GSS GSM GSL GP OH PNP POL ST (24
207 Cl Supervision [=-1o . 151 148 1] 2 1 (1} o [} L] 0 o] o}
908 ) Assistance Dist'n Direct 0 [}

[09 Cl Advertising c3 4] 0 (4] 0 o 0 o] 0 v} 0 4] o]
91¢ €l Misc. csc 761 688 ¢ 7 4 0 a 0 a 1 1 ¢
Adj. Payrol) 1]
Sub-Total Custemer Information 852 836 0 ] -] [} o o o 1 i 4]
920 ARG Salaries X7 96 75 g 6 [ 1 7 0 0 0 [] 1
921 ARG Cffice Supplies X7 0 o] o 3] 0 0 0 0 0 Q o} a
922 ARG Admin X7 0 0 0 0 [« 0 1) 4] [+] ¢ 0 ¢
923 AEG Outside Services X7 - 1,458 1,145 1 50 g9 13 100 4 1 S 3 2
924 ARG Insurance 1P6 o] k4] o D 4] o 1] [+] o o] 4] v}
525 ARG Injury/Damages X7 1] E o D [+] 0 o [+} o a a LH 0
926 ARG Pensions/Benefits X7 5 4 0 0 0 s} 0 0 a o ] ¢}
928 Regulatory Commission Expense X7 0 0 4] [} L+ a 0 [v] a 0 [v] 0
930  General Advertising X7 . 0 [ 0 ] 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0
930 ARG Misc. x? [\ ¢ 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 o 0
931 A&G Misc. Remt X? 1] o 0 0 Q 0 Q 1] 0 0 o o}
935 ARG Maint. Gen. Plant 1P7 7 54 o a 7 2 4 0 G i 2 0
Adj. Cash Pensian X7 -0 a 4] [s] i+ 4] o a o 1] 1] o
Adj. Cther Emp. Benefits X7 0 . o 1 G s] o] 1] [s] [¢] o 1] 2] Q
Adj. A&G Non-Juris X7 4] 0 V] 0 8] 4] ] 2] 1] a 4] 3]
Adj_ ABG Rate Case X7 [} o 0 o ] 0 0 o 0 0 [} o
Adj. ARG Legacy Meters X7 0 [v] a 0 ] o a [v] a [} [ 1}
Adj, Atcel, Switthing g 0 4] a [} [+] [+] 4] o] Q 0 o] [}
Sub-Total AkG 1,634 1,219 1 101 102 15 110 5 1 6 5 9
Tota! Q&M Labor Expense 8,611 6,757 4 532 527 75 587 23 5 29 21 48
Exhibit [Ec-53 RDK PP COSS xdsx; Labor Page 17 0f 18 Printed on : 1/5/2015
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Exhibit IEC-53

RDK Proposed Revenue Allocation for West Penn Power: Surrebuttal Update ($000)

RS/GSR
G5S
GSM/OH
GSL
GP
PNP
POL
STLT
GT
Total

System Avg. Percent Increase ===>

Sources:
(1} Exhibit IEc-S3
{2} Exhibit IEc-S3

Current Rate
Revenues

(1
56,805
3,483
11,865
2,588
1,605
69
274
1,073
1,286
79,049

{3} MIN {{1+1.5%AvgIncr)*{1}{2)1,0}

{4} Mmax {(1) - (2).0)

{5} Equal {1) where (3) and {4) are zero.
{6} Alocate totals of {3) and [4) on [S).

(7} Sum (2}, (3). (], {6)

RS/GSR
GS5
GSM/OH
GSL
GP
PNP
POL
STLT
GT
Total

Current
Revenues

56,805
3,483
11,865
2.588
1,605
69
274
1,073
1,286
79,049

Fulty Alloc. Cost --
Prop, Rates

(Step 1)

(2}
81,317
6,297
9,925
2,117
6,360
76
602
1,156
756
108,605
37.390%

Max Increase
Restriction
{Step 2)
{3)

4]

-861
0
0
-3,855

-174

-4,889

Rate Decrease
Adjustment
{Step 3}
(a}

0
0
1,540
470

530
2,941

Cost Allocator

for Adjustments

{5}
56,805
0
[¢]

o
0
69
1]
1,073

57,948

Docket Nos, R-2014-2428745, 2428743, 2428744, 2428742

Allocate
Adjustments
{Steps 4,5)
6}
1,910
o

L= L~ -

1,949

Summary of Revenue Allocation Impact on Cross Subsidies

Fully c'::‘:fated Cross-Subsidies
59,674 -2,868
4,635 -1,152
6,684 5,181
1,328 1,260
4,782 3,177
54 15
446 -173
816 258
594 691
79,013 36

* Exgludas effect of USC adjustment. See Exhibit 1Ec-4.

Exhibit |E¢-53 RDK PP COSS$.xtsx; PP Rov Altor

RODX Proposed
Revenues

83,227
5.436
11,865
2,588
2,508
78
427
1,192
1,286
108,605

Page 18 of 18

Revenues at
Levelized RoR

81,317
6,297
9,925
2,117
6,360

76
602
1,156
756
108,605

Cross Subsidies

1,510
-861
1,940
470

-3,855

-174
36
530

RDK Proposed
Revenue Alloe,
(Step 6)

7
83,227
5,436
11,865
2,588
1,505
78
427
1,192
1,286
108,605

Reduction in
Cross-5ubsidy

958
291
3,241
789

678

13
-2

222
161
4,996

Percent Increase

(8}
46.5%
56.1%

0.0%
0.0%
56.1%
13.2%
56.1%
11.0%
0.0%
37.4%

ROK Dollar
Increase

26,422
1,953

118
1]
29,556

Printed on : 1/5/2015



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
v Docket No. R-2014-2428745

Metropolitan Edison Company : R-2014-2428743
Pennsylvania Electric Company : R-2014-2428744
Pennsylvania Power Company : R-2014-2428742
West Penn Power Company

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that [ am serving two copies of the Surrebuttal Testimony, on behalf of the Office
of Small Business Advocate, by e-mail and first-class mail (unless otherwise noted) upon the

persons addressed below:

Aron J. Beatty, Esquire Allison C. Kaster, Esquire
Darryl A. Lawrence, Esquire Carrie B. Wright, Esquire
Kristine IE. Robinson, Esquire Scott B. Granger, Esquire
Brandon J. Pierce, Esquire Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement
Lauren M. Burge, Esquire Pa. Public Utility Commission
Office of Consumer Advocate P.O. Box 3265

555 Walnut Street - 5" Floor Harrisburg, PA 17105
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923 (717) 787-1191

(717) 783-5048 (717) 787-0481 (fax)

(717) 783-7152 (fax) akaster@pa.gov
abeatty(@paoca.org carwright@pa.gov
dlawrence(@paoca.org sgranger{pa.gov
krobinson{@paoca.orp (E-mail and Hand Delivery)
bpierce@paoca.org

Iburge@paoca.org Thomas P. Gadsden, Esquire
(E-mail and Hand Delivery) Anthony C. DeCusatis, Esquire

Catherine G. Vasudevan, Esquire
Morgan Lewis & Bockius LLP
1701 Market Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2921
(215)963-5234

(215) 963-5001 (fax)

Tori L. Giesler, Esquire tpadsden@morganlewis.com &
Lauren M. Lepkoski, Esquire adecusatis@morganlewis.com ¢
FirstEnergy cvasudevan@morganlewis.com
2800 Pottsville Pike I
P. O. Box 16001 SN
Reading, PA 19612-6001 : -
(619( 921-6658 =
(610) 939-8655 (fax) ;“

Leiesler(@firstenergycorp.com

llepkoski@firstenergycorp.com
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Bruce and Sandra Hilbert
441 Orchard Road
Fleetwood, PA 19522
(First-class Mail Only)

Clarence L. Johnson

CJ Energy Consulting
3707 Robinson Avenue
Austin, TX 78722
cjenergy(@grandecom.net
(E-mail Only)

Roger D. Colton

Fisher, Shechan & Colton
34 Warwick Road
Belmont, MA 02478
(617) 484-0597
roger@fsconline.com
(E-mail Only)

Marlon Griffing
Charles W. King

Snavely King Majoros & Associates
4351 Garden City Drive - #350C

Landover, MD 20785

mgriffing@snavely-king.com

charlieking@snavely-king.com

(E-mail Only)

David J. Dulick, Esquire

Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc.

P. O. Box 1266

Harrisburg, PA [7108-1266
(717)901-4432

(717) 233-5677 (fax)

david dulick@Allegheny.com

Thomas T. Niesen, Esquire
Charles E. Thomas, 111, Esquire
Thomas, Niesen & Thomas, LLC
212 Locust Street - #600
Harrisburg, PA 17101

(717) 255-7600

(717) 236-8278 (fax)
tniesen{@tntlawfirm.com

cet3@intlawfirm.com

Barbara R. Alexander
83 Wedgcewood Drive
Winthrop, MEE 04364
(207) 395-4143
barbalex@ctel.net
(E-Mail Only)

Susan E. Bruce, Esquire

Charis Mincavage, Esquire
Vasiliki Karandrikas, Esquire
Teresa K. Schmittberger, Esquire
Elizabeth P. Trinkle, Esquire
McNees Wallace & Nurick, [LLC
P. 0. Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
(717) 232-8000

(717) 237-5300 (fax)
sbruce@mwn.com

cmincavage@mwn.com

vkarandrikas@mwn.com

tschmittberger@mwn.com rw;

ctrinkle@mwn.com =)
i

. . . I--

Thomas J. Sniscak, Esquire = =

William E. Lehman, Esquire

Hawke McKeon & Sniscak, LLE"

P. 0. Box 1778 P
Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778 -+
(717) 236-1300 ot
(717) 236-4841 (fax)
tjsniscak@hmslegal.com

welehman@hmslegal.com

Stephen S. Dunham
Pennsylvania State University
Office of the General Counsel
227 West Beaver Avenue - #507
University Park, PA 16801
ssd13@psu.edu
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Rob Cooper

Pennsylvania State University
208 Office of Physical Plant
University Park, PA 16802

rec3(@psu.edu

Mike Prinkcy

Pennsylvania State University
152M Oftice of Physical Plant
University Park, PA 16802
mip 1 03@psu.edu

James L. Crist

Lumen Group, Inc.

4226 Yarmouth Drive - #101
Allison Park, PA 15101

jlcristedaol.com

Stephen 1. Baron, Esquire

J. Kennedy & Associates

570 Colonial Park Drive - #305
Roswell, GA 30075

(770) 992-2027

(770} 992-0806 (fax)
sbaron(@jkenn.com

Jeftry Pollock

J. Pollock, Inc.

12647 Olive Bivd. - #585
St. Louis, MO 63141
JCB@jpollockinc.com
(E-mail Only)

Harry S. Geller, Esquire
Elizabeth R. Marx, Esquire
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project
118 Locust Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

(717) 236-9486

(717) 233-4088 (fax)

pulp@palegalaid.net

Scott J. Rubin, Esquire

333 Oak Lane

Bloomsburg, PA 17815-2036
(570) 387-1893

(570) 387-1894 (fax)

scott.j.rubin@gmail.com

Chuck Dobbins

Pennsylvania State University
155G Office of Physical Plant
University Park, PA 16802
ccd10@psu.edu

James F. Mrozek

1199 Cleland Mill Road
New Castle, PA 16102
(First-class Mail Only)

Ralph Smith s
Larkin & Associates [(_";»
15728 Farmington Road &
Livonia, MI 48154 X
rsmithla@aol.com =
(E-mail Only) il
David F. Boehm, Esquire ~
Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry R

36 East Seventh Street - #1510
Cincinnati, OH 45202

(513) 421-2255

(513) 421-2764 (fax)

dboehm@BKLiawfirm.com
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Kathieen DeChellis and Godfrey Melville

P. O. Box 12522
High Meadow Drive
East Stroudsburg, PA 18302

davem(@ptd.net

Michael Panfil, Esquire

John Finnigan, Esquire

EDF

1875 Connecticut Avenue, N. W,
Washington, DC 20009

(202) 572-3280

(202) 234-6049 (fax)

mpanfil@edf.org
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David Boehm

Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry
36 E. 7" Street, Suite 1510
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
dbochm@bkllawfirm.com

Heather M. Langeland, Esquire
Citizens for Pennsylvania’s Future
200 First Avenuc - #200
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

(412) 456-2901

langeland@pennfuture.org

Dated: January 6, 2015

Assistant Small Business Advocate
Attorney ID # 83789
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