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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Charles J. Cicchetti. My address is Pacific Economics Group,

201 South Lake Street, Suite 400, Pasadena, California 91101,

WHAT IS YOUR POSITION WITH PACIFIC ECONOMICS GROUP? -

| am a Co-Founding Member of Pacific Economics Group.

WHAT ARE YOUR DUTIES AS A MEMBER OF PACIFIC ECONOMICS
GROUP?

| actively consuit with clients on price, costs, environmental, natural gas
and electricity market issues and antitrust policies, particularly as those

policies relate to regulated industries.

DO YOU HOLD ANY OTHER POSITIONS?
I am the Jeffrey J. Miller Professor of Government Business and the

Economy at the University of Southern California.

WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND?

| attended the United States Air Force Academy and | received a B.A
degree in Economics from Colorado College in 1965 and a Ph.D. degree
in Economics from Rutgers University in 1969. From ‘1969 to 1972 |

engaged in post-doctoral research at Resources for the Future.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

| served as chief economist for the Environmental Defense Fund and was
a faculty member at the University of Wisconsin from 1972 to 1985,
ultimately earning the title of Professor of Economics and Environmerj'tal
Studies. Fro-m 1975 through 1976 | served as the Director of the
Wisconsin Energy Office and as Special Eﬁergy Counselor for the
Governor. In 1977 | was appointed by the Governor as Chairman of the
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin and held that position until 1979
and Served as a Commissioner until 1980. In 1980 | co-founded the
Madison Consulting Group, which was sold to Marsh & MclLennan
Companies in 1984. In 1984 | was named Senior Vice President of
National Economic Research Associates and held that position until 1987.
From 1987 until 1990 | served as Deputy Director of the Energy and
Environmental Policy Center at the John F. Kennedy Scheool of
Government at Harvard University and from 1988 to 1992 | was a
Managing Director and ultimately Co-Chairman of the economic and_
management consulting firm, Putnam, Hayes & Bartlett, Inc. In 1992'I
formed Arthur Andersen Economic Consulting, a division of Arthur
Andersen, LLP. In 1996, | left Arthur Andersen to co-found Pacific

Economics Group.

HAVE YOU PUBLISHED ANY PAPERS OR ARTICLES?

Yes. | have published a number of articles on energy and environmental
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issues, public utility regulation, competition and antitrust. A complete

listing of my publications is included in Exhibit (CJC-1).

HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN EXPERT TESTIMONY IN A COURT OR

ADMINSTRATIVE PROCEEDING?
Yes. A list of the proceedings in which | have provided expert testimony

since 1980 is also included in Exhibit (CJC —1).

WHO RETAINED YOU FOR THIS TESTIMONY?

Florida Power Corporation (FPC) has retained me.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

| have been asked to analyze the testimony and recommendations made
by Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC or Commission) staff
economist Billy R. Dickens. 1 will address Mr. Dickens' discussion of the
proposed Hines 2 generating station and whether it should be inéiuded in
FPC’s rate base for surveillance purposes upon its commercial in-service
date. | will also discuss his ideas concerning a prudence review every five
years based on then current market conditions to determine whether FPC
should be allowed continued rate base tariff recovery‘of the plant. In my
testimony, | explain why Mr. Dickens’ conclusions and asymmetrical

recommendations are contrary to both regulatory principles and
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competitive markets, and fail to achieve best cost. T herefore,. | conclude

that his proposals should not be followed by the FPSC.

HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED?

First, | review briefly the essential facts underlying FPC’s proposal -with
regard to Hines 2 and Mr. Dickens’ relatedl conclusions and policy
recommendations. Second, | discuss the applicable economic and
regulatory principles that lead me. to conclude that the FPSC should not
follow Mr. Dickens’ recommendation. Finally, | summarize my

conclusions,

WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT FPC WANTS TO DO?

The Hines 2 power plant will be a state-of-the-art, natural gas-fired,
combined cycle power plant with é nominal rating of 530 MW. FPC
proposes to build the plant at the Hines Energy Complex (HEC) site in '
Polk County, Fiorida. The plant would be operational by November 30.
2003. The plant will have dual fuel capability, L.,!Siﬂg‘ distillate oil as a
backup fuel source. The plant will be highly energy efficient, with a
projected average heat rate of 8,975 Btu/kWh. The estimated total direct
cost for building Hines 2 is $197.5 million. Estimated transmission and
interconnection costs are $5.6 million. it is my understanding that FPC is

not making any cost recovery proposals at this time.
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DOES MR. DICKENS OPPOSE FPC’S PROPOSAL TO CONSTRUCT
THE HINES 2 PLANT? |

No. The bulk of Mr. Dickens testimony focuses on, however, the
supposed “advent of electric generation restructuring” and the potential
risks he perceives for consumers related to placing Hines 2 in rate base.
Specifically, Mr. Dickens is concerned that if customers are committed to
long-term assets, they might miss out on more efficient alternatives in the
future. He asserts “Inferior choices typically result in sub-optimal
outcomes and unnecessary burdens for ratepayers.” He apparently would
find it advantageous to make shorter-term decisions and thereby avoid
long-term risks associated with “markets turning south.”

i find his conclusions to be at odds with the very real possibility that
market values can both “rise and fall.” Accordingly, Mr. Dickens focuses
falsely on outcomes where technology, fuel choice, location, etc. might
cause a generating station to be worth less in the future than it was
projected to be worth at that future point in time. He fails to consider,
either in his example or his logic, that some generating stations may, in
the future, be worth more than their originé! cost less depreciation values.

| do not question that economic and rate base depreciation rates

| may not match up consistently. | do, however, question the perception

that any differences are asymmetric, and always favor lower future market

values relative to their underlying original cost less depreciation value.
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DOES MR. DICKENS ALLEGE THAT HINES 2 IS AN INFERIOR
CHOICE?
No. He does not seem to quarrel with FPC's characterization of Hines 2
as a state-of-the-art generating plant. Thus, he seems to agree that this
generating station currently is not an inferior choice. He does, however,
identify what he perceives to be three risks associated with according
Hines 2 traditional full reguiatory treatment (i.e., effectively placing Hines 2
in rate base). These are: (1) cost-overruns or failure to meet in-service
dates; (2) plant under-performance; and (3) risks associated with building
a long-lived asset, as well as having fuel costs exceed forecast scenarios.
Mr. Dickens then admits that the first two risks are either minimal
and/or that incentives are readily available to protect consumers from
these risks. It is the third risk that seems to troublé him the most. In
essence, Mr. Dickens is concerned that in the future with new technology
and/or competition, the Hines 2 plant might not be the least cost
alternative for customers and that if allowed in rate base, the customers
will be “liable” for these costs. He does not use the term “stranded costs”.
Nevertheless, Mr. Dickens seems to worry that the Hinres 2 unit might
have stranded costs in the future. This would mean that the Hines 2 unit's
future economics or market value might turn out to be lower than its
original cost less depreciation (i.e., rate base). Mr. Dickens is, therefore,
worried that if Hines 2 is allowed in rate base, retail customers would be

“liable” for these costs.
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DO YOU CONCUR WITH MR., DICKENS’ ~ CONCLUSIONS
ASSOCIATED WITH FUTURE MARKET RISK?

No. Long-term assets can be good for customers. No one can predict
with absolute certainty what the future will hold for fuel prices. Not long
ago, national decisions were made based on oil price projections that
exceeded $100 per barrel. Those high prices never materialized. | instead,

world oil prices have generally fluctuated in the $10 to $40 per barrel

range. Indeed, oil and natural gas prices over the last twelve months have

experienced swings that match this twenty-year range in energy prices

Mr. Dickens admirably would like to protect consumers from the risk
of long-run decisions that with perfect “20/20" hindsight turn out to be
more costly that they needed to be. The problem with this 'approach is
that it is equally necessary to guard against price movements that swing in
the opposite direction. Competitive markets often provide a combination
of symmetric hedges and levels of return commensurate with any
inherently unavoidable risks. Regulation performs a similar task by
combining integrated resource planning and contemporaneous or current

prudence reviews.
MR. DICKENS ASSERTS THAT LONG TERM FIXED-PRICE

CONTRACTS RETARD MARKET EFFICIENCY. DO YOU AGREE WITH

HIM?
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No. Mr. Dickens' entire premise appears, to be base.d on electric industry
restructuring and the advent of a competitive market. Such a market does
not yet exist in Florida. Thus, | find Mr. Dickens' suggestion that granting
Hines 2 rate base treatment would retard competition is inapplicable in

Florida.

DOES MR. DICKENS RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION NOT
ALLOW FPC TO PLACE HINES 2 IN RATE BASE?

No. Even though Mr. _Dickens advocates short-fun contracts because he
thinks that such contracts minimize the risks associated with future
changes in technology and fuel costs, as | understand Mr. Dickens’
proposal, he would have FPC build Hines 2. He would then permit FPC to
recover the “prudent costs” of Hines 2 in rate base or regulated tariffs for
about five years. After this relatively brief cost recovery, Mr. Dickens
would require FPC to show that Hines 2 and any related fuel cost,
technology, etc. is still the prudent choice. If the answer remains “yes”, he
would recommend that the Commission reauthorize the “still prudent” cost
recovery.

However, if the future brings forth less costly alternatives, he would
recommend a “buyers’ market-out clause’ and refuse to permit FPC to
recover the annual revenue requirements for Hines 2 based on traditional
cost-of-service principals (i.e., the original cost less depreciation

regulatory standard).
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Apparently, over a 35 to 40 year plant lifeE Mr. Dickens would
repeat these future “prudence” reviews every five years. If the plant fails
to sustain its original approval, Mr. Dickens would disallow full cost
recovery in the future.. Presumably, if the opposite conditions occur and
the future market value of Hines 2 exceeds its cost-of-service value, these

“savings” would asymmetrically flow to ratepayers.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. DICKENS SUGGESTION THAT A
“BUYER-OUT” CLAUSE MIGHT BE APPROPRIATE IF THE FPSC
WERE TO ALLOW HINES 2 INTO RATE BASE?

No. Mr. Dickens, as | have already explained, ignores the fact that
markets go up and markets go down. Mr. Dickens proposes a long-term
contract where only the buyer has the option to opt out. Orje-way market-
out clauses only occur when one party has vastly unequal bérgaining
power. For example, in the early 1970s, natural gas supply was critically
short. Producers had a great advantage over pipelines desperate to
secure long-term natural gas supplies. In those situations, the producers
wére able to insert market-out clauses where they could effectively
demand higher gas prices for their product when and if natural gas was
deregulated. Pipelines had little option but to accept these asymmetric
contract clauses. Fundamentally, such symmetry was only available in
contracts for the very highest priced natural gas. In Florida, demand is

growing and new generation must be built to meet this need. Mr. Dickens
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suggests a long-term lease where the buyer gets to decide at a specific
point whether the deal originally signed is still a good one. This is totally
one-sided and asymmetric.

Merchant plant owners that possess a needed commodity that is in
short supply are not likely to accept such conditions. Consequently, it is
not reasonable to foist such an unacceptable contract clause upon the
incumbent utility. Florida remains a regulated cost-of-service jurisdiction.
It is imperative that the FPSC keep this clearly in sight as they balance
consumer and shareholder interests. My advice is that deregulation, if it
comes, should not ignore the relationship between supply, demand, and
entry. In the meantime, consumers’ needs must be met in a fair and
balanced manner. Hines 2, built under cost-of-service regulation, would
do just that.

Neither competitive markets nor regulation typically allow one-sided
(i.e.. buyer-only) market-out rights. if they did, the price paid to willing
sellers that might freely accept such risks would be very costly.

Consider an automobile lease. The car buyer and seller agree on &
purchase price, a turn in or residual value, and finance costs (i.e., interest
rate and term of the lease). No automobiles with which | am familiar are
leased without stipulating a residual value. The residual value, once
agreed to by the lessor and lessee, cannot be changed unilaterally be
either party. It is not possible to imagine an automobile dealer accepting a

lease contract that allowed the lessee to unilateraily reset the residual
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value to reflect the car's then current market value at the end of the lease,
allowing the lessee to capture all the potential upside of changing market
cond‘itions.

Similarly no bank would ever lend money to a home purchaser if
the purchaser demanded the right to continue living ih the home while
unilaterally reducing the amount of the loan if home values drop at some
point in the future. Similarly, no one would séH a house to a buyer that
could demand a refund if the buyer's requirements change and a house
with different characteristics turns out to be better in the future. Mr.

Dickens' proposal would result in such treatment for Hines 2.

ARE THERE ANY CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH A MERCHANT PLANT
OWNER MIGHT ACCEPT A ONE-WAY MARKET OUT CLAUSE IN
FAVOR OF THE BUYER IN FLORIDA? |

In a marketplace with supply shortages, a generating plant owner not
obligated to serve might accept such a one-sided contract clause, but only
if the owner is well compensated for the additional one-sided risk such &
contract clause engenders. Such additional compensation would mean
that prices to consumers would be higher than they would otherwise be
under traditional cost-of-service regulation because the required rate of
return necessary to compensate for the increased risk is higher. There is
no reason a regulated utility should also not receive a higher rate of return

to compensate it for this increased risk if it were forced to accept such an
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asymmetrical contract clause. This would serve to increase unnecessarily

the price paid by customers.

SHOULD THE COMMISSION ACCEPT MR. DICKENS’
RECOMMENDATION TO ALLOW HINES 2 IN RATE BASE WITH
PERIODIC PRUDENCE REVIEWS?
No. First, Mr. Dickens’ recommendation effectively to reopen a prudence
review every five years or so is out of sync with his testimony, which
primarily touts the consumer benefits associated with short-term contracts
for power. Mr. Dickens seems to assume that Florida is moving towards a
more competitive environment for generation. This issue is far from
decided. And given the troubles currently roiling the California retail
market, | suspect that legislators in Florida and elsewhere will be
extremely cautious in moving forward to deregulate markets that are
functioning well and protecting consumers from the vicious price spikes
that were present in San Diego this past summer. At the very least,
Florida would benefit by taking the time to determine what went wrong in
California, a state with similar location issues and needs, transmission and
capacity needs and how to remedy the problems.

Second, Mr. Dickens assumes that electricity prices will fall with
both competition and advances in technology. Thus, he is opposed to
putting long-term assets, such as Hines 2, into rate base because he

believes this would foreclose the opportunity for consumers to take
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advantage of these lower prices and new technology. Pricés respond to
supply and demand. The only relative certainty is that excess supply, not
tight markets, will push prices to fall. Prices go up and prices go down in
competitive markets.  Inexplicably, Mr. Dickens seems willing to let
consumers bear the risks of this volatility in competitive markets, but.not
under the less volatile traditional regulatory system.

Third, Mr. Dickens also assumes that plants built today will be less
economic than plants built in the future. This is not necessarily true. As
plants are depreciated throughout their useful life, they can become
extremely valuable assets to consumers. For example, consider the value
of older, depreciated coal-fired base and intermediate plants now that
natural gas prices are heading north of $5/mmcf. Mr. Dickens’ proposal
would trade thié solid value for the speculative upside potential associated
with new technology and competition. Worse, he would appear to support
asymmetry in which cansumers would always win and shareholders would
always lose.

Regulation believes in both the interests of consumers and utilities.
The principle doctrine of the regulatory concept is achieving a “just and
reasonable” or “fair and balanced” outcome. If regulation veers too much
in one direction, the result is almost always higher future costs and prices
and/or poor service quality.

Markets perform a similar balancing between producers (supply)

and consumers (demand). No competitive market would or could give one
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group the power to dominate the other for any sustained period.
Regardless of the conceptual or organizational framework, the policy Mr.

Dickens proposes is not economically efficient, fair or reasonable.

IS IT EVEN NECESSARY FOR ANY BUSINESS, REGULATED OR
NOT, TO HOLD AND USE AN ASSET IN THE FACE OF A BETTER,
MORE PRODUCTIVE/PROFITABLE TECHNOLOGY?‘

No. Competitive business, as the saying goes, “knows when to fold them
and knows when to hold them.” | include a lecture in the finance course |
teach at the University of Southern California that explains precisely how
businesses make this decision with, and without,_technological and other
changes (e.g., load factors, factor input price changes, location, inflation,
efficiency, etc.).

Regulation uses integrated resource planning, demand side
management, and utility diversity/coordination to consider very much the
identical set of things. Hines 2 would not, as Mr. Dickens avers, simply
lock Florida into what now would be a state-of-the-art, efficient combined
cycle natural gas fired unit. If other technologies become available, Hines
2 would slip down in the supply stack. But it would still be used under
either regulation or competition.

Given current technological advantages, competitive producers‘
would recover much of their investment on the front end. Traditional

original cost straight-line depreciation recovers more of the plant's return
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“on” and “of’ investment in the early years, while.establishing a fixed
annual chargé, or “of” component (i.e., depreciation expense) equal to the
plant's original cost divided by the plant's expected life. Other methods of
cost recovery such as sinking fund depreciation can also be used by
regulators if they think it is more appropriate to recover a plant's

investment sooner.

ARE THERE ANY OTHER REASONS WHY YOU DISAGREE WITH MR.
DICKENS’ RECOMMENDATION TO REVISIT PERIODICALLY, BASED
ON THEN CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS, THE PRUDENCE OF
INCLUDING HINES 2 IN RATE BASE?

Yes. Mr. Dickens is proposing an ex post prudence review. There is
absolutely no regulatory precedent for such an approach. Rates should
reflect the prudent investment standard and the regulatory compact:

1 Risk should be consistent with rewards: and

2. “Best-cost” generation policies should be pursued.

Under the prudent investment standard, a 'regulated firm is entitled
to recover from its ratepayers costs that the firm prudently incurs to fulfili
its service obligations to those customers. in evaluating whether an
expense should be reflected in rates, the prudent investment standard

requires determining whether a “reasonable person” would have pursued

the same course of action, considering the information known or
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reasonably knowable at the time the deéision was made, and taking into
account the prevailing industry opinions and practices.

It is possible that, in retrospect, some decision other than the one
actually made by the régu|ated firm would have produced a more (or less)
favorable outcome. Nonetheless, the possibility that a different decision
might have produped a more (or less) favorable.outcome should not be
the test of whether the regulated firm will be allowed to recovér less (br
more) than the costs actually expended for its customers. To require a
regulated firm to suffer the consequences of reasonable decisions that
turn out, ex post, to be less (more) advantageous to consumers violates
the bargain inherent in the conventional regulatory system. Under this
regulatory system, regulated firms realize neither the “upside” gain nor the
“downside” loss for decisions that turn out to be more (or less) beneficial
than anticipated. From an economic or consumer cost viewpoint, any one
sided, asymmetrical regulation where consumers always win would
increase the underlying risk to investors and the cost of capital required by
investors, to the direct detriment of consumers.

This does not mean that all decisions made by a utility manager are
acceptable. Rather, utility managers should be held responsible for their
decisions. Both fairness to consumers and sound economic incentives for
regulated firms require that the cost consequences of an imprudent
decision not be reflected in rates. Conversely, fairness to investors and

the desirability to consumers for the utility to obtain capital at a reasonable
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cost imply that the costs associated with a decisio,n'that “made sense” at
the time it was made, considering the prevailing conditions at the time the
decision was made, should not result in financial penalties to
shareholders. This is true even where hindsight demonstrates that a
different decision or course of conduct would have resulted in a better
outcome for consumers. To do otherwise would violate the regulatory
compact and would lead to uneconomic decisions.

Included within the regulatory compact is the principle that
regulators do not use hindsight to judge outcomes of past prudent
decisions made by utility managers. This principle protects both
customers and shareholders.

The example of past problems that Mr. Dickens discusses is the
prices some utilities paid under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act
(PURPA). | find this example to be a noteworthy exception. In my
opinion, the fault does not lie with failed regulation. 1 place the blame on
legislation that went too far and required “buyers” to purchase qualifying
energy (QF power) regardiess of the underlying economics of the
transaction. Neither competitive markets nor regulation as | know it would
have condoned this outcome, tied as it was to flawed legislation, not

regulation, gone awry.

WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY “BEST COST” GENERATION POLICIES?
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Under the regulatory compact, regulated firms like FPC have a regulatory,
economic, and ethical responsibility to generate electricity in a way that
best suits the interests of their customers. This implies that their forecast
policies should adhere to a “best cost’ rather than a “least cost” approach.
Best cost planning means that sometimes it is necessary to pay more to
lock in some factors (e.g., a long-term fuel supply) in order to avoid the
risk associated with shortages and/or higher future spot prices. Of course,
businesses, families, and regulators do this. When they do not do this,
they often learn the lesson that “markets go up as well as down.” Hines 2
will represent the state-of-the-art in generation plants when it is
constructed. As is clear from the Need Petition filed by FPC, the planned
capacity is needed in Florida. The decision to build Hines 2 is certainly

the best-cost solution that exists for FPC and its customers at this time.

WHO SHOULD BEAR THE RISK THAT, IN THE FUTURE, A LOWER
PRiCEiZ) POWER SUPPLY MIGHT BECOME AVAILABLE?

Any risk that at some unspecified time in the future there might be a more
econorriicai power source should be borne by those who now receive the
benefits of reliable, low-priced sources of supply. The direct and major
beneficiaries are the customers. Therefore, it is appropriate that
customers bear a portion of the slim potential risk that this plant might be
more costly than newer technology at some point in the future. Mr.

Dickens' recommendation raises the specter that the FPSC would deny
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FPC that right to recover costs that were prudent when made. This would
impose the downside risks on FPC while keeping the upside gains for
customers. This asymmetrical risk allocation would violate the economic

principle that risk and reward should be symmetrical.

WOULD YOU SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS?

Yes. Mr. Dickens performs a very useful service by reminding everyone
that regulation needs to protect consumers. - However, he goes too far in
this direction when he proposes to abandon the regulatory prudence and
‘just and reasonable” principles. His approach is one sided and
asymmetric. If consumers paid the price necessary to compensate
investors for these assurances and proposed rights, the prices consumers
would pay would be much more expensive than traditional cost-of—service‘
prices.

FPC has demonstrated the need for additional capacity and relied
upon traditional integrated least cost planning to demonstrate this need.
The objectives are well known. The current process is built on making the
“best” decisions while incorporating relative certainty and minimal risk. Mr.
Dickens seems to believe that this well-honed balance can be nudged in
one direction, making the outcome take on some characteristics that he
generally believes a competitive market would have. However, Mr.
Dickens’ regulatory concepts and ideas are in direct conflict with widely

accepted regulatory principles and practices, and therefore, should be
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rejected. Further, Mr. Dickens’ notion of competitive markets ignores the
important symmetry that exists in such markets (e.g., prices go up and
down). He bases much of what he proposes on an unreasonable
asymmetric view of competition in which the market always improves on
the past. He is wrong about competitive market performance; and,
therefore these ideas sthId be given short shrift.

~ Mr. Dickens also overlooks the fact that even if new future
technology is less expensive than Hines 2, the Hines 2 plant will simply
move down a notch in the supply stack. It will still be used and useful to
Florida consumers. Further, as Hines 2 is depreciated under traditional
cost-of-service regulatory principles, its revenue requirement will be
reduced, likely offsetting future modest technological advances. Mr.
Dickens also overlooks this fact.

Finally, Mr. Dickens may be suggesting a mix of these two systems:
regulation and competition. Some attempts to do so are in vogue.
Nevertheless, there are numerous examples in which such mongrelized
experiments go bad and consumers lose. The FPSC should stay the

course and not be tempted to follow such an ill-fated path.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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Attended United States Air Force Academy. -

EDITORIAL BOARDS

Journal of Environmental Economics and Management;

Energy Systems and Policy, Former Member;

Land Economics, Former Editor.
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ADVISORY BOARDS

Alliance for Energy Security;

Association of Environmental and Resource Economics, Executive Cominittee,

Former Member;

Association of Environmental and Resource Economics, Contributing Members
Program Committee;

Center for Public Policy Advisory Committee, Former Member;

Depaitment of Energy, Fuel Oil Marketing Advisory Committee, Former Member .

Graduate School of Public Policy at the University of California, Berkeley;

Institut= for the Study of Regulation:

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, Executive Committee
and Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the National Energy Act, Former
Member,

Public Interest Economics Center, Board of Directors, Former Member;

Rutgers University, Energy Research Advisory Board;

U.S. Chamber of Commerce Energy and Natural Resources Committee.

PUBLICATIONS

Book% and Monographs

Restructuring Electricity Markets: A World Perspective with Kristina M. Sepetys,
January 1996.

The Application of U.S. Regulatory Techniques to Spain's Electric Power
Industry, with Irwin M. Stelzer, prepared for Unidad Electrica, S.A.,
Carnbridge: Energy and Environmental Policy Center, Harvard University,
Mayrch 1988. .

The Et{onomic Theory of Enhanced Natural Gas Service to the industrial Sector: |

An_Applied Approach, Vol. [l with L.D. Kirsch, for the Gas Research Institute,
Contract No. 5080-380-0349, February 1982.

The Economic Theory of Enhanced Natural Gas Service to the Industrial Sector:
An_Applied Approach, Vol. | with L.D. Kirsch and R. Shaughnessy, for the
Gas Research Institute, Contract No. 5080-380-0349, May, 1981.

The FEconomic Effects of Deregulating Natural Gas, with R.H. Haveman M.
“Lowry, M. Post and R. Schmidit, prepared for the Northeast Coalition for
Energy Equity, Madison: MCG Monograph, 1981.

The hﬁarginal Cost and Pricing of Electricity: An Applied Approach, with W.
Gillen and P. Smolensky, Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1977.
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PUBLICATIONS (Cont.) ‘

The QOsts of Congestion: An Econometric Analysis of Wilderness Recreation,
wiﬁh V.K. Smith, Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1976.

Eneray_System Forecasting, Planning and Pricing, ed. with W. Foell for the

National Science Foundation, Madison: ' University of Wisconsin Monograph
1975

Studles in Electric Utility Requlation, ed. with J. Jurewitz for tvhe Ford Foundation
Energy Policy Project, Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1978&.

Persp{ai"tive on Power: A Study of the Requlation and Pricing of Electric Power,
with: E. Berlin and W. Gillen for the Ford Foundation Energy Pohcy iject
Cambndge Ballinger Publishing Company, 1974.

A Prlmer for Environmental Preservation: -The Economics of Wild Rivers and

Other Natural Wonders, New York: MSS Modular Publication, 1873.

Forecéésting Recreation_in the United States: An Economic Review of Methods
and Applications to Plan for the Required Environmental Resources,

Lexington: Lexington Books, June 1973.

Alaskan Oil:  Alternative Routes and Markets, for Resources for the Future
Baitrmore Johns Hopkins University Press, December 1972.

The Demand and Supply of Qutdoor Recreation: An Econometric Analysis,
Ph.D. Thesis: Rutgers University, 1969. Also, with J.J. Seneca and P.

Davidson, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Outdoor |

Regreation, Contract No. 7-14-07-4, 1969.

A Neg' Kevneman Equilibrium Analysis_For _an Open Economy, A.B. Thesus
Colorado College, Colorado, Springs, Colorado, May, 1965.
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PUBLICATIONS .

Journql Articles

“Transmission Products and Pricing: Hidden Agendas in the 1SQO/Transco
Debate,” with Colin M. Long, Public Utilities Fortnightly, Vol. 137, No 12.
June 15, 1989 -

Mergers and the Convergence of the Electric and Natural Gas Industnesf
Natural Gas, March 1997.

“Been There, Done That: Sunk Costs, Access Charges and the Transmissio
Pricing Debate,” Energy, Vol. XXI, No. 4. September, 1996. ?

“Regulating Competition: Transition or Travesty?” with Kristina M. Sepetys, The
Electricity Journal, May 1996.

“California Model Sets the Standard for Other States,” with Kristina M. Sepetys
~ World Power Yearbook 1996.

“Measuring the Effects of Natural Resource Damage and Envircnmental St:qma
on Property Value,” Environmental Law, September/October, 1995. ‘

"The Route Not Taken: The Decision to Build the Trans-Alaska Pipeline and the
Aftermath,” The American Enterprise, Volume 4, Number 5, September/
October 1993.

"A Micro-Econometric Analysis of Ri‘sk-Avérsion and the Decision to Self-‘lnsure,'"
with Jeffrey Dubin, in Journal of Political Economy, Revised, July 1993.
(Volume 102, No. 1, February 1884.)

"Energy Utilitiss, Conservation, Efficiency,” with Vinayak Bhattacharjee and
William Rankin, Contemporary Policy Issues, Volume XI, Number 1, January
1993.

"Uniquenness, Irreversibility, and the Theory of Nonuse Values," with Louis 1.
Wilde, American Agricultural Economics Assaciation, December 1992.

"Utility Energy Services,” with Ellen K. Moran, Requlatory Incentives for Demandi
Side Management, Chapter 9, American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy, December 1992.
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"A Micro-Econometric Analysis of Risk Aversion and the Decision to Self-Insure,"
California Institute of Technology, with Jeffrey A. Dubin, January 1982.

“The Use and Misuse of Surveys in Economic Analysis: Natural Resource
Darnage Assessment Under CERCLA," California Institute of Technology,
with Jeffrey Dubin and Louis Wilde, July 1991.

"The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's Proposed Policy Statement on
Gas Inventory Charges (PL-89-1-1000), Energy and Environmental Policy

Center, Harvard University, Discussion Paper E-89-11, July 1889.

"Incentive Regulation: Some Conceptual and Policy Thoughts," Energy and
Environmental Policy Center, Harvard University, Discussion Paper E-89-09,
June 19809.

|

"Including Unbundled Demand-Side Options in Electricity Utility Bidding
Programs,” with William Hogan, Public Utilities Fortniqmy, June 8, 1989.
(Also a Discussian Paper E£-88-07).

"Assessing Natural Resource Damages Under Superfund: The Case Against

the Use of Contingent Value Survey Msthods,” with Neil Peck, Natural,
Resources & Environment, Vol. 4, No. 1, Spring 1989.

“Paretc Optimality Through Non-Collusive Bilateral Monopoly with Cost-of-
Service Regulation (or: Economic Efficizncy in Strange Places),” with Jeff D.
Makholm, Energy and Environmental Policy Center, Harvard University,
Working Paper, 1988.

"The FERC's Discounted Cash Flow: A Compromise in the Wrong Direction,”
with Jeff Makholm, Public Utilities Fortnightly, July 9, 1987.

"Conservation Subsidies:  The Economist's Perspective,” with Suellen
Curkendall, Electric Potential, Vol. 2, No. 3, May/June 1986.

“Our Nation's Gas and Electric Utilities: Tiine to Decide,” with R. Shaughnessy,
Public Utilities Fortnightly, December 3, 1881.

"ls There a Free Lunch in the Northwest? (Utility-Sponsored Energy
Corservation Programs)," with R. Shaughnessy, Public Utilities Fortmqhtlv
December 18, 1980.

“Oppertunities for Canadian Energy Policy,” with M. Reinbergs, Journal of of
Busmess Admlnlstratlon Vol. 10, Fall 1978/Spring 1979.
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"Energy Regulation: When Federal and State Regulatory Commissions Meet "
with J. Williams, American University Law Review, 1978.

"The End-User Pricing of Natural Gas," with Don Wiener, Public Utilities
Fortnightly, March 16, 1978.

"An Econometric Evaluation of a Generalized Consumer Surplus Measure: The
Mineral King Controversy,” with V.K. Smith and A.C. Fnsher Econometrica, -
Vol. 44, No. 6, 1976.

"Alternative Price Measures and the Residential Demand for Electricity: A
Specification Analysis,” with V.K. Smith, Regional Science and Urban
Ecgnomics, 1975.

"An Economic Analysis of Water Resource Investments and Regional Economic
Growth," with V.K. Smith and J. Carston, Water Resources Research, Vol.
12, No. 1, 1975.

"A Note on Fitting Log Linear Regressions with Some Zero Observations for the
Regressand,” with V.K. Smith, Metroeconomica, Vol. 26, 1875,

"The [izsign of Electricity Tariffs,” Public Utilities Fortnightly, August 28, 18735,

"The E=zonomics of Environmental Preservations: Further Discussion,” with A.C.
Fisher and J.V. Krutilla, American Economic_Review, Vol. 64, Mo. 6,

Dezember 1874 i
"Electiizity Price Regulation: Critical Crossroads or New Group Participatio
Spart," Public Utilities Fortniahtly, August: 29, 1974. . ;

"Intercependent Consumer Decisions: A Production Function Approach,” with
V.K. Smith, Australian Economic Papers, December 1973. .

“Econiamic Models and Planning Outdoor Recreation," with A.C. Fisher and V.K.
Smith, Operations Research, Vol. 21, No. 5, September/October 1973.

"Evaluzting Federal Water Projects: A Critique of Proposed Standards,” witr'x
R.K' Davis, S.H. Hanke and R.H. Havernan, Science, Vol. 181, August l’~373

"The “1andatory Oil Import Quota Progrem: A Consideration of Economic
Effiuiency and Equity," with W. Gillen, Natural Resources Journal, Vui 13,
No '3, July 1873. :

i
"Cong»stlon Quality Deterioration and Optimal Use: Wilderness Recreation in

the ' Spanish Peaks Primitive Area," with V.K. Smith, Social Sclences
Re~earch Vol. 2, 1, March 1973 (reprinted July 1973). !
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"The Economics of Environmental Preservation: A Theoretical and Empirical

Analysis,” with A.C. Fisher and J.V. Krutilla, American Economic Review, Vol.
62,‘No 4, September 1972. L 1

“Recrgaation Benefit Estimation and Forecasting: Implications of the Identification
Preblem,” with V.K. Smith, J.L. Knetsch and R. Patton, Water Rescurces
Research Vol. 8, No. 4, August 1972.

"Evalucntmg Benefits of Environmental Rescurces with Specnal Application h? the

Hells Canyon," with J.V. Krutilla, Natural Resources Journal, Vol. 12, No 1.
January 1972. (Also published in Benefi t-Cost and Policy Analysis, 1972 )

1969 March on Washington," with A.M. Freeman, R.H. Haveman and J.L

“On the Economics of Mass Demonstrations: A Case Study of the Novembe?
Knetsch, American Economic Review, Vol. 61, No. 4, September 1971.

"Optio'ri Demand and Consumer Surplus: Further Comment," with A.M. Freeman
I, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 85, August 1871. &

"Some;;'Economic Issues Involved in Planning Urban Recreation Facilities,” L.and
Ecé:momics February 1971.

"A N01 » on Jointly Supplied Mixed Goods,” with V.K. Smith, Quarterly Rev,s:w of
Ecanomics and Business, Vol. 10, Na. 3, Autumn 1870.

i
"A Gravity Model Analysis of the Demand for Public Communication," wiliz J.J.
Seseca, Journal of Regional Science, Vel. 9, No. 3, Winter 1969, E

Article;'s; Appearing in Other Volumes

“Includ!i"khg Unbundled Demand-Side Options in Electric Utility Bidding Programs,”

in Competition in Electricity: New Marlets & New Structures, with William
Hogan and edited by James L. Plummer and Susan Troppmann, (Public
Uti[i'*ies Reports and QED Research Inc: Arlington, Virginia) March 1990. .

"Meetmg the Nation's Future Electricity Needs: Cogeneration, Compeimm and!

' Conservation,” in 1989 Electricity Yearbook, New York:  Executive:

Enigrprises, 1989. o

"Enviriamental Litigation and Economic Efficiency: Two Case Studies,” with R.

Haveman in Environmental Resources and Applied Welfare Econcraics:

Essays in _Honor of John F. Krutilla, V.K. Smith ed., Washington, DC:
Re:ources for the Future, 1988. '
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"Electrg ity and Natural Gas Rate Issues," with M.'Reinbergs, in The Annual
Enerqv Review, Palo Alto: Annual Reviews Inc., Vol. 4, 1979. ;

"The Measurement of Individual Congestion Costs: An Econometric Application
to Wu!derness Recreation,” with V.K. Smith, in Theory and Measurement of
7 Economic Externalities, ed. S.A. Lin, New York: Academic Press, 1978.

"Implementing Diurnal Electricity Pricing in the U.S.: A Pragmatic Approach,” in

Energy Systermn Forecasting, Planning and Pricing, ed. C.J. Cicchetti and W.

Foell, Madison; University of Wisconsin Press, February 1975.

"Measuring the Price Elasticity of Demand for Electricity: The U.S. Experieé'lce,"

with V.K. Smith, in Energy System Forecasting, Planning and Pricing, ed. C.J.
Clcl,hettn and W. Foell, Madison: Umversnty of W|sconsm Press, 1975.

Publlc, Utility Pricing: A Synthesis of Margmai Cost, Regulatory Constrzints,
Ave ch-Johnson Bias, Peak Load and Block Pricing,” with J. Jurewitz, in
Stutlies in_Electric Utility Regulation, ed. C.J. Cicchetti and J. Jur»_,w1tz
Cambrldge Ballinger Publishing Company, 1975.

"Congsstion, Optimal Use and Benefit Estimation: A Case Study of Wﬂdenesq
Recreation," with V.K. Smith, in Social Experiments and Social Program
Evmluatlon ed. J.G. Albert and M. Kamrass, Cambridge: Ballinger Publmhmg
Con \pany 1974.

L

"Electm sity Growth: Economic Incentives and Environmental Quality," with W.
Gillen, in Energy: Demand, Conservation and Institutional Problems, e”j M.
Marrakls Cambridge: MIT Press, 1974.

“Some Institutional and Conceptual Thoughts on the Measurement of Ir‘-'*lrect
and Intangible Benefits and Costs,” with John Bishop, in Cost-B Br neft
An‘ lysis and Water Pollution Policy, ed. H. Peskln and E. S==sk1n
We*hmgton D.C.; Urban Institute, 1974.

"The 'lrans-Aiaska Pipeline: An Economic Analysis of A'ternatwes " wnth !\ M.
Frezman Ill, in Pollution, Resources and the Environment, ed. A.C. Entl**;ven

—

anc(_.,A.M. Freeman lil, New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 1973.

"Alternz tlve Uses of Natural Environments: The Economics of Environmental
Mog lflcatlon " with A.C. Fisher and J.V. Krutilla, in Natural Environnisnts:
Stu‘ ies in Theoretical and Applied Analysis, ed. J.V. Krutilla, Baltixiore:
Jorms Hopkins University Press, 1972,

"A Mut*wanate Statistical Analysis of Wilderness Users in the United State*‘ "
Nat ural Environments: Studies in Theoretical and Applied Analysis, ec J V

Kru%*lla Baitimore: Johns Hopkins University press, 1972.

Y
?i_ )

s
' I3
ki
‘.; :

PUBLICATIONS i
5 b

s

- e SV




1
AR

" Exhibit GJC1
] e

pEY

[
AY

"Benef'ts or Costs? An Assessment of the Water Resources Council's Progmsed
PrmCIples in Standards," with R.K. Davis, S.H. Hanke, R.H. Haveman and L.
Knétsch, in Benefit-Cost_and Policy Analysis, ed. W. Nishkanen, et al,
Chu,ago Aldine Publishing Company, 1972.

"Observations on the Economics of Irreplaceable Assets: Theory and Metnod in
the Social Sciences," with J.V. Krutilla, A.M. Freeman Il and C. Russell, in
Environmental Quality Analysis, ed. A Kneese and B.T. Bower, Baltimores
Johas Hopkins University Press, 1972.

"Outda.‘:r Recreation and Congestion in the United States,” in Popu !_cj
Resources and the Environment, ed. R. Ridker, Washmgton D.C.:
.Government Printing Office, 1972.

U.S-

Less Technical Articles

“Still the Wrong Route,” Environment, Vol. 19, No. 1, January/February, 1977. l

"Natio:"e;ai Energy Policy Plans: A Critique," Transportation Journal, Winter 1 §376.

: i
"The IMandatory Qil Import Program: A Consideration of Economic Efficiency j
anid Equity," with W. Gillen, Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress,

1874. : i

E-s ‘

i

“The Folitical Economy of the Energy Crisis,” with R. Haveman in Carrol
Business Review, Winter 1974, :

O
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"The Wrong Route," Environment, Volume 15, No. 5, June 1973.

"Benef;t-Cost Analysis and Technologically Induced Relative Price Changes:
The Case of Environmental Irreversibilities," with J.V. Krutilla, Nz tural
Resources Journal, 1872.

a4

"A Rey'ew of the Empirical Analysas that Have Been Based Upon the Nz;jféonal /
Regreation Surveys,” Journal of Leisure Research, Vol. 4, Spring 1972. ;
"How i1e War in Indochina is Being Paid for by the American Public: An
Ect*nomrc Comparison of the Periods Before and After Escalation,” ublic
Fo um July 1970, (reprinted in the Congressional Record, August 13, 1070)

"User 3* tesponse in Outdoor Recreation: A Reply,” with J.J. Seneca, =Jo_ux;r_zal of
Letﬂure Research, Vol. 2, No. 2, Spring 1970.
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"User};Response in Outdoor Recreation: A Production Analysis,” with J.J.
Seneca, Journal of Leisure Research, Vol. 1, No. 3, Summer 1969. .

"Competitive Battlefield: A View from the Trenches,” Northeast Utilities 1987
Annual Report, Competition: A Matter of Choices, 1987.

Miscellaneous Articles
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SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE LITIGATION TESTIMONY SINCE 1980

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of ANR Pipeline
Company, Docket Nos. CP00-36-000, CP00-37-000, and CPQ0-38-000, 28
Deceirber 1999. :

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of ID'uke
Energy South Bay, LLC, Docket Nos. ER98-486-000 and ER88-2160- OOO 22
Decerr:iber 1999,

Before thie Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of
Alliant Energy Corporation, Docket Nos. 9403-YI-100 and 6680- UM—‘IDO\ 23
September 1999. ‘ )

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Direct Testimany on behalf of
Alliant Energy Corporation, Docket Nos. 9403-Yl-100 and 6680-UM-1CO, 1 Jluly
1899.

Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri, Surrebuttal Testimony
on bekralf of Western Resources, Inc. and Kansas City Power & Light, Case No.
EM-97.515, 10 June 1999, ,

Before the: State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Rebuttal - elsumony
on behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Dacket No. 97-WSRE-676-MER, 18 March
1999. ’

Before thz Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of Duke Energy
South-13ay LLC, Docket No. ER99-____-000, February 1999.

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission. Rebuttal Testimony on ;“Jehalf of
Georgia Power Company, GPSC Docket Nc. 9355-U, 27 October 1998.

Before th»— Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri, Direct Teshrnony on
behalf- of Western Resources, inc. and Kansas City Power & Light Company, Case
No. Elv-97-515, Volume lil, June 1998.

Before thﬂ State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Direct Tes*gmony on
behall o»f Western Resources, Inc., Docket No 97-WSRE-676-MER, 17 \Junea 1998.

Before thm Georgia Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf o" Georgia
Power’ uompany, GPSC Docket No. 8355-U, ‘3 June 1998.
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Before the Federal Energy Regutatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Duke
Energy, Docket No. ER98-___-000, 24 April 1998.

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Surrebuttal Testimony:on behalf -

of Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Docket No. 05-BE-100, __ March 1;'998.

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Teétimony on behalf of
Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Docket No. 05-BE-100, 23 March 1996

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Testnmony on behalf of W isconsin
Electric Power Company, Docket No. 05-BE-100, © March 1998.

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commiission, Rebuttal Testimony on’behalf of
Pennsylvania Power Company, Docket No. R-00974149, 19 February 1998.

Before the} State Corporation Commission of Kansas, Prepared Statement on behalf of
Western Resources, Inc., 28 Octaber 1997

Before the: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on behalf of Wisconsin
Energy Corporation and ESELCO, Inc., Docket No. EC98-__ -000, 22 ;October
1997. -

Before the Pennsyivania Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of
Penngyivania Power Company, Docket No. R-00974149, 26 September 16€7.

Before thz Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Testimony on behalf of
Southzrn California Edison Company, Docket No. U-338-E, September 15,,1997.

Expert Rzsort in the Matter of Atlantic Richfield Company v. Darwin Smaliwccd, et al.,
Civil At ition No. 95-Z-1767, June 16, 1997,

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm-ssmn Affidavit on behalf of The Power

Compzny of America, L.P., Docket No. ER95-111-000, November 1, 1996 __
1
Before thf Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on %Jehalf of
Wisccrisin | Energy  Corporation, Wiscensin  Electric  Power Compan /, etal.
(Appliz ants) Docket Nos. 6630-UM-100, 4220-UM-101, October 23, 1996. :

/
Before thz Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Rebuttal Tesum ny on
behalf, of Pacific Telesis Group, No. 96-04-038, October 15, 1996. r

Before thg Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities. Bebuttal
Testnm:ny on behalf of Boston Gas Company, Docket No. D.P.U. 96- 5’} Exhibit
BGC-H? August 16, 1996.
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Before thé State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Supplemefﬁ{al Direct
Testirony on behalf of Western Resources, Inc. and Kansas Gas and Electric,
Docket Nos. 193,306-U and 193 307-U, July 11, 1996. :

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on
behalf of Koch Gateway, Docket No. RP95-362-000, June 18, 1996.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of
Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Northern States Power Company (Minnesota
and Wisconsin), and Cenerprise, Docket Nos. EC95-16-000, ER95-1357-000, and
ER95-1358-000, May 28, 1996.

Before the United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri, Western
Division, Expert Rebuttal Affidavit on behalf of Western Resources, Inc No. 94-
0509-t V-W-1, March 8, 1996. ‘ ‘

Before thae New Mexico Public Utility Commission, Direct Testimony on hehalf of

Southwestern Public Service Company, Case No. . November 1965,
P

Before th;~ State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Direct Testimony on |
behalf of Kansas Gas and Electric Company, August 11, 1895. ’ ;
f/éoch

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Dlrect Testimony on behah‘ o
Gateway Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP-85- -000, June 28, 1995.
|
Before the: United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri, Western
Divisicih, Expert Affidavit on behalf of Western Resources, Inc., No. 94-0508-CV-W-
1, Jung 15, 19835.

Before thg United States Dlstnct Court for the Central District of Cahforma Aff fdawt on
behalf._of Montrose Chemical Corporation of California, et.al., No. CV90-3 ’&22—AAH
(JRx), tarch 1, 1995.

S . \ . i
Before tha National Energy Board of Canada, Evidence in the Matter of Fort St. John
and Grizzly Valley Expansion Projects, Britich Columbia Gas, January 1995,

Before th: Federal Energy Regulatory Commiission, Rebuttal Comments in tha Matter
of Pricing Policy for New and Existing Facilities Constructed by Interstats Natural
Gas Fipelines on behalf of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, etal, Dm ket No.
PL94— -OOO December 5, 1994.
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments Related to Pricing
Policy for New and Existing Facilities Constructed by Interstate Natural Gas
Pipelines on behalf of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, LFC Gas Company,
Northwest Natural Gas Company, and Washington Natural Gas Company, Docket
No. P :94-4-000, November 4, 1994.

Affidavit on behalf of Barr Devlin, October 1994.

Before ths Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments and Respornses
Related to Pricing Policy for New and Existing Facilities Constructed by interstate
Natural Gas Pipelines on behalf of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, LFC Gas
Company, Northwest Natural Gas Company, and Washington Natural Gas
Company, Docket No. PL94-4- 000 September 26, 1994

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behalf of Buckeye
Pipe Line Company, L.P., Docket Nos. OR84-6-000 and 1S87-14-000, February 22,
1994,

Before thé Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of
Koch fzateway Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP93-205-000, November 29, 1983

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Koch
Gatewsy Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP83-  -000, September 30, 1983. J

Before thr- Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of PSI
Energy, Inc., Cause Nos. 39646, 39584-S1, June 23, 1993. ;

Before thz Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on hehalf of
Northern States Power Company, Docket Nos. E002/GR-92-1185, G002/GR-92-
1186, March 23, 1993.

Before th State of Maine Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on hehalf of
Centrcx!Mame Power, Docket No. 80-085-A, January 7, 1993. .

Before thz Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on | tehalf of
Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, Docket No. R-22482, March 9, 190-3

Before thg Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit regarding Ordar 636-A
Complz ance Filing Proposed Restructuring on behalf of United Gas Fipe Line
Company, Docket No. R$92-26-000, October 29, 1992.
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Before th2 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Comments on the
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (57 Federal Register 8964) of Natural
Resotirce Damage Assessment Regulations (Oil Pollution Act, Section 1006),
Octoter 1, 1992.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuital and Cross Answering
Testiraony on behalf of Exxon Pipeline Company, Docket Nos. 1S92-3-000, et.al.,
August 10, 1892. :

Before The United States District Court for the District of Utah. Testimony on behalf of
Kennorott Carporation, Docket No. 86-C-902C, March 26, 1992. ¥

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission Task Force on Externalities, Comqpents in
Respense to Shortcomings and Pitfalls in Attempts to Incorporate Enviropmental
Externalities into Electric Utility Least-cost Planning, Dacket No. U-000-92-035,
Marci‘: 20, 1992. '

Before the: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of
Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation, Docket Nos. CP90-2154-000, R£85-177-
008, PP88 67-039, etal, RPS80--119-001, ef.al., RP91-4-000, RP91-e 19, and
RP90-:5-000, January 30, 1992.

Before the American Arbitration Association, Testimony on behalf of Hard Rcck Cafe
Intern”tional January 22, 1992.

Before thu Federal Energy Regulatory Comrnission, Rebuttal Testimony on Lehalf of
Washirigton Gas Light Company, Dacket Nos. RP90-108-000, ef.al., RPS0- F07"--000
Januarﬂ? 1992. ‘

Before th—1 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments in Response o Notice
of Prop.osed Rulemaking on behalf of United Gas Pipe Line Company, Dazket No.
RMS82-11-000, October 15, 1991. 5

Before tl';:' Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on Lehalf of
Washwgton Gas Light Company, Docket Nos. RP91-82-000, et.al, Al.sguft 27,
1991.

o
f

Before thv Department of Interior, Comments on Notice of Propased Rulemzking for
Naturet Resource Damage Assessment Regulations, Type B Rule (43 CFR Part 11),
July13 1991. 3 ¥

Before thr\ Arizona Corporation Commission, Rejoinder Testimony on behalf cn'? Arizona ]
Publlc 3ervice Company Docket Nos. U-1345-90-007 and U-1345- 89-162, fune 18,
1991 ‘
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments submitted in Response
to Notice of Public Conference and Request for Comments on Electricity Issues,
Dock{a} No. PL91-1-000, June 10, 1991.

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Arizona
Public: Service Company, Phase |l, Docket Nos. U-1345-80-007 and U-1345-89-162,
May 3, 1991.

. Co-
Before ths Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of

United Gas Pipe Line Company, Docket Nos. RP81-126-000, CP91-1569-000,

CP91-1670-000, CP91-1671-000, CP91-1672-000, and CP91-1673-000, Aprll 15,
1991.

Before the Massachusetts Appellate Tax Board, Analysis of the Fair Market Value of

Boston Edison's Mystic Generating Station, Prepared for Boston Edison r"ompany
December 10, 1990.

Before t}'}.e: Arizona Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf ( Arizona
Public Service Company, Docket No. U-0000-90-088, November 26, 1990. .

Before the State of Maine Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits
on behalf of Central Maine Power, Docket No. 80-076, November 16, 1990.(
' A
Before the State Corporation Commission of Virginia, Direct Testimony on behalf of
Historic Manassas, inc., SCC Case No. PUE 890057, VEPCO Application 154,
Novernber 2, 1990. C!
ric

Before th';'. lowa Utilities Board, Comments Prepared at the Request of Iow"a‘ Ele
nght and Power Company on lowa's Proposed Rulemaking Related to Utlh*y Energy
Efficier.cy Programs, Docket No. RMUS80-27, October 15, 1990.

Before thm Arkansas Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of A: E\Ia Inc.,
Docke? no. 90-036-U, August31 1880.

Before th,e. Federal Energy Regulatory Comrmission, Rebultal Testimony on hehalf of
Northeast Utilities Service Company, Docket Nos. EC80-10-000, ERS0-143-000,
ER90.-44-000, ER90-145-000 and EL90-2-000, July 20, 1930.

Before tr.@ lllinois Commerce Commission, Testimony on behali of Commionwealth
Edison, Docket No. 90-0169, July 17, 1990. :
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behaff of
New York State Customer Group (Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation; Foch ter |
Gas & Electric Corporation, New York State Electric & Gas Corporatlon) Dgcket
Nos. RP88-211-000, RP88-10-000, RP90-27-000, June 1, 1890.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behaif of,[ Public
Service Campany of Indiana, Docket Nos. ER89-672-000, February 15, 1890!

Before ithe Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Direct Testimony
submitted on behalf of The New York State Customer Group, which includes
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation and
New York State Electric & Gas Corporation, Docket Nos. RP88-211-000 RP88-10-
~ 000, nP88 215-000 and RP90-27-000, January 23, 1990.

Before tﬂ,e Arkansas Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on Hehalf of
Arkarisas Power & Light Company, Docket No. 89-128-U, January 12, 1990.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Cominission, Prepared Answering Testimony
Sponsored by Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation, Docket Nes. RP&3-67-000
and F1288-81-000, January 10, 1990. o

Before the U.S. Department of Interior, Comments on the U.S. Department of Inteliior's
Advaizced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking re:  Natural Resource Darﬂage
Asse‘-::;ments (43 CFR Part 11), November 13, 1989. P

Before tb“ Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Prepared :;tatement
related to the Demand-Side Provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Policizs Act of
1978 {PURPA) Contained in Subtitle B of Title Ill of 5-324, The Natlon\,I Energy
Policy; Act of 1988, November 7, 1988.

Before tb@ Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on the Federal Energy
Regu!cﬂtory Commission’s Proposed Policy Statement on Gas Inventory £sharges,
Docke=‘ No. PL8S-10999, July 1889.

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, Direct Testimony on behalf f Enron—
Domu Holg! Cogen Corpora’uon Docket No. 8636, June 12, 1989.

Before th“ Maine Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf m Central
Maine, Power Company, Docket No. 88-310, March 1, 1989. hy

Before th Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Comments Submitted on fehalf of
Dayton, Power and Light Company, In the Matter of the Revision and Promulg tion
of Ruless for Long Term Forecast reports and Integrated Resource Plans of Elegtric
L|ght¢ ompames Case no. 88-816-EL-OR, November 21, 1988. ¥ T
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Before thé Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments-of the Enérgy and
Envirohmental Policy Center, RE: Regulations Governing lndependent Power
Producers Docket No. RM88-4-000, July 18, 1988. ]

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and
Environmental Policy Center, RE: Regulations Governing Bidding {Programs,
Docket No. RM88-5-000, July 18, 1988.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and
Environnmental Policy Center, Re:  Administrative Determination of Fuli Avoided
Costs, Sales of Power to Qualifying Facilities, and Interconnection Fac:htles Docket
No. RMSB-BS 000, July 18, 1988.

~Before thm Maine Public Utilities Commission, Testimony on behaif of Centfal Maine

Power Company, Docket No. 88-111, June 22, 1988.

Before théa Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Erergy and
Envircnmental Policy Center, Re: Brokering of Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline
Capacity. Docket No. RM88-13-000, June 17, 1888. . '

Before thr= Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and
Envnroramental Policy Center, Re: Administrative Determination of Full..Avoided
Costs; 'Sales of Power to Qualifying Facilities, and Interconnection Facmties, Docket
No. R[¥88-6-000, June 16, 1988. :

i .

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on & ehalf of
Public $Service Company of New Mexico, April 12, 1988.

Before th%;% Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Oral Comments, Re: (Crder No.
500, Ciocket No. RM87-34-000 et.al., March, 1988.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on Behalf -of
Transwestern Pipeline Company, Docket No. CP88-143-000, March, 1938.

Before th» Ontario Energy Board, Testimony on behalf of ICG Utilities (Ontcro) LTD,

The 1987 Amended Gas Pricing Agreement, E.B.R.O. 411.ll| et.al, Nz vember
1987 *

[
Before thé: New Hampshlre Public Utility Cominission, Technical Statement on p)ehalf of
Public : 3ervice Company of New Hampshire, Filing of special Contract No. HHPUC-
54 Betiveen Nashua Corporation and Public Service Company of New Harnpshire,
Octobnr 30, 1987. o
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behalf of Ama Inc.,
sncludod as an exhibit in Arkla, Inc.'s Comments on Notice of Proposed RuEﬂmaklng.
Dockef No RM&87-34-000, October 13, 1987.
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Before the Pennsylvanla Public Utility Commission, Rebuttal Testlmony on, behalf of
West Penn Power Company, Docket No. R-850220, September 28, 1987.

Before the Public Service Commission of New York, Prepared Rebuttal Tesﬁmony on
behalf of National Fuel Gas Distribution Company, September 14, 1987.

Before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, Prefiled Direct Testimpny on
behalf of Public Service Company of New Hampshlre Docket No. DR87-151,

Augus* 28, 1987.

Before thez Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of West
Penn F’ower Company, Docket No. R-850220, Reconsideration, July 27, 1987.

o

Before the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Statement
on behalf of Boston Edison Company, Docket Nos. 86-36, June 12, 1987.

Before the: State of lilinois Commerce Commission, Rebuital Testimony on Hehalf of
- Commonwealth Edison Company, Docket Nos. 87-0043, 87-0044, 870009¢&, May 4,
1987. -

Before tha Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of T?}'hnessee
Gas Fipeline Company, In the Matter of Iroquois Gas Transmission Systennt, Docket
No. C~86-523-001, March 9, 1987.

Before thz: New Hampshire Public Utility Commission, Direct Testimony on )ehalf of
Public. Service Company of New Hampshire, NHPUC Docket No. DR86- 1‘_« , ?Aarch
3, 1984'

Before tf e Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on bshalf of
Transwggestern Pipeline Company, |n_the Matter of Notice of Inguiry ints_alleged
anticompetitive Practices Related to Marketing Afﬁhates of Interstate Fipelines,
DocketNo RMBT 5-000, December 29, 19&6.

Before thz Maine Public Utilities Commission, Testimony on behalf of Cent"al Maine
Power:, Company, Docket No. 86-215, Re: Proposed Amendments to CI" pter 36,
Decemoer18 1986.

Before trg Utah Pubhc Service Commission, Surrebuttal Testimony on f=half of

NUCC‘Q Steel Corporation, In_the Matter of the Investigation of Cost 0* . Service
Issues for Utah Power & Light Company, Case No. 85-035-06, December £ 1986

Before thﬂ Public Service Commission of New York, Prepared Direct Testimony on
behalf of National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation, Case Nos. 38947 arwi 28954,
Novenf\mer 21, 1986. 9
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Rebuttal Tes'tnmony on
behalf of Transwestern Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP86-126, November 13,
1986 L

Before {he Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Cross-Answering
Testimony on behalf of Members of the New England Customer Group, Docket No.
RP86-119, October 28, 1986.

Members of the New England Customer Group, Docket No. RP86-119, Ocigpber 14,

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Testimony on !E;half' of
1986.

i

Before the Utah Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of NUCOR
Steel C,orporatlon Docket No 85-035-04, September 30, 1986.

Before th; State of New Jersey Department of Energy, Board of Public Utilities,
Rebut§a| Testimony on behalf of Elizabethtown Gas Company, September, 1986.

Before t:.ii:e State of [llinois Commerce Commission, Testimony on fkehalf of
Comnionwealth Edison Company, Docket No. 86-0249, August 25, 1986.

Before the: Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Rebuttal Testimony on behel{ of Ohio
Powe* Company, Case No. 85-726-EL-AIR, April, 1986. :

Before tt:: State of New Jersey Department on Energy, Board of Public: Utilities,
Testiniony on behalf of Elizabethtown Cas Company, Docket No. 8! 12-1039,
March, 1986.

Before thz Maine Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf «f Central
Maine-*?ower Company, Docket No. 85-132, March, 1986. N

Before th“ Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of National
' Econc"mc Research Associates, Inc., Notice of Inquiry Re: Regulation of E lectricity
Sales-far-Resale and Transmission. Service, 18 C.F.R. Parts 35 and 290¢, Issued
June 213, 1985, Docket No. RM85-17-000 (Phase I1), January 23, 1986. 3

Before thi Alaska Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 'Seagull,
Enstar Corporation, and Enstar Natural Gas Company, U-84-67, December,-1985.
Before th': Virginia State Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on ;’f :ehalf of

Domirian Resources, Inc. and Virginia Electric and Power Company, Case No. PUE
830061, November 26, 1985. :
Before th" Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of Natlpnal’
Econc nic Research Assaciates, Inc., Notice Requesting Supplemental C@mments

?:

Y it i
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Re: Requtatson of Natural Gas Pipeline After Partial Wellhead Decontrol Docket
No. RMBs 1-000 (Part D), November 18, 1985, i

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of
Eastern Wisconsin Utilities, Docket No. 05-EP-4, November, 1985. [

Before tha Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Oral Comments on behalf of
National Economic Research Associates, Inc., Notice of Inquiry Re: Redgulation of
Electricity Sales-for-Resale and Transmission Serv:ces (Phase |), Docket No. RM85-
17-009, August 9, 1965.

Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Central
Malne Power Company, Docket No. 85-132, August, 1985.

Before tl'afg Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Direct Testimony on behagﬁ’: of Ohio:~
Power Company, Docket No. 85-726-EL-AIR, July, 1985. :

Before thg House Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power of the Compnittee
on Energy and Commerce, Comments on Hydroelectric Relicensing, June 5, 1585.

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Direct Testimony on behalf of
Wlscorxsm Gas Company, Docket Nos. 05-Ul-18 and 6650-DR-2, June, 198.3

Before tI Ontario Energy Board, Testimony on behalf of Unicorp of Canada
Corporation, |n the Matter of Union Enterprises Ltd. and Unicorp of Canada Utilities
Corporation, E.B.R.L.G. 28, Exhibit 10.4, Apr:l 1985.

Before thé: Utah Public Utilities Commission, Testimony on behalf of NUCQ}‘R Steel,
Docket No. 84-035-01 (Rate Spread Phase), January, 1985,

Before thg Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Affidavit of Charles J. Cxcchettl un behalf
of Alalzama Power Company, October, 1984.

Before ths: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Direct Testirnony on
behalf of Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Application of Consohda*ed Gas
Supplv Corporation for Rate Relief, Docket No. RP82-115, April, 1984. i

)__,A.&..
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Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Rebuttal Test:mony on behalf of East
Ohlo,Gas Company, etal., In the Matter of the Investigation_into Lonq Term
Soluticns _Concerning Dnsconnectlon of Gas and Electric_Service Durmg Winter
Emergencnes Case No. 83-303-GE-COI, March, 1984,

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on behalf of Florida
Power and Light Company, Docket Nos. ER82-793 and EL83-24, February, 1984.

Before the: Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Direct Testimony on behaif of East Qhio
Gas Company, et.al., In_the Matter of the Investigation into Long Term Solutions

Concerning Disconnection of Gas and Electric Service During Winter Emergencies,
Case Mo. 83-303-COl, January, 1984.

Before the: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Supplemental Direct Testimony on
behalf’ of Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Docket No. RP81-80, Seatember
1983..

Before tl2 Arkansas Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of
Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company, Docket No. 83-161-U, August, 1983. -

Before the: New Mexico Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Public
Service: Company of New Mexico, Case No. 1811, July 17, 1983.

Before the Federal Communications Commission, Rebuttal Case Testimony «:n behalf
of Imgrstate Mobile Phone Company, in American Mobile Commigsion__of
Washanton and Oregon, CC Docket No. 83-445, June, 1983.

Before thc Public Service Commission of Indiana, Prepared Rebuttal Test mony on
behalf of Northern Indiana Public Service Company, Case No. 37023, May, '1983.

Before triz Public Service Commission of New York, Testimony on behalf of lthe
Indust"lal Energy Users Association, in Procedure lo Inguire into the Bahefits to

Ratepayers and Ulilities from Implementation of Conservation Programs that will
Reducs: Electric Use, Cass No. 28223, May, 1983. .

Before thal Public Utilities Commission of Maryland, Testimony on behalf of f;he Mid-
Atlantiz Petroleumn Distributors Association, the Oil Heat Association of Weghington,
and Stsuart Petroleum Company, Case No. 7649, May, 1883. i

Before the: Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, Testimony on behif of the

3

Independent Petroleum Association, Docket No. 83-01-01, April, 1983. i

Before the State Corporation Commission of Virginia, Testimony on behalf of *he, Mid-
Atlantiz Petroleum Distributors Association, the Qil Heat Association of Waﬁhin‘?ton,
and Situart Petraleum Company, Case No. PUE 830008, March, 1983.
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Before tﬁe Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Tesfimony on"ij)ehalf of

Arkansas lLouisiana Gas Company, Docket Nos. RP82-75-000 et.al, February
1983 i £

Before the Federal Communications Commission, Rebuttal Case Tcstxmony on behalf
of Interstate Mobile Phone Company, in American Mobile Communications of
Washington and Oregon, CC Docket No. 83-3, February, 1983.

Before the Department of Health and Social Services, Testimony on behalf of Madison
General Hospital, In Application for Certificate of Need for Open Heart Surqery.
CON 82-026, November, 1982.

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Testimony on behalf of

Consclidated Gas Supply Corporation, in Application of Consolidated Gas Suggly
Corporation for Rate Relief, Docket No. RP82-115, July, 1982. ‘

Before thé Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of
Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Docket No. RP81-80, April, 1982.

Before th" Florida Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Florida Power &
Light (>ompany, Docket No. 820097-EU, April, 1982.

Before tha Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Direct Testimony on >ehqlf of
Bosto:: Edison Company, Docket No. 906, January, 1982.

Before th& New Mexico Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Public
Service Company of New Mexico, In_the Matter of New Mexico Publiz: Service
Commission_ Authorization for Southern Union Company to Trgnsfer' Certain
Propeuyto Western Gas Company, NMPSC Case 1688, January, 1982 ; ,

Before th Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control Authority, Test<mony on
behalf of Southern Connecticut Gas Waorks, DPUC Investigation Irito Utility
Finan¢ing of Conservation and Efficiency Improvements, Docket No.. 810707,
Augus}, 1881.

Before the Connecticut Public Utility Control Authority, Prepared Testimony on ‘Jehalf of
Connﬂ ticut Natural Gas Corporatson July, 1981.

Works in PGW Rate Investhatlons July, 1981. -

b
;

Before thc Philadelphia Gas Commission, Testimony on behalf of Philadelphia T s

Before thu California Public Utility Commission, Prepared Testimony on ‘cehalf of
Pacific’' Gas and Electric Company, In Application of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company for Rate Relief, Application No. 68153, June, 1981. »

! i
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commlssuon Prepared Testimony on behalf of
Consohdated Gas Supply Corporation, Docket No. RP81-80, June, 1981.
Before the Tennessee Valley Authority Board, Comments on Tennessee Valley
Authority Proposed Determinations on Ratemaking Standards, Contract TV-53565A,

October, 1980.

Before tﬁé Postal Rate Commission, Testimony on behalf of the National Asso."!ciation_‘of
Greeting Card Publishers, Docket No. R80-1, August 13, 1980.

Befare ihe Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on Behalf of
Pennsylvania Power and Light Company, Split-Savings and Emerqencv Tanffs
August 1980.

i

Final Report of Consultants’ Activities Submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority Division
of Energy Conservation and Rates, in Consideration of Ratemaking Standards
Pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-617): and One
Additicnal Standard, Contract No. TV-53575A, May, 1980.

Before the Utah Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of NUCOR
Steel, PSCU Case No. 83-035-06, 1980.
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