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Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name. 2 

A. My name is Scott J. Rubin.  My business address is 333 Oak Lane, Bloomsburg, PA. 3 

Q. Have you submitted written testimony previously in this case? 4 

A. Yes, I submitted direct testimony on behalf of the Office of Attorney General (“AG”) 5 

(AG Ex. 1.0) on July 29, 2013.  My background and qualifications are set forth in that 6 

testimony. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of this supplemental direct testimony? 8 

A. As a result of the Administrative Law Judge granting the AG’s motion to compel, I 9 

received a large data file from Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or 10 

“Company”) one business day before the deadline for filing direct testimony.  This 11 

supplemental direct testimony is limited to presenting my analysis of that data and the 12 

resulting rate design recommendations for the residential rate classes. 13 

Overview of Data and Analysis 14 

Q. Please describe the data you received from ComEd on July 26, 2013. 15 

A. The data provided by ComEd is the source data ComEd used to prepare a study entitled, 16 

“Residential Electricity Usage and Bill Impacts of the Straight Fixed Variable Rate 17 

Design,” which is ComEd Ex. 2.33.   18 

  The data file contains four data sets, one for each of ComEd’s residential rate 19 

classes: Single Family Non-Heating (“SFNH”), Multi-Family Non-Heating (“MFNH”), 20 

Single Family Heating (“SFH”), and Multi-Family Heating (“MFH”).  The data sets 21 
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contain actual consumption data for each month of 2010 for each customer who was a 22 

customer for the entire 12 months of that year.  The data sets do not contain any customer 23 

identifying information.  Customers are simply assigned a sequential number, starting 24 

with 1 in each data set, so there is no way to identify the customer’s name, address, 25 

account number, or other identifying information. 26 

  The data set for ComEd’s largest customer class, SFNH, contains information for 27 

1,948,110 customers.  The other data sets are smaller containing data for 715,712 28 

(MFNH), 30,182 (SFH), and 112,164 (MFH) customers. 29 

Q. How did you analyze the data? 30 

A. I used statistical analysis software (IBM SPSS v. 19.0) to analyze the data.  That software 31 

is designed to be used with very large data sets, perform calculations and statistical 32 

analyses, and provide reports.  I took the output from SPSS and prepared the exhibits 33 

accompanying this testimony using Microsoft Excel. 34 

Q. What analyses did you perform on the data sets? 35 

A. I performed the same analyses on each data set.  For simplicity, I will use the singular in 36 

the following description, but each analysis was performed on all four data sets.  First, I 37 

prepared a table of percentile distributions of total annual usage, using breakpoints of one 38 

percentile.  I compared this information to the percentile tables appearing in ComEd Ex. 39 

2.33, pages 12-15.  I did this to ensure that the data set I received appeared to be the same 40 

data set that ComEd used, and to ensure that my software was producing results 41 

comparable to those produced by the software ComEd used.  I assured myself that both of 42 

these tests were met, so I continued with my substantive analyses. 43 
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  I assigned each customer to one of 20 groups based on the customer’s annual 44 

consumption.  These 20 groups, known as percentiles, represent the customers who had 45 

the lowest annual consumption (the 5
th

 percentile), the 5% of customers with the next 46 

highest annual consumption (the 10
th

 percentile), and so on. 47 

  I determined the peak month for customers in each data set.  For non-heating rate 48 

classes, the peak month was August.  For heating rate classes, the peak month was 49 

January.  While the peak month consumption is not precisely the same as a customer’s or 50 

class’s peak daily or hourly demand, it would provide some indication of the likely 51 

contribution of a group of customers to the peak daily or hourly demand.  Since none of 52 

these customers have demand meters, using peak month consumption is a reasonable way 53 

to estimate contributions to peak demand from various customers within a customer 54 

class. 55 

  I then determined each percentile’s total consumption (and the proportion that its 56 

total consumption bore to the entire rate class’s consumption) annually and during the 57 

peak month. 58 

  In the next part of my analysis, I calculated each customer’s annual bill for 59 

electricity distribution service using two sets of rates.  The first set of rates were the rates 60 

that became effective in 2006 after ComEd’s 2005 rate case.  As I discussed in my direct 61 

testimony, these rates were ComEd’s first set of unbundled rates (so they exclude 62 

generation-related costs), but they predated the Commission’s movement toward straight 63 

fixed variable (“SFV”) pricing.  Thus, the 2006 rates were set using traditional principles 64 

of cost causation (demand-related costs recovered through kWh charges).  The second set 65 
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of rates were the rates that became effective in July 2013.  These are ComEd’s currently 66 

effective distribution rates and reflect the movement toward SFV pricing (a large portion 67 

of demand-related costs recovered through customer charges).  By comparing the 68 

revenues collected from customers in each percentile using these two sets of rates, I can 69 

provide answers to an important question that remains unanswered in ComEd’s study: 70 

What has been the effect of moving toward SFV pricing on lower-use and higher-use 71 

customers in each rate class?  This is the question that the Commission directed ComEd 72 

to answer in the last full rate case, but that ComEd’s study fails to address directly. 73 

  Next, I assessed the effect on customers of moving from traditionally determined 74 

rates to SFV rates.  I discuss these results in detail later in this testimony. 75 

  In the next phase of my analysis, I compared the revenues collected from each 76 

group of customers to the cost of service (based on the current cost-of-service study using 77 

the changes I discussed in my direct testimony).  This enabled me to determine whether 78 

each group of customers was providing revenues that were greater than or less than the 79 

cost to serve the customer group. 80 

  Finally, I designed rates for each residential rate class that would recover 81 

customer-related costs through the customer charge and demand-related costs through a 82 

consumption (kWh) charge, and I compared these to currently effective rates and 83 

ComEd’s proposed (RDI) rates..   84 
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SFNH Rate Class 85 

Q. Please describe the results of your analysis for the SFNH rate class. 86 

A. I provide a summary of the basic data for the SFNH rate class on AG Exhibit 2.01.  The 87 

first column in the exhibit shows the cut-off between percentiles (or groups).  For 88 

example, the first group (5
th

 percentile) contains approximately 97,406 customers whose 89 

annual consumption was between 1 and 2,964 kWh.  The second group (10
th

 percentile) 90 

contains the 97,406 customers with the next highest annual usage: annual consumption 91 

that was greater than 2,964 kWh but no more than 4,118 kWh. 92 

  The next four columns show each group’s percentage share of four important 93 

measures: annual kWh, kWh used during the peak month (August), total class revenues 94 

calculated using 2006 rates, and total class revenues calculated using currently effective 95 

(2013) rates.  For example, the 97,406 customers in the 5
th

 percentile collectively use 96 

0.9% of the electricity used by all SFNH customers and only 0.7% of electricity used 97 

during the peak month.  Under the pre-SFV rates, these customers contributed 2.3% of 98 

total revenues under SFNH.  Under current rates, the customers contribute 2.8% of the 99 

rate class’s revenues. 100 

  The final column in AG Exhibit 2.01 shows the average percentage increase in the 101 

annual bill for customers in each group between the 2006 rates and the 2013 rates.  This 102 

shows, for example, that moving toward SFV rates between 2006 and 2013 resulted in an 103 

average annual increase of 54.78% in the bills paid by the lowest-use customers, but an 104 

increase of 11.65% for the highest-use customers (the 100
th

 percentile group).  These 105 

figures compare to the average increase in revenues of 27.78% during this time period.  106 
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So by moving toward SFV rates, the lowest-use customers received increases about two 107 

times the class average, while the highest-use customers received increases of less than 108 

one-quarter of the class average increase.  109 

Q. How do the revenues collected from each group of SFNH customers compare to the 110 

cost to serve each of those groups of customers? 111 

A. To answer this question, I used the results of the cost-of-service study that I discussed in 112 

my direct testimony.  That study shows that for the SFNH class, 60.8% of the total cost of 113 

service is for demand-related costs, while 39.2% of costs are customer-related.  To 114 

estimate each percentile group’s contribution to the class’s demand, I averaged the 115 

group’s percentage of annual kWh and its percentage of peak-month kWh.  Each group 116 

has the same number of customers (5% of the total), so each group’s responsibility for 117 

customer-related costs is the same. 118 

  I will use the 5
th

 percentile as an example.  The group accounts for 0.9% of annual 119 

consumption and 0.7% of peak consumption, so I used 0.8% as a measure of the group’s 120 

responsibility for demand-related costs.  I then multiplied this 0.8% by 60.8% (the 121 

proportion of the class’s costs that are demand-related).  For customer-related costs, I 122 

multiplied the group’s share of customers (5%) by 39.2% (the proportion of the class’s 123 

costs that are customer-related).  I then added the results of these two calculations 124 

together to determine that the first percentile group should be responsible for 125 

approximately 2.4% of the class’s total cost of service. 126 

  As I stated above, this percentile group is currently providing 2.8% of the class’s 127 

revenues.  From this, we can conclude that the revenues paid by the lowest users exceed 128 
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the cost of serving those customers by more than 15%.  Interestingly, under 2006 rates, 129 

the lowest users were providing slightly less revenue than they should (2.3% of class 130 

costs compared to the 2.4% they should provide).  Thus, assuming for purposes of this 131 

analysis that ComEd’s ECOSS is accurate, some realignment in rates was necessary to 132 

fairly recover revenues from low- and high-use customers, but the SFV-type rates that 133 

were adopted went much too far.  I show these results for each percentile group on AG 134 

Exhibit 2.02.  135 

Q. If the lowest users are paying rates that exceed their cost of service, which 136 

customers within the SFNH class are paying rates that are less than the cost of 137 

service? 138 

A. The highest-using customers – those who received well below-average rate increases 139 

since 2006 – have ended up providing revenues that are less than their cost of service.  140 

For example, the highest users – customers who use more than 20,827 kWh per year – 141 

should be responsible for 10.1% of the class’s cost of service, as shown on AG Exhibit 142 

2.02.  At present, however, these customers are providing only 9.7% of the class’s 143 

revenues.  It is interesting to note that in 2006, these customers were providing too much 144 

revenue (10.9% of the total).  So, as I noted earlier, some realignment of rates for this 145 

class was in order, but the movement toward SFV rates went too far.  The result is that 146 

low users are paying too much and high users are paying too little. 147 

Q. Have you prepared a graphical illustration of this problem? 148 

A. Yes.  AG Exhibit 2.03 is a graph showing the data in AG Exhibit 2.02.  The line on the 149 

graph shows each group’s responsibility for the cost of service.  The first (red) bar for 150 

each group shows the group’s contribution to the class’s revenues under 2006 rates.  The 151 
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second (blue) bar for each group shows the revenue contribution under 2013 rates.  It can 152 

be seen that the lowest-using customers went from having revenues below cost to having 153 

revenues in excess of cost (again, assuming the accuracy of ComEd’s cost study), while 154 

the opposite is true among the highest-using customers. 155 

Q. Have you designed rates that would collect the same level of revenues from the 156 

SFNH rate class, but that would eliminate the disparity between revenues and costs 157 

within the class? 158 

A. Yes.  Designing rates to eliminate the disparity that exists under present rates and 159 

ComEd’s proposed rates is very straightforward.  For this class, 60.8% of costs are 160 

related to demand, so 60.8% of revenues should be recovered through kWh charges.  The 161 

remaining 39.2% of costs are customer-related, so they should be recovered through the 162 

customer charges.  The customer charges are then divided between the customer charge 163 

and the meter charge.  For simplicity, I have not changed ComEd’s existing meter charge, 164 

which is the same for all residential customers.  Performing these calculations results in a 165 

customer charge of $9.61 per month, a meter charge of $2.89 per month, and a 166 

consumption charge of 2.273¢ per kWh.  These compare to ComEd’s currently effective 167 

rates of $12.23 per month, $2.89 per month, and 1.955¢, respectively.  That is, ComEd’s 168 

existing customer charge is too high by roughly $2.62 per month and its existing kWh 169 

charge is too low by about 0.318¢ per kWh, assuming the existing revenue requirement. 170 

Q. What would the rates be for this class under ComEd’s proposed revenue 171 

requirement? 172 

A. To calculate the rates under ComEd’s proposed revenue requirement, I modified ComEd 173 

Ex 2.04 to recover 39.2% of SFNH revenues through the customer and meter charges and 174 
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60.8% of revenues through the volumetric distribution (per kWh) charge.  The required 175 

level of revenues from this class is approximately $995.9 million, which reflects the 176 

adjustments I made to the cost-of-service study (described in my direct testimony).  The 177 

resulting rates would be a customer charge of $10.86 per month, a meter charge of $3.38 178 

per month, and a volumetric distribution charge of 2.885¢ per kWh. 179 

Q. If rates were set to the cost-based levels you developed, would the subsidies within 180 

the class be significantly reduced? 181 

A. Yes, except for some minor differences, the revenues received from each percentile group 182 

of customers would be approximately equal to the cost of serving each group of 183 

customers.  I show this result on AG Exhibit 2.04. 184 

Q. What do you recommend? 185 

A. I recommend that the rates for the SFNH class under ComEd’s proposed revenue 186 

requirement should be modified to be a customer charge of $9.6110.86 per month, a 187 

meter charge of $2.893.38 per month, and a consumption charge of 2.273885¢ per kWh. 188 

MFNH Rate Class 189 

Q. Did you perform the same type of analysis for the MFNH rate class? 190 

A. Yes, I did.  I provide a summary of the basic data for the MFNH rate class on AG Exhibit 191 

2.05.   It is interesting to note that, unlike the SFNH class, the MFNH class has not made 192 

any movement toward SFV pricing since 2006.  The customer charge and kWh charge 193 

have both increased by the same percentage (approximately 29%) since 2006.  194 

Consequently, each percentile group’s revenues have increased by that same percentage 195 
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since 2006, and there has been no change in the percentage of revenues provided by each 196 

group. 197 

Q. How do the revenues collected from each group of MFNH customers compare to the 198 

cost to serve each of those groups of customers? 199 

A. From the cost-of-service study, I calculate that for the MFNH class 46.28% of the total 200 

cost of service is for demand-related costs, while 53.8% of costs are customer-related.  201 

To estimate each percentile group’s contribution to the class’s demand, I averaged the 202 

group’s percentage of annual kWh and its percentage of peak-month kWh.  Each group 203 

has the same number of customers (5% of the total), so each group’s responsibility for 204 

customer-related costs is the same. 205 

  My analysis shows that low users in this class are providing revenues that are less 206 

than the cost of providing service, while larger users are providing revenues in excess of 207 

the cost of service.  Thus it appears that some realignment of rates would be appropriate 208 

for this rate class. 209 

 Q. Have you prepared a similar graph to AG Exhibit 2.03 for the MFNH class? 210 

A. Yes.  AG Exhibit 2.07 is a graph showing the data in AG Exhibit 2.06.  The line on the 211 

graph shows each group’s responsibility for the cost of service.  The first (red) bar for 212 

each group shows the group’s contribution to the class’s revenues under 2006 rates.  The 213 

second (blue) bar for each group shows the revenue contribution under 2013 rates.  It can 214 

be seen that there has been no change in the relationships between revenues and costs for 215 

this class since 2006. 216 
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Q. Have you designed rates that would collect the same level of revenues from the 217 

MFNH rate class, but that would eliminate the disparity between revenues and costs 218 

within the class? 219 

A. Yes.  I designed rates for this class using the same approach I discussed above for the 220 

SFNH class.  The resulting rates equivalent to existing rates are a customer charge of 221 

$7.37 per month, a meter charge of $2.89 per month, and a consumption charge of 2.241¢ 222 

per kWh.  These compare to ComEd’s currently effective rates of $6.21 per month, $2.89 223 

per month, and 2.536¢, respectively.  That is, ComEd’s existing customer charge is about 224 

$1.16 per month too low, using ComEd’s ECOSS assumptions, and its existing kWh 225 

charge is too high by just under 0.3¢ per kWh. 226 

Q. What would the rates be for this class under ComEd’s proposed revenue 227 

requirement? 228 

A. Using the approach I discussed above, the required level of revenues from this class is 229 

approximately $276.1 million, which reflects the adjustments I made to the cost-of-230 

service study (described in my direct testimony).  The resulting rates would be a 231 

customer charge of $8.28 per month, a meter charge of $3.38 per month, and a 232 

volumetric distribution charge of 2.828¢ per kWh. 233 

Q. If rates were set to the cost-based levels you developed, would the subsidies within 234 

the class be significantly reduced? 235 

A. Yes, except for some minor differences, the revenues received from each percentile group 236 

of customers would be approximately equal to the cost of serving each group of 237 

customers.  I show this result on AG Exhibit 2.08. 238 
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Q. What do you recommend? 239 

A. I recommend that the rates for the MFNH class should be modified to be a customer 240 

charge of $7.378.28 per month, a meter charge of $2.893.38 per month, and a 241 

consumption charge of 2.241828¢ per kWh. 242 

SFH Rate Class 243 

Q. Did you perform the same type of analysis for the SFH rate class? 244 

A. Yes, I did.  I provide a summary of the basic data for the SFH rate class on AG Exhibit 245 

2.09.   The impacts for this class are quite dramatic.  The lowest-use customers saw their 246 

contribution to revenues increase by nearly 60% between 2006 and 2013, even though the 247 

class’s total revenue contribution decreased by 3.6%.  Rather incredibly, the 30% of 248 

customers with the lowest usage (annual usage less than 15,529 kWh) saw their bills 249 

increase, while all other customers had their bills decrease.  The effect of moving toward 250 

SFV pricing is quite pronounced among the highest-use customers.  Customers who use 251 

more than 32,000 kWh per year saw their annual bills decline by 20% or more. 252 

Q. How do the revenues collected from each group of SFH customers compare to the 253 

cost to serve each of those groups of customers? 254 

A. From the cost-of-service study, I calculate that for the SFH class, 61.9% of the total cost 255 

of service is for demand-related costs, while 38.1% of costs are customer-related.  To 256 

estimate each percentile group’s contribution to the class’s demand, I averaged the 257 

group’s percentage of annual kWh and its percentage of peak-month kWh.  Each group 258 

has the same number of customers (5% of the total), so each group’s responsibility for 259 

customer-related costs is the same. 260 
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  The 5
th

 percentile group, that is the lowest 5% of users, is currently providing 261 

2.8% of the class’s revenues, but is responsible for only 2.3% of the class’s costs.  From 262 

this, we can conclude that the revenues paid by the lowest users exceed the cost of 263 

serving those customers by more than 20%.  Interestingly, under 2006 rates, the lowest 264 

users were providing less revenue than they should (1.6% of class revenues compared to 265 

the 2.3% they should provide).  Thus, it was important to realign the rates for this class, 266 

but the Commission and ComEd went too far in the other direction.  I show these results 267 

for each percentile group on AG Exhibit 2.10.   268 

 Q. Have you prepared a similar graph to AG Exhibit 2.03 for the SFH class? 269 

A. Yes.  AG Exhibit 2.11 is a graph showing the data in AG Exhibit 2.10.  The line on the 270 

graph shows each group’s responsibility for the cost of service.  The first (red) bar for 271 

each group shows the group’s contribution to the class’s revenues under 2006 rates.  The 272 

second (blue) bar for each group shows the revenue contribution under 2013 rates.  It can 273 

be seen that there have been significant shifts in cost recovery since 2006.  In 2006, the 274 

low users were providing revenues much less than the cost of service, at the expense of 275 

large users.  Today, exactly the reverse is true.  As I said above, the movement toward 276 

SFV rates for this class went too far.  It is necessary to reduce customer charges and 277 

increase consumption charges in order to eliminate the subsidies from the lowest users to 278 

the highest users within this class. 279 
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Q. Have you designed rates that would collect the same level of revenues from the SFH 280 

rate class, but that would eliminate the disparity between revenues and costs within 281 

the class? 282 

A. Yes.  I designed rates for this class using the same approach I discussed above for the 283 

other classes.  The resulting rates equivalent to ComEd’s existing rates are a customer 284 

charge of $11.08 per month, a meter charge of $2.89 per month, and a consumption 285 

charge of 1.215¢ per kWh.  These compare to ComEd’s currently effective rates of 286 

$15.13 per month, $2.89 per month, and 0.998¢, respectively.  That is, ComEd’s existing 287 

customer charge is about $4 per month too high and its existing kWh charge is too low by 288 

about 0.22¢ per kWh. 289 

Q. What would the rates be for this class under ComEd’s proposed revenue 290 

requirement? 291 

A. Using the approach I discussed above, the required level of revenues from this class is 292 

approximately $17.7 million, which reflects the adjustments I made to the cost-of-service 293 

study (described in my direct testimony), as adjusted using the EPEC methodology.  The 294 

resulting rates would be a customer charge of $11.88 per month, a meter charge of $3.38 295 

per month and a volumetric distribution charge of 1.385¢ per kWh. 296 

Q. If rates were set to the cost-based levels you developed, would the subsidies within 297 

the class be significantly reduced? 298 

A. Yes, except for some minor differences, the revenues received from each percentile group 299 

of customers would be approximately equal to the cost of serving each group of 300 

customers.  I show this result on AG Exhibit 2.12. 301 
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Q. What do you recommend? 302 

A. I recommend that the rates for the SFH class should be modified to be a customer charge 303 

of $11.0888 per month, a meter charge of $2.893.38 per month, and a consumption 304 

charge of 1.215385¢ per kWh. 305 

MFH Rate Class 306 

Q. Did you perform the same type of analysis for the MFH rate class? 307 

A. Yes, I did.  I provide a summary of the basic data for the MFH rate class on AG Exhibit 308 

2.13.   The impacts of moving toward SFV pricing for this class are nearly as dramatic as 309 

those for the SFH class.  The lowest-use customers saw their contributions to revenues 310 

increase by nearly 20% between 2006 and 2013, even though the class’s total revenue 311 

contribution decreased by 7.2%.  The 20% of customers with the lowest usage (annual 312 

usage less than 5,644 kWh) saw their bills increase, while all other customers had their 313 

bills decrease.  The effect of moving toward SFV pricing is quite pronounced among the 314 

highest-use customers.  Customers who use more than 15,000 kWh per year saw their 315 

annual bills decline by 15% or more. 316 

Q. How do the revenues collected from each group of MFH customers compare to the 317 

cost to serve each of those groups of customers? 318 

A. From the cost-of-service study, I calculate that for the MFH class 48.7% of the total cost 319 

of service is for demand-related costs, while 51.3% of costs are customer-related.  To 320 

estimate each percentile group’s contribution to the class’s demand, I averaged the 321 

group’s percentage of annual kWh and its percentage of peak-month kWh.  Each group 322 
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has the same number of customers (5% of the total), so each group’s responsibility for 323 

customer-related costs is the same. 324 

  The 5
th

 percentile group, that is the lowest 5% of users, is currently providing 325 

2.9% of the class’s revenues, and is responsible for 2.9% of the class’s costs.  In other 326 

words, the movement toward SFV pricing that has occurred for this rate class closely 327 

approximates the cost of service.  I show these results for each percentile group on AG 328 

Exhibit 2.14.   329 

 Q. Have you prepared a similar graph to AG Exhibit 2.03 for the MFH class? 330 

A. Yes.  AG Exhibit 2.15 is a graph showing the data in AG Exhibit 2.14.  The line on the 331 

graph shows each group’s responsibility for the cost of service.  The first (red) bar for 332 

each group shows the group’s contribution to the class’s revenues under 2006 rates.  The 333 

second (blue) bar for each group shows the revenue contribution under 2013 rates.  It can 334 

be seen that there have been significant shifts in cost recovery since 2006.  For this class, 335 

whose costs are almost evenly split between demand and customer costs, moving to rates 336 

based on collecting 50% of costs through the customer charge has moved the class to 337 

cost-based rates. 338 

Q. Given that the MFH class has almost 50% of its costs customer-related, is it 339 

necessary to redesign the rates for this class to achieve cost-based rates? 340 

A. No, it is not.  The existing rates for this class are very close to the optimal cost-based 341 

rates.  If a change were made, it would be fairly minor.  I calculate that the customer 342 

charge would need to increase slightly from $6.81 under present rates to $7.26.  343 

Similarly, the consumption charge would decrease slightly from 1.149¢ per kWh at 344 
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present to 1.098¢ per kWh.  Given the slight nature of these changes, I do not believe it is 345 

necessary to modify the existing rates for the MFH class. 346 

Q.  What would the rates be for this class under ComEd’s proposed revenue 347 

requirement? 348 

A. Using the approach I discussed above, the required level of revenues from this class is 349 

approximately $46.3 million, which reflects the adjustments I made to the cost-of-service 350 

study (described in my direct testimony).  The resulting rates would be a customer charge 351 

of $8.55 per month, a meter charge of $3.38 per month and a volumetric distribution 352 

charge of 1.361¢ per kWh. 353 

Q. What do you recommend? 354 

A. I recommend that the rates for the MFH class should be modified to be a customer charge 355 

of $8.55 per month, a meter charge of $3.38 per month, and a consumption charge of 356 

1.361¢ per kWh.  remain as they are at present.  The existing rates are appropriately 357 

reflective of the cost of serving different customers in this class and do not create 358 

significant subsidies among those customers. 359 

Q. Does this conclude your supplemental direct testimony? 360 

A. Yes, it does. 361 


