A.
Yes, I have prepared a schedule that depicts the ratepayers’ burden for “intangible assets” for the period under the present contract through year 1997.
 From the base of “intangible assets”, I have deducted the $38.9 million of sales gain realized by Cabot, and I have replicated the contract calculation procedure to determine what amount should be excluded from fuel in fairness to SPS’ ratepayers.  The resulting amount of $10,020,198 total system represents that portion of TUCO’s margin that is based on intangible assets.  OPC recommends that the Commission disallow  $5,409,567, with appropriate interest, from Texas retail fuel and from cost of service consideration in future proceedings.  OPC witness Randall J. Falkenberg further addresses TUCO margins arising from intangible assets in his testimony.

Q.
PLEASE EXPLAIN THE OPC RECOMMENDATION TO THE COMMISSION CONCERNING THE ALIGNMENT OF SPS’ FUEL COST STRUCTURE WITH OTHER TEXAS UTILITIES.

A.
Unlike other electric generating utilities in Texas, SPS has, through many settled dockets, been allowed to include in eligible fuel cost a wide range of elements that are normally classified as cost of service.  This unique regulatory abnormality has arisen under the cloud of the TUCO arrangement.  Contrary to the provisions of the fuel rule, the TUCO arrangement allows SPS to recover, among other costs, inventory cost, handling cost, maintenance expenses and taxes on railcars, and the TUCO margin through fuel.
 OPC recommends simply that the Commission apply all fuel definitions equally and fairly, for all electric generating utilities, on a level playing field basis.  For example, in Docket No. 16705, Entergy included (a) mine-mouth cost 
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